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INTRODUCTION

This research project has a dual focus. First, it is a case study of the
introduction of program evaluation into a privately-run, residential
treatment facility. It reviews staff experiences which followed on the
agency decision to introduce program evaluation into its daily operations.
Secondly, it provides a preliminary data analysis of the data that the
agency staff have collected through the evaluation project. This pre-
liminary data analysis employs a method of analysis which is new to the
agency. In addition, it includes an implementation aspect in which this
researcher shares with the staff the preliminary analysis of the data
collected by the agency and the obsefvations of the researcher on the

process through which program evaluation was introduced into the agency.

As indicated, the first focus of this research project reviews the events
surrounding the introduction of program evaluation into the agency. It
uses the literature on program evaluation as a means of identifying issues
relating to the evaluation of programs and to the involvement of staff in
the process of program evaluation. In the light of this literature review,
it examines the issues that arose as agency staff worked in developing the
evaluation project. Through a series of focused interviews with staff at
the agency it identifies the major issues that staff identified regarding
the evaluation projéct. This project, thus, provides agency staff with an
| opportunity to retrospectively review their experiences of the implementa-
tion of the evaluation project. It identifies some of the unique problems

that the evaluator addressed in the process of gaining staff support of,
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and participation in, the evaluation effort.

In addition, this research project examines a series of papers written by
the agency evaluator which describe the development of the evaluation pro-
ject. The analysis of these papers assists in examining the experiences
of staff at the agency as the evaluation project developed. Through the
focused interviews, the analysis of the evaluators progress reports, and
the examination 6f the literature, this research project provides deeper
insight into the issues facing evaluators. It demonstrates the degree to
which the evaluator was able to identify, address and resolve some of the

staff issues with regard to the evaluation project.

The secand focus of this research project analyzes the data that staff have
collected over the past years. The data analysis employs a single-subject
approach. This researcher believes that the single-subject approach pro-—
vides staff with richer and moré productive data for planning treatment for
families. This belief is based on the recognition of some of the short-
camings of traditional group statistical_analyses which tend to obscure the
uniqueness of the individual in the presentation of group averéges or pro-
files. The single-subject épproach, however, preserves the uniqueness‘of
the individual by analyzing each'individual subject separately. Single-
subject design also alleviates the problems that the agency faces from
lacking a control group for statistical comparison. ' This problem is re-

solved by having each individual studied act as his own control group.

This research project does not attempt to collect any other original data

from clients, but uses the previously collected data for agency clients and
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employs a non-parametric type of statistical analysis to this data. The
use of non-parametric statistics avoids making any assumptions about the
nature of the distribution of the subjects over a normal curve or any
other similar distribution plot. The analysis provides staff with outcome

results on individual cases and provides staff with the first opportunity

to examine the results of théir treatment program.

As a final benefit this research project suggests areas for further re-
search and change in the evaluation project at the agency. It suggests
studies that may be conducted to improve the reliability of the agency
information system. It also suggests measures that the agency may wikh to
implement in order to establish the true effectiveness of its program.

The project benefits the agency in continuing its program evaluation
efforts=by suggesting additional forms of data collection, data recording

and data analysis for the project.

Volume I of this research project provides the reader wifh the theoretical
underpinnings of this research project and a description of the agency studied.
This particular thesis has two complementary and sometimes divergent foci -
the case study and an evaluation study. Volumes IT and III each contain a
section on problem definition, study design, a literature review, a data
analysis and recommendations and conclusions. In this way, this project is
more useful to individuals reading it. For those who are interestéd in the
evaluation study, it is possible to ignore the discussions about the actual
implementation of the evaluation project at the agency:and consult only
Volumes I and II. Similarly it is possible to explore the outcame

results of the agency's evaluation study separately, by reviewing

Volumes I and II, without having to read about the introduction of



program evaluation into the agency. This division makes it possible to
explore more thoroughly the trend throughout a particular study rather
than have a reader switch back and forth between the two foci of this

research project.

Volume II, Chapter IIT, on the staff's view of the evaluation project deals
w ith the study of the introduction of program evaluation into the agency.
It presents the material éround program evaluation techniques and methods
and the impact that the introduction of this particulatr evaluation project

had on staff at the agency.

Volume ITI, Chapter IV, presents the material that staff at Children's
Foundation have collected through their evaluation efforts. This chapter
analyzes the data and presents interpretations from that data. This

chapter is referred to as the data analysis project.



CHAPTER I: THE ARGUMENTS FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION:

POINTS OF DEPARTURE

In today's "age of accountability",
severe criticism is being levelled against
the social work profession in general and
the case work method in particular. From
within and without the ranks, more emphasis
is being placed on the need for social
workers to demonstrate that what they do
is worth supporting. No longer can the
effectiveness of social work be accepted
as self-evident, nor can the questions
surrounding it be stilled by rhetoric.
It is clear that social work must describe
more concisely the interventive actions of
practitioners, as well as incorporate into
agency operations the means for monitoring
and assessing the results of these actions.
( An increased interest in evaluative re-
search reflects this growing concern. |

The above quotation raises the question of accountability of social work

practice and iinks the solution of this question to the developing art of
evaluation research. Tt will be helpful to begin this report by analyzing
this quote and the article from which it is taken; this analysis assists

the individual in understanding the aims and direction of this research



project. From an analysis of this article, one can conveniently proceed
to a review of other items of literature which have significantly contrib-

uted to the development of this particular project.

The article arques that tie "ingreased interest in evaluation research
reflects"2 an interest in the ability of social work to account for the
effectiveness of its services. The article goes on to suggest a method

by which social work practitioners can account for the services they pro—
vide and demonstrate the effectiveness of those services. For any pro-
fession to be accountable to its clients is a tall order indeed. The pur-
pose of such accountability in the social service field is to first enable
social scientists to keep better records of what we do and the subsequent
outcomes of our actions. Secondly, accountability implies that social
scientists must use the resulting data to improve the services it provides
its clients. Eventually, this offers the best hope of improving the effect-
iveness of social service delivery. As a result the article suggests that
a structured recording system is one means amcng many that may be used to

monitor practice more effectively and provide a method of making same

changes that will improve the effectiveness of the service.

The authors outline a method by which social work practice and research

can be integrated more effectively. The focus of‘their article is to
enoourage the use of a coded recordingvsystem for student practitioners

in field_placements. The authors feel that the use of such a recording
system will enable students to make mcre effective use of social work re-—
search while at the same time improving their social work skills. They
argue that the coded recording system will assist students and practitioners

in assessing their performance in the field.



Thus students acquire both research and
practice training, with few opportunities
to test and translate the knowledge
gained in one orientation to that gained
in the other. In addressing this issue,
the authors will illustrate how a coded
recording system, when used in conjunction
with student research and field placement
courses, can facilitate the integration
of research ard practice.3

While the focus of their article is to pramote the use of a coded re-
cording system to help integrate social work research and practice for
students, the question that is more important to this research project is
the question of accountability for social work practice. Although the
article was primarily‘dirgcted at social work students, the implications
for social work are significant. The authors suggest that social work
students would be able to account for their practice and to improve their
practice skills through the coded recording system. But this is only a
tip of the ice-berg. "The recording system possesses the potential to
help end the long-standing estrangement of research fram practice."4

Such a coded recording system has the potential of assisting social work
in addressing the demands of the "age of accountability" by producing
evidence as to the effectiveness of social work services. As a-result,
this particular article sparked an interest in the ability of social work

to account for its effectiveness and an interest in evaluation research.

Along with the growing interest in evaluation research came the realiza-
tion that evaluation represents a new and perhaps\threatening innovation
to staff in the social work field. Consequently, this researcher developed

an interest in the impact of evaluation on social workers. As a result,



the researcher attempted to find articles on evaluation research which
might help to put into perspective the potential impact of evaluation re-
search on staff. The most promising area of literature came fram the
loss and change literature, and in particular, Peter Marris's book on

Loss and Change. It was felt that the impact of evaluation research on

staff assumed the form of threats and benefits. While it might be bene-
ficial for social work to be able toaécount for its sérvices, the con-
cept of evaluating one's own work, or being accountable, represents a
serious threat to the field. What is more, the concept of evaluating
one's work through evaluation research represents an innovation in the
field of social work. Consequently a brief review of the major concepts
of Marris's work will be helpful in understanding the direction of this

research project.

In his book Loss and Change, Peter Marris sets out to describe the impact

of change on everyday lives. He notes that "whether the change is sought
or resisted, and happens by chance or design; ... the response is

characteristically ambivalent.”_. Change represents a significant dis-

5
ruption in an individual's life. Consequently, Marris argues, there is a
natural tendency for the individual to attempt to restore the past or to
revert to past forms of behaviour. The ambivalence that change produces
in an individual represents an attempt to ignore the new dimension in the

individual's life and return to a more comfortable and familiar pattern

of behaviour.



The book begins with a discussion of
conservatism, because the argument as a
whole depends on the assumption that the
impulse to defend the predictability of
life is a fundamental and universal
principle of human psychology. Conservatism,
in this sense, is an aspect of our ability
to survive in any situation: for without
continuity we cannot interpret what events
mean to us, nor explore new kinds of ex-
perience with confidence.6

This conservatism is an attempt to incorporate into already existing
frameworks of understanding the meaning of all new éxperience. Marris
notes that assimilation is a conservative approach to innovations. By
assimilating new experiences into .the already existing framework of
understanding, the individual can maintain his pre-existing frames bf
reference and understanding. When it is impossible to assimilate new
experiences into these pre-existing frames of reference, then the in-
dividual must make more serious alterations to the frame of reference.
The conservativg impulse as a result represents a resistance to change.

It represents an attempt to maintain the "structuresof meaning".

By the conservative impulse I do not mean
political conservatism, but the tendency
of adaptive beings to assimilate reality
to their existing structure, and so to
avoid or reorganize parts of the environ-
ment which cannot be assimilated. Changes
in structure seem only to be possible
gradually, within the limit of what can be
assimilated. I am concerned in this bock
with the organized structures of under-
standing and emotional attachments, by
which grown people interpret and assimilate
their environment. I have called these
"structures of meaning" .... 7



The frames of reference which the conservative impulse attempts to main-
tain, or, in Marris's words the "structures of meaning", provide the
individual with predictability in his life. If an individual is to
understand what is happening to him, he must be able to understand his
relationship to others, and to predict the behaviour ofv others on the
basis of his understanding of the purposes and goals of other individuals.
The importance of this predictability is that it is the basis for mean-
ing and understanding of the world. This basis begins in early childhood,

according to Marris.

The context of meaning evolves from earliest
childhood, and becames so structured and
integrated that it cannot in time be radically
changed without fear of psychological dis-
integration. 8

As a result, our ability to deal with the environment depends on us
preserving our fundamental understanding of the environment. Consequently,
new experiences that will not fit in our framework with which we analyze
and interpret events in the world, represent serious threats to our

understanding of the world.

Since our ability to cope with life depends
on making sense of what happens to us,
anything which threatens to invalidate

our conceptual structure of interpretation
is profoundly disruptive.

Where it is not possible for an individual to. incorporate new experiences

into his understanding of the world, then an attempt may be made to deny



the implications of the change through same form of maladaptive behaviour.

It is obvious that when an individual is forced to change his "structures
of meaning" that the individual faces a significant disruption in his
un@erstanding of the world. Where. the oconservative impulse cannot deny
or assimilate new changes in the environment, then the individual is
forced to change. This change is accompanied with a degree of anxiety
which Marris describes as.being equivalent to a grief process. As a
result, the individual is forced tc incorporate the new experience into
the framework of understanding. But this process of incorporation may be
accampanied by a sense of loss as the individual experiences a loss of

the previously understood "structures of meaning".

When a pattern of relationships is disrupted
in any way for which we are not fully pre-
pared, the thread of continuity in the
interpretation of life beocomes attenuated or
altogether lost. ...  The conservative
impulse will make us seek to deny the loss.
But when this fails, it will also lead us to
repair the thread, tying past, present and
future together again with rewoven strands
of meaning.lo

The tying of "past, present and future together" is not an easy process.
Marris notes that this represents a process of growth and change in the
individual. It also generates a sense of loss. The sense of loss can be

accompanied by a grieving process which becomes an adjustment to the new

frame of reference or understanding of the world;



Marris goes on to explain that he does not believe that the conservative
impulse is totally defensive. He notes that as individuals grow, they
become accustamed to adjusting to biological and social demands placed

upon them.

For though children regress to earlier
patterns of behaviour when they cannot
cope, and adolescents are ambivalent in
their search for maturity, they also
look forward eagerly, curiously and im-
patiently to their future, bored with
achievements that come too easily.11

As a result, the conservative impulse represents an attempt to maintain
one structure of understanding into which all new experiences can be
integrated. Frequently this is not possible and it becomes necessary to
change the frame of reference of the individual. Such changes can
generate anxiety for .the individual, since the change represents an ad-
venture into the unknown. It is at this point that the individual can
experience a sense of loss, since, in fact, a loss has truly occurred.
The individual has lost the familiar and is in fact moving into a new and

broader understanding of the world.

Conceived .in this way, the idea of growth
does not contradict the assumption of a
conservative impulse. ... Different
kinds of change can be discriminated in
terms of misbalance between continuity,
growth and loss. First, many changes

are incremental or substitutional: the
purposes they seek to satisfy and the
pattern of expectations remain essentially
the same ... the continuity of life is
unbroken. ... Second, there are changes



‘which represent growth. Here, too,
familiar purposes and expectations are
not disrupted, but incorporated within

a. broader understanding or range of
interest. ... A growing person is
confident enough to explore new experi-
ences just because the basis of under-
standing seems secure. ... Third,
change may represent loss, either

actual or prospective, from death or
fram discrediting of familiar assumptions -
a crisis of discontinuity. And from this
arises both innovation and despair.12

The implications for this research project of Grinnell and Kyte's article
on coded recording systems are numerous. While the authors are attempting
to demonstrate that social work research and practice can be merged fhrough
the use of a coded recording system, the implications for the Children's
Foundation and this research project are that suéh a ooded recording

system would enable practitioners to get feedback on their practice skills.

Through a carefully developed reocording system it is possible to demon-
strate the effectiveness of a service or a particular worker. Consequently,
the implication is that a coded recording system will provide a wbrker the
opportunity of obtaining feedback on his work while at the same time pro-
viding evidence as to the effectiveness of the agency program. Also
Grinnell and Kyte's article supports the evaluation program at Children's
Foundation by suggesting that the evaluation program will, like a coded
recording system, be able to provide feedback to the staff on their
treatment outcaves. This will then enable staff at the Foundation to

change, improve or reject case work techniques in working with clients at
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the agency.

The literature on loss and change as summarized from Peter Marris's book

Loss and Change casts a new light on the impact that the introduction of

program evaluation into the Children's Foundation had. Understandably,
evaluation, or the evaluation of one's work at the agency, represented a
new form of experience for staff at Children's Foundation. The thesis of
this particular research project is that the introduction of program
evaluation into the Children's Foundation represented a significant change
in agency operations — a change which in some way had to be incorporated
by staff. Thus, Peter Marris's book on loss and change provided a first
focus for this research project, which was to examine staff feelings about
the introduction of the evaluation project to the Foundation. As a result
of the reading of Peter Marris's book, this researcher became interested
in assessing the degree to which the evaluator was able to reassure staff

about the research project and its motivations.

The article by Grinnell and Kyte and Peter Marris's book also stimulated
this research project's interest in the impact that evaluation has on
staff at an agency. As a result of the reading of these two articles,

this researcher developed a questionnaire interested in measuring the
impact that the introduction of evaluation has on staff at an agency. In
addition to the question of the impact of evaluation research, the articles
prampted this research project to become interested in questions

around the ability of the evaluation project to measure ocutcome or to
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document program successes. Grinnell and Kyte suggested that coded re-
cording systems are useful in providing feedback on cutcames. On the

other hand, -Peter Marris's book suggested scame of the impacts that this
research project might expect to observe in the staff through the intro-

duction of the evaluation project.

The third piece of literature that influenced the direction of this re-
search study was a book by Michel Hersen and David H. Barlow entitled

Single-case Experimental Designs: Strategies for Studying Behaviour

Change. This particular work provided a review of the two research designs
that oould be used in the ahalysis of the data collected by Children's
Foundation. In this particular work, the authors reviewed a number

of the difficulties that traditional experimental research design and
camparative statistical -analysis encounter in dealing with research in
the social sciences. The authors reviewed the arguments necessary to
support single-subject or single-case research design and analysis in
the social service research field. Sincé this particular work pro-
vided the direction for the analysis of the Children's Foundation data,
it is worthwhile reviewing the arguments the authors present to
demonstrate the practical value of adopting a single-case research

design in data analysis for this research project.

The authors of this particular work indicate that the foundation for

research in the social sciences began with the research in physiology and
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psychology. They explore a number of authors' work beginning in the 1830's
to demonstrate the trend that began with'single—case studies of particular
phenomena and particular individuals.that were eventuélly worked in the
basis for group camparisons. As the sciences of physiology and psychology
developed, then, there was a trend to use single-case studies and combiné
the results of these studies into.a group analysis or group theory. These

group theories then became useful in predicting outcomes of human behaviour.

The authors note that this prdgression led to.the group comparison
approach in the social sciences. In the 1930's the work of R.A. Fisher in
statistical analysis procedures provided the final cornerstone for the
development of a group comparison approach to statistical analysis.
Inferential statistics allowed.for the comparison of a wide group of in-
dividual case studies in a group analysis. This trend has held sway in
the social sciences since the 1930's, and the investigation of single

cases or case studies lost support during this point in time.

Fisher (1925) worked .out the properties
of statistical tests, which made it
possible to estimate the relevance of
data from one small group with certain
characteristics to the universe of in-
dividuals with those characteristics.
In other words, inference is made from
the sample to the population. ...

This type of estimation, however, was
based on appropriate statistics, averages,
and inter-subject variability in the
sample, which further reinforced the
group comparison approach in basic
research.l3
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The authors, however, go on to explore some of the limitations of the

now prevalent experimental research design and group camparison approach
to data analysis. Their aim is to demonstrate that single-subject design
can overcome a number of these particular research problems and still pro-
vide reasonably reliable and valid research findings. As a result they

- are attempting to demonstrate how single-subject design is an acceptable
method of~social.research as opposed. to the trend that. has developed over

the past century from the beginnings of group ~omparisons.

Essentially the authors are reacting to.the trend in the social sciences
to view experimental design as the only acceptable mode of scientific re-
search. They believe that this particular approach to social research
has created problems for social research.. As a result they review a
number of those pfoblems while at the same time demonstrating how single-
subject design can overcome same of the objections that they raise re-
garding traditional methods of social research and data analysis in the

human sciences field.

One of the first limitations of the group comparison approach that the
authors describe is the question of the use of control groups for ocompara-
tive statistical analysis. The control group is obviously used as a means
of camparing treated and untreated groups of subjects so that the researcher
can conclude that the treated group changed on the studied dimension as a
result of the treatment since the control group remained constant. There

is, however, the problem of ethical objections to this type of experimental
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C
design and data analysis. The authors note that in the traditional ex-

perimental research design and group comparison approach, the requirement
to have a control group necessitates one group not receiving treatment
while another group is treated. This is the only way that a group
camparison can be made between treated groups.and the. group that has

not received the experimental treatment. The obvious ethical question
is the right of the experimentor to withhold a tréatnent that may be

effective. in assisting the individual with his problems.

Despite the seeming illogic of this
ethical objection, in practice many
clinicians and other professional
personnel react with distaste at
withholding some treatment, however
inadequate,  from a group of clients
who are undergoing. significant human
suffering.l4

While there are other non-experimental designs which make it possible
for researchers to make camparisons between groups, the authors essen-
tially feel that the recent trend in the social science field has cast

a shadow of doubt over these lesser types of research design. Conse-
quently the striving for the experimertal control group approach to
research has overridden the use of other designs which may be more
acceptable in terms of same of the ethical objections. to traditional
research design. Single-case experimental design is in fact one of these

other methods, the authors feel.
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In addition to the ethical problems that traditional research design has

posed for the social sciences, there are practical problems. First there is
the difficulty of collecting a large number of clients who have homogenius
difficulties on which a comparison may be based. In other words, the re-
searcher who is planning to make a group comparison analysis of one problem
must find a number of individuials who share the problem and have cammon or re-
lated backgrounds that led to the creation of the problem. The basis of com—
parison between treated and control groups is that the population being
carpared from these two groﬁps are essentially equivalent. In the study of
human behaviour, the matching of these two groups becomes -an enormously complex
task. Here the social researcher is faced with the difficulty of finding in-
dividuals whgse backgrounds, families and life experiences can be reésonably
matched to enable the researcher to state that the control and experimental
groups are essentially equivalent. If the researcher is able to collect this
group of individuals Who can be divided into control and experimental groups,
he will be able to make a generalized comparison between his treated group and
the individuals in the control group who are suffering the same problem. The
finding of such a group creates an enormous task and problem for the researcher
who wishes to use experimental design. Finding this homogenius group is difficult.
The use of randomization deals with the problem of sample bias, but does
nothing to reduce within sample variations. As a result, statistical general-
ization emerging fraom most social science experiments have very large error

terms.

The obvious advantages of single-subject research design is that it re-
solves the two problems of control groups and the ethical issues that

this raises and the finding of homogenius groups. In single-subject
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designs, the individual is the subject of research. In addition, the
individual serves as both control group and comparison group. As a result
the researcher is not faced with the problem of withholding treatment to
the individual nor is he faced with the problem of collecting a large
group of individuals which can be divided into his control and experimental

groups.

This- introduces the third problem that group- comparison analysis creates,

which is the question of generalizability of research results.

Furthermore, as groups become more
homogenius, which most researchers

agree is a necessary condition to
answer specific questions about the
effects of therapy, one loses the
ability to make inferential statements
to the population of patients with a
particular disorder since the individual
complexities in the population will not
have been adequately sampled.15

As a result, the researcher who wishes to make .a coamparison between his
study group and the general population faces the difficulty that he may
develop a sample which is too specific. This sample may not be comparable
to the general population because it is so specific or, if the group is
less hanogenius, the researcher faces the problem of being able to

generalize the results of his findings.

Once again, single-subject research does not face the problem of general-
izing its results to the general population. Single-subject design is not

N
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specifically interested.in making general statements that are applicable
to the population as a whole. However, the authors feel that single-
subject design can contribute towards the development of knowledge in
the social or human science field. The authors feel that the analysis
of the individual case or the study of individual behaviour provides
treatment for the individual. On the other hand, the social science
researcher can use the multitude of single-subject research design as a
basis for developing theory in the human sciences. Essentially what the
authors are arguing is a return to the study of individuals .in the social
sciences as a means of gradually building the bases for more elaborate
theories. . The social sciences are at the initial stages of theory de-
velopment much like the sciences of physiology and biology were in the
1830's when researchers studied individuals and made generalizations
from individual behaviour to more complex theoretical explanations of

those behaviours.

The fourth problem that the authors cite is. the. averaging of results.
They note that by averaging the results for a large group of individuals,
significant individual differences.for the.clients disappear inthe
averéging process. Thus, important findings may remain obscured because
the results have been averaged. This is particularly significant when
it is realized .that. a group comparison approach might demonstrate that
clients are making some progress in treatment, but that same are also
regressing. The averaging approach of statistical analysis loses the
ability to examine the reasons for some .individuals of improving and same

degenerating.
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That is, sane patients will improve and

others will not. The average response,

however, will not represent the perform-

ance of any individual in the group. ; -
The final. argument that the authors develop with regard to the problems
of group statistical cmnparisons is the problem of inter-subject vari-
ability. This particular problem refers to the differences between
individuals which comprise the study group.. Because the subjects being
studied vary in the degree to which they improve, the extreme improvements
and the extreme cases where improvement does not occur end up creating
weak or poor.showings for the effectiveness of treatment. This is im-
portant in that the group statistical camparison approach cammot identify
specific reasons for specific individuals improving or deteriorating.
As a result, a treatment program which may have significant clinical
implications could be discredited because the. results that it has shown
by averaging the improvement of its client appear to be weak or not
significant.
As a result, the authors argue that the obvious alternative té group
camparison studies is single-subject or single-case analysis. The
problems cited in the group comparison analysis led researchers back to

astudy of the individual.

Essentially, Bergin and. Strupp advised
against investigating further effort in
process and. outcome studies and proposed
the experimental single-case approach
for the purpose of isolating mechanisms
of change in the therapeutic process.
Isolation of these mechanisms of change
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would then be followed by construction
of new procedures based on a combination
of variables whose effectiveness was

demonstrated in single-case experiments.17 v

The authors argue that researchers were then forced to go back to the
individual as a means of building an understanding of case work or
practice effectiveness for individuals. On the basis of outcomes of
these individual cases, researchers could establish hypotheses about
the types of treatment that are effective in assisting individuals in

improving their social functioning.

In their book the authors are essentially encouraging social researchers
to return to the study of the individual. They are arguing that the
single-subject design can‘overcome a nunber of the practical problems
presented by the traditional experimental research désign.. In addition,
they feel that single-subject designs can be used for developing theories

in the social sciences.

One of the more important functions of
the case study is the generation of new
hypotheses, which later may be subjected
to more rigorous experimental scrutiny.
Lazarus and Davison (1971) also agree
with Dukes (1965) that the case study

can occasionally be used to shed some '
light on extremely rare phenomenun or to
cast doubt on well-established theoretical
assumptions.l8

The authors .also note that Campbell and Stanley propose a number of re-
search designs which they termed quasi experimental. The authors state

“that two of these particular types of research design are appropriate to



single-case studies or to the studies of the individual. They feel that
the time series design and the equivalent time series designs are both
acceptable single-subject designs. As a result it will be worth examining
these two particular designs in the literature review section of the data
analysis section of this research project. The basic argument, however,
is that repeated measurement of the same individual will record changes

in behaviour.that may be assumed to be the result of the experimental
treatment. While the authors note that simple time series experiments
have difficulty demonstrating that changes in behaviour are a direct
result of the therapeutic intervention, they argue that the second type
of design, equivalent time series design which they describe, can overcame

this difficulty.

While the inclusion.of a base line is a
distinct methodological improvement,

this design is basically correlational

in nature and is unable to .isolate effects
of therapeutic mechanisms or establish
cause - effect relationships.19

The authors feel that they can provide improved time series designs that
will overcome the difficulty of demonstrating the direct cause - effect
relationship and will not create any of the problems that traditional

research experimental design has created for the social science field.

As indicated earlier, the decision to analyze the data at a single-case
level resolved a number of problems for this particular research project.
In reviewing the evaluation project that Children's Foundation developed,
this researcher quickly recognized that analyzing their data would run

into the controversy relating to experimental design approaches to research.
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Essentially the data that Children's Foundation had collected over the
past years of operation of their evaluation program was on the treated
-group. While the evaluator in designing his program had run an initial
test on the validity of his questionnaires, he had not established a con-
trol group in the agency to which the data that staff had collected could
be compared. Consequently} by agreeing to analyze the Children's Foundation
data, this researcher was faced with the problem of developing a new method
of approaching this data. Since an experimental design was not feasible,
an analysis at the single-subject. level offered the most opportune method
for approaching this data. In addition single-subject design did not
create problems of generating control groups or the necessity of being

able to develop generalized theories about the cutcome of the cases.
Consequently single-subject analysis offered this researcher the most

advantageous method of analyzing the data for Children's Foundation.

As a result of the arguments presented by Hersen and Barlow, this re-
searcher opted for a sinlge-case .danalysis of the Children's Foundation
data using repeated measures on the many variables for each subject. This
particular approach provides the Foundation with a richer source of in-
formation and resolves many of the difficulties presented where more
‘rigorous research designs require the use of control groups for comparison.
The single-case analysis, thus, provided the second major focus of this
'research~project, which. was to analyze the data that Children's Foundation

staff had.collected over the last few years.

N

%

The analysis of this .data will provide the Children's Foundation with

feedback on the results of its program. This should be useful to the
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Foundation in further developing its evaluation project and in also pro-
viding some initial feedback to the Foundation on specific cases and their
outcome during the treatment process.. In addition, the arguments provided
in the literature review of this chapter will provide the Children's
Foundation with support for the method in which they are collecting data

and some.guidance for them in analyzing this data.

Thus, fram.the book on single-case experimental designs, and from the two
articles on coded recording systems and the concepts of loss and change,
this research project developed its. format. Initially, it involves the
study of the introduction and impact of program evaluation on an agency.
Secondly, it examines the results of .an evaluation project and the implica—'
tions of the findings of this project to the trgatment provided at the
agency. Finally it is hoped that this research ?roject Will be able to
provide the agency with new insight into its program evaluation project

and with a new method of analyzing the data that it has.been collecting.
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CHAPTER 11

THE CHILDREN'S FOUNDATION - 1977 TO PRESENT

The agency Which is the focus of this research study. is the Children's
Foundation. It is a residential tréatment facility located in Vancouver,
Bfitish Columbia, which provides residentialvtreatment for behaviourally
disturbed children between thé ages of six and twelve. The Foundation
uses behaviour modification techniques, based loosely on the work of
Gerald R. Patterson, to assist children and families in altering their
behaviour patterns. The focus of treatment is to assist children in
changing their behavicur patterns from socially unacceptable behaviours

to socially more acceptable ones.

Since the Children's Foundation has adopted behaviour modification as its
treatment philosophy, it will be worthwhile examining the work of Patterson
et al later in this chapter. However, it is worth commenting briefly on

a few of. the points involved in behaviour modification . that the Foundation
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uses in working with families. First of all the Children's Foundation
believes in contracting with children and families to encourage children
to change their behaviour fram problematic, anti-social behaviours, such
as disruptiveness in school, disobediance at parents' requests, betcetera,
to socially more acceptable ones. The process of contracting used at
Children's Foundation involves writing a contract with the child whereby
the child earns points or stars towards a desired goal in exchange for
demonstrating acceptable behaviour while in residence at the Foundation.
Through this procesé of contracting with the chiid,] the child has a clear
understanding of how he is able to earn specific goals such as a trip to
MacDonald's by demonstrating acceptable behaviocur. In addition the
Children's Foundation works towards developing a peer culture in each of
the cottages. This peer culture can be used to reinforce and encourage
acceptable behaviour. Through setting a goal for the entire group in
residencé it is possible to encourage each of the children in the group
to work towards a specific goal or task. For example, the cottage may
have decided that they wish to go to MacDonald's on a particular evening
during the week. As a result, staff will set a specific number of points
required by the group to visj/.t MacDonald's. Then each child will work
conscientiocusly towards this particular goal and will learn tha£ through
exchanging appropriate and ac‘ceptéble behaviocur in. the Foundation that
desired rewards can be obtained. Thus, the child learns through a process

of demonstrating acceptable behaviour that he is able to achieve same
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of his goals. 1In addition, the staff at Children's Foundation meet
with parents on a weekly basis to provide.them with some of the

" background philosophy and techniques in using behaviour modifica-
tion. The purpose of the weekly meetings with family counsellors is
to provide parents with some of the skills necessary.to use behaviour
modification techniques with their children. Thus, the staff at
Children's Foundation work in two directions at once. First of

all they work with the child who is in residence, helping the child
learn more appropriate methods of obtaining his particular wishes.
Through the demonstration of appropriate behaviours the child learns
that he can obtain same of the objectives that he sets for himself.
In addition, the Children's Fouridation works with parents to teach
them the techniques of behaviour modification which they can apply
in living with their children and in encouraging their children to

behave more appropriately.

The Foundation operates three cottages with a total “capacity for
twenty-four children with two emergency beds. Two of the cottages
work with children ages six to twelve and accept referrals from
the Vancouver area. The third cottage works with older adolescents
up to age seventeen and accepts referrals mainly from the

Burnaby and New Westminster areas of .the.Lower Mainland. The
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Foundation works with these children and their families for varying
lengths of time. The average length of time that a child spends in
residence at the Foundation is eight months, but this can vary from
three to twelve months, depending upon how quickly the family and the
child learn new ways of relating to one another. The qundation aliows
the child to go home every weekend. These visits enable the family and
the child to test their new paﬁterns of behaviour which they have learned
at the Foundation.

Part of any evaluative study involves the determination of the degree to
which the stated goals of the agency are being fulfilled. Consequently,
the examination of Children's Foundation must include an examination of
its stated goals. The statement of these goals'is provided in a number
of agency documents. A pamphlet entitled "For Parents" provides parents
with an outline of the services and goals of the agency. The Children's
Foundation Constitution provides a statement of the agency's mandate.
The union contract and job descriptions for each position at Children's
Foundation provide further information about the daily functioning of
the agency. Finally, "The Children's Foundation Cottage Manual", which
was written in April, 1978, provides an outline of the basic components
of the program at the Foundation. All of these documents provide good
insight into the routine operations of the program at the Foundation and

its stated goals.

C
The pamphlet "For Parents" provides a useful starting point for examining

the program at Children's Foundation. It states that staff at the
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Foundation work "to help children and families to live together more

successfully” The pamphlet indicates that not only children but

"1
| parents and other family members will often be required to look at

their own attitudes and feelings and perhaps to make changes in these
attitudes and feelings in order to facilitate the family living together
again. From this particular philosophic statement of purpose the pam-

phlet goes on the describe the program at the Foundation.

The pamphlet indicates that the Foundation is, in fact, a private, non-
profit organization that is run by a board of governors that is composed
of community representatives. In addition, it indicates that major
funding for the Foundation comes from the Provincial Ministry of Human
Resources with supplemental grants from other commnity agencies and
private individuals. It states thét the Foundation is a "residential

treatment centre for behavioural disorders in children". As well as its

2
Residential programs, the pamphlet indicates that the Foundation also
offers a program called Access. This program provides treatmént for uwp
to fifteen additional children who are still residing in the family home.
The focus of the Access program is to provide family counselling in the
home to prevent the necessity of the child caoming into care. Here,

family counsellors work with the family and the child on an outreach

basis.

The Residential program is divided between three cottages which all hdve
a capacity of eight beds. Each of the cottages has a cottage supervisor

pPlus a treatment team of four trained child care counsellors. A family
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counsellor is attached to each cottage and acts as a consultant in help-
ing child care staff plan and irmplement the treatment program for the
family and the child. In addition to these staff, the Foundation has
additional support staff which includes night staff, houseparents,

maintenance and cleaning staff, cooks, and administrative support staff.

The pamphlet continues by describing the role of the child care counsellors
and the routine of the cottages. It indicates that the child care coun-
sellor is responsible for seeing the child through the daily program of
activities at the Foundation. The counsellors who work days ensure that
children are dressed and up in time for breakfast, keep their rooms clean,
perform their assigned chores during the day and attend school, either on
site or in the community school. The afternoon child care counsellors
supervise the after school and evening actiﬁities at the cottages. Théy
provide cutings, sports and craft activities. The pamphlet indicates that
the routine at the Foundation is fairly structured so that each child

knows what he should be doing at any time of the day.

By knowing what is expected, both the
staff and the child find it much simpler
to focus on the more unpredictable, most
important factors of each individual
child's day - his behaviour, his atti-
tudes, his feelings.3

The pamphlet "For Parents" describes the Access program as a program that
provides services to children and their families when the child is not

resident in the Foundation. Children may be referred to this program

either in lieu of residential treatment or at the conclusion of residential
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treatment. The philosophy behind the Access program is to allow the
family to "test their newly acquired knowledge and skills on a full time
basis, while still having the support and the advice of their family
counsellor”. 4 This program offers the family a follow up, supportive
service once they leave the Foundation. It also provides same families
with a preventive service designed to provide counselling and support for
the family and the child outside the agency. As an extension of the
Residential program, it allows the Foundation staff to provide families
with additional support once the child begins to live at hame on a full-

time basis.

The referral process is also described in the pamphlet. The pamphlet
indicates that while any individual may make a referral to the Foundation,
all referrals are initially screened through the Provincial Ministry of
Human Resources' office. A social worker at the local office is respon-
sible for interviewing the referred family and child to obtain background
infamation on the nature of the problem that has occasioned the referral.
The social worker is able, on the basis of his knowledge of the program
at the Children's Foundation, to make a decision about the appropriateness
of the referral to the program. He may be able to provide the family with
more appropriate community resources to help them deal with their family's
problem. If the social workér feels that the child should be feferred to
the Children's Foundation, he is then able to explain the nature of the

program at the Faundation to the family.
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Once the Ministry of Human Resources' social worker campletes the referral
to the Foundation, the staff at Children's Foundation review the referral
information to determine whether or not their services will be beneficial
to the family. When the Foundation accepts the referral, parents are
asked to contact the agency to arrange for a series of interviews. On
the basis of these subsequent interviews the Foundation obtains additional
information about the family and the child, and formulates a treatment
plan for the family. The treatment plan is written up in the form of a

contract which outlines the goals and purposes of the treatment plan.

As part of the treatment contract with the family the Foundation requests
that the family remain actively involved in the treatment process. This
may include a weekly family session with 2 counsellor at the Foundation.
These sessions, which can last up to ninety minutes, are designed to work
on problem solving techniques with the family and to explore new problem

solving techniques with family members.

We believe that if one person in the family
has a problem, all other members of the
family share in that problem and can con-
tribute to its resdlution. Therefore, our
overall goal will be to have the whole
family living together in a more satisfying
way. ... We believe that families should
stay together and that parents should raise
their own children. We will try to do
everything we can to see that these goals
are acoomplished. 5

Finally, the pamphlet "For Parents" indicates that once the Foundation has

accepted the referral, signed a treatment contract with the family, then
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the parents are asked to sign Non Ward Consent Forms with the Ministry of
Human Resources. These consents must be signed prior to the child being
admitted to the Foundation. The consent forms give the Ministry of Human
Resources and the Children's Foundation the parents' permission to care
for the child while the child is attending the Foundation program. It
indicates that the consents can be terminated at any time by the parents,
and that signing the consents does not involve any loss ofvguardianship
rights by the parents. In addition, it indicates that-parents may be
required to contribute to the child's maintenance at the Foundation. It
states that, while the Foundation is fully funded, the Ministry of Human
Resources requires that parents, where they are able, contribute towards

the cost of caring for their child.

"For Parents", thus, provides parents with an adéquate outline of the
services offered at the Foundation and the expectations that the Founda-
tion has of parents. It indicates that parental participation is expected
and that working with the family is part of the treatment process at the
Foundation. It also provides parents with a description of the program

at the Foundation.

In addition to this pamphlet, the Children's Foundation Constitution which
was written June 23, 1977, supports a number of the explicitly stated
goals found in the pamphlet. In fact, three of the five goals of the
Foundation relate directly to the actual treatment philosophy of the
Foundation. The goals obviously effect the treatment program for children

and their families at the Foundation.
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The first goal of the Foundation according to the Constitution is to
provide treatment for "emotionally disturbed childrgn and their families".6
The pamphlet "For Parents" adequately emphasizes this goal. It points out
that the Foundation is a residential treatment centre for emotionally dis-
turbed children. It also indicates that parents are expected to partici-
pate in the program at the Foundation. It gives a very clear statement
of the belief that paien;s should raise their own children and that a
focus of the program at the Foundation is to enable the child and the
family to live together co-operatively. The pampﬁlet also emphasizes the
role of family members in contributing to the problems of the family and
in solving the family difficulties. With this as a clear statement of
goal, it is obvicus that families( where parents are unwilling to partici-

pate in treatment programs, are not likely to be accepted for treatment..

A second goal is the concept of integrating the services that the
Foundation offers with other community services. While this goal }s not
specifically elaborated in the pamphlet "For Parents", -the pamphlet does
mention the involvement of the Ministry of Human Resources' social worker.
In this context it indicates that "since the social worker has a good
working knowledge of all resources, he or she will decide which program
would be thevbest“7 for the child and family. This implies not only a
decision about the Residential program or the Access program at the
Foundation, but also a decision about whether the Foundaticn is even the
best alternative. The social worker at Human Resources will have the

final decision on whether or not a referral to the Foundaticn is appropri-

ate. Other cammnity resources might, in the judgment of the worker, be
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more appropriaté to the needs of the family and the child. The Foundation
program as a result can be integrated into other services in the community
through the selectivity of the referrals that the Ministry social worker
makes to the Foundation. As a result, the Foundation represents part of
a continuum of services to the family. It is obvious that the program at
the Foundation does not wish to duplicate services that exist elsewhere

in the community.

A second indication of the Foundation's desire to integrate their program
with other community programs is addressed in the discussion of school
attendance. Where children are suitable for regular school programs

they are sent to a local community school rather than attending the
Foundation's specialized classes. Hence, there is another attempt to
integrate the child into as many reqular programs as is possible. In
addition the Foundation encourages the child to spend each weekend at
home so that he continues to be integrated with both his family and his

community.

A third treatment goal which the Foundation emphasizes describes the focus
on developing "services and programs to assist emotionally disturbed
children and their families to be an integral part of their corrrmmities".8
This role once again emphasizes the desire of the Foundation to work to-
wards integrating families into their community. The purpose of treatment
is obviously an attempt to enable the child to live in the camunity in a

more constructive manner. The focus of the Access program is to attempt

to maintain the child not only in his community but also in the family
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home rather than have him removed and placed in the Residential program.
Similarly, the Access program attempts to provide support for the family
once the child leaves the Residential program. This again emphasizes the

need for the child and the family to adjust to community living.

It is obvious that these stated goals when put together indicate the
desire of the Foundation to work with families and children to enable
them to live together in their community. The goals emphasize the focus
of the Foundation as being family and community oriented. In addition,
the goals provide a good basis for the underlying treatment philosophy of

the Foundation.

Finally, two objectives stated in the Constitution relate to the training
of staff for the treatment of emotionally disturbed children and to the
conducting of research on all aspects of emotional disturbance in children.
Both these goals have important ramifications to the ongoing functioning
of the agency and its evaluation program. Significantly the training of
personnel involves the training of students from community colleges and
wiversities at the Foundation. It provides training for new staff in

the field of behaviour modification and in residential treatment. The
conducting of research is important for the evaluation program. With the
agency mandate clearly indicating an interest in research, it is easy to
justify the use of the agency for research purposes with the aim of pro-
viding and improving the services offered by the agency to disturbed
children and their families. This provides the agency with the opportunity

to seriously review its program, if it so desires, in an attempt to improve
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The Children's Foundation "Cottage Manual" provides basic training for
staff at the Foundation. It also outlines six broad principles which
further stress the program's emphasis and direction towards intecjrating
the family and the child in the community. Each of the principles expands
upon the concepts of the family and community as significant to the

child's life and as a concern of the treatment program at the Foundation.

1. The Children's Foundation perceives
as its mandate the mediation of the sig-
nificant systems in a child's life (i.e.,
family, school, peers and community);
while providing for social training of
the child, so he may interact more
positively with these systems now and in
the future.

2. Mediation is that work which assists

each system to examine and to change

where appropriate, its problem--solving

skills and interactional processes, with

the goal of providing mutual support to
L all of its members.

3. Social training is that activity which
teaches the child ways of relating to

his environment in a manner that prov1des
self-enhancing feedback.

4. Within our culture, the family system
and schools hold the primary responsibility
for the develomment and socialization of
children. All therapeutic intervention
must attempt to support, not replace, these
systems.

5. Residential care is a treatment service,
not a placement resocurce. Since it in-
volves total intervention in a child's life,
it must only be considered after all less

extreme therapeutic strategies have been ex-
hausted.
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6. The Children's Foundation holds itself
accountable to its clientele and the
community at large, for its continuing
mandate and for the treatment processes it
utilizes.

9
These principles elaborate on many of the previously stated goals of the
Foundation. The emphasis is placed on the child being able to interact
with his life systems, such as family, cammunity, etcetera, in a more
positive way. 'In addition these principles'eﬁphasize the role that the
Foundation has in working with these other systems in the child's life
to help them change and adapt in the way that they interact with the
child. These concepts represent a restatement.of the principles which
have already been examined.in the pamphlet "For Parents". The propositions
outline and support the concept that family members will be required to
re-examine théir patterns of behaviour and perhaps make changes in these
patterns to enable the family to live together.
Finally, the. union coﬁtract and job descriptions provide accurate descrip-
stions of the roles and functions of each individual position within the
structure of the Foundation. For example, the role of the family coun-
sellor specifies seven specific duties that are assigned to that position.
The first duty of the family counsellor is to "work with the families
of children in the Residential or Acocess programs so as to enhance family
functioning".lo. The remaining six duties listed are primarily respoﬁsibili—
ties of the family counsellors to maintain agency records on family confer-

ences and family sessions, to develop an intervention and treatment
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program, to involve other professionals and comunity agency staff where
necessary, ard to continue to communicate with the child while‘he is in
residence. The job description again re-emphasizes the responsibility

of the family counsellor to "maintain close co-operation and communication

with other comunity agencies involved with the family" Once again,

*11
the job description of the family counsellor re-emphasizes the stated
goals and directions that the philosophy of the Children's Foundation has

adopted as its mandate.

The job descriptions for Child Care Counsellor 1 and 11 reiterate many of
the same points ocutlined as the responsibilities of | the family counsellors.
The job descriptions emphasize the maintenance of records for each child,
the participation in family conferences, the maintenance of cammunity
liaison, the preparation of reports on the families, and work as a co-
therapist with families when necessary. Two of the primary duties of the
child care counsellors also emphasize the J'mportance_ of working towards
enhancing "peer and adult relationships"l_2 both in the hame and in the

" community. The focus is again on re-integrating the child into his

cammunity and his family.

Analysis of these agency documents, thus, provides a framework for the
understanding of the role and functioning of Children's Foundation.

While it is important to understand the mandate of the Foundation, it is
equally important to examine its treatment philosophy, since both the
agency mandate and the treatment philosophy affect the evaluation project

at the Foundation. Consequently, it will be useful to ekamine sane of
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the basic premises of Gerald R. Patterson's book Families, which outlines
social learning theory as a treatmént‘modality. An examination of
Patterson's work will make it possible to examine the Children's Founda-
tion evaluation project in light of the literature on evaluation research.
It will also be useful in understanding a number of the concepts that
were developed by the evaluator in his attempts to measure progress in

treatment for children at the Foundation.

In the introduction to his book, Patterson notes that family members
"decide what behaviours to change. It is they who design the means of

bringing it about". Consequently, Patterson envisions all family

13
members being involved in any behaviour changes within the family. He
argues both parents and children change over time. As parents and

children interact, they change each other's behavicur. It is therefore
possible to learn new behaviours and to change old behaviours which are

disruptive to family life.

Much of our behaviour represents the
outcome of what we have learned from
other people. People teach people.
These are social skills that are
learned by observing and reacting to
other people. "Social learning” is a
term which describes this process.

In the social learning process both
persons are changed. The changes are
small but they tend to accumilate over

tlme.lz

The first concept that Patterson discusses in his book is the concept of.

reinforcement. He notes that human behaviour can be understood in terms
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of an individual's attempt to maximize his pleasure or rewards in life
and to minimize any pain which he suffers. Much of human behaviour is

governed by the tendency to avoid pain. Patterson argues;

There are many things that can function
as a reward, or "reinforcer", and they
all have one thing in common. When a
behaviour is followed by a reinforcer,
“the behaviour is strengthened. This
means that the behaviour is more likely
to occur again in the future!

U.ls

From this concept of reinforcement, Patterson goes on to arque that all
behaviour is learned and can be reinforced or discouraged according to
the interactions between individuals. Consequently, the process of
changing behaviour must become a process of reinforcing behaviour that

is desired, and punishing or not rewarding behaviour which is undesirable.

The rewérds that are possible to use in social situations Patterson refers
to as social reinforcers. By these he means support, approval, touching,
smiling, kissing and many other types of social interaction between in-
dividuals. He argues that these are strong reinforcers and can encourage
positive behaviour, but that many of these reinforcers may be required to‘

change or reinforce desired behaviour.

Next, Patterson provides a brief description of the process through which
individuals can change behaviour. He notes that it is important to realize
that change in behaviour is a gradual process that will only occur if

consistent reinforcement is given to the type of behaviour that is desired,
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and consistent known non-reinforcement or punishment is given to the

type of behaviour that is not desired. The first step in any plan to
change behaviour Patterson describes as "observation and data collectioh".16
He notes that patrt of the observation and data collection is for the in-
dividugl to examine behaviour as it occurs and to observe whether or not
they are in same way reinforcing that behaviour. In reinforcing appropri-
ate behaviour it is important that the reinforcer not be used as a pre-

liminary step to criticism or punishment. Patterson states that in this

type of situation the reinforcer becomes "a sugar coating for punishment".17

In planning our environment we will want
to strengthen new behaviours so that they
will occur more often. But part of the
problem may also involve weakening already
existing behaviours so they will occur less
often. To weaken problem behaviours, you
can use non-reinforcement or punishment,

or reinforce something that will take the
place of the problem behaviour.18

Patterson notes that it is particularly important to observe your own
behaviour when reinforcing another person's behaviour. Wwhile it may
appear that you are not reinforcing a éhild's helplessness, you may in
fact reinforce his helpless behaviour by coming to his rescue. Thus it
is important that you not reinforce the behaviour but that you allow the
child to suffer the natural consequences of his helplessness. As an
example, Patterson points out that if a child is slow in getting ready,
for school, then the child will be late for school several mornings and
this would be a natural consequence for his tardiness in the morning. It

is important, therefore, to develop a list of natural reinforcers which
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can be used to reinforce positive or acceptable behaviour. The child who
is tardy in the morning and arrives late at school can be deprived of one
of his reinforcers when he arrives home, such as dessert in the evening
or watching a particular T.V. show. In this way it is clear that the
reinforcer islbeing provided for a specific behaviour which is acceptable

and taken away for behaviour that is not acceptable.

It is important to recognize that there are two stages in this process of

reinforcement. When the behaviour is occurring as desired it is important

to then begin to reduce the amount of reinforcement that the child receives

for his behaviour. Despite this gradual reduction of reinforcement, the
behaviour will nonetheless continue. Occasional reinforcement for acoept-
able behaviour will support its durability. In addition, the individual
rust make sure that he is not supporting negative behaviour by being over-

protective or by assisting the child who is playing helpless.

Patterson then goes on to describe what he terms "aversive stimuli". In
this particular chapter, he elaborates on the concept of punishment. He
notes that punishment can produce rapid behaviour change. However,

punishment also reaps punishment, he argues.

... the individual who gives the most
reinforcement receives the most re-
inforcement and that the person in the
family who gives the most punishment
receives the most punishment from other
family members.19

—

e
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As a result, the use of hitting or striking can result in simjilar
punishment being returned to the parent. Patterson notes that this type
of punishment also provides reinforcement for the parent. When the'
parent strikes the child to stop a particularly undesirable behaviour,
the behaviour stops. The parent learns that hitting stops undesirable

behaviour. The parent in fact is reinforced for hitting.

Patterson suggests that there are alternatives to some of the more
adversive stimuli of punishments. He states that it is important to use
punishment which is only mildly aversive. For example, he suggests that
rather than use any sort of physical punishment, there are other types of

punishment such as "time out".

If you decide to use punishment, stay
calm. Catch the problem at its beginning,
then use some mildly aversive natural
consequence every tim.e.20

It is important to use reinforcement with punishment. When a parent
decides to use punishment as a means of ending one type of behaviour,
Patterson states, it is important to increase or consistently provide
positive reinforcement for the type of behaviour that is desired. The
time out concept involves removing the child fram the particular environ-
ment in which he is being disruptive or troublesame, and providing him
with time away from the group or away from the setting. This type of
punishment can be used effectively in changing behaviour. In summarizing

his chapter on aversive stimuli, Patterson notes the following:
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You get what you receive:
to get more reinforcement, give more; and,
to get less punishment, give less. -
If you decide to use punishment,
intervene early;
use mildly aversive consequences every time;
remain calm; and,
set up a program to reinforce competing
behaviours.21

It is therefore easy to see that the type of behaviour change program
that Patterson describes is both systematic and consistent. It is
important for family members who wish to change behaviour to maintain a
consistent pattern of reinforcement and punishment. This consistent
behaviour on the part of the parents will gradually produce changes in
the child's behaviour and increase more socially acceptable behaviour

while decreasing behaviour that is not acceptable.

Finally, Patterson goes on to.describe "accidental training”". This, he
states, is a process whereby individuals may accidentally reinforce

problem behaviour.

It is a paradox that sometimes we create
reinforcement arrangements that train our
close friends, members of our families,
and others whom we love to display high
rates of problem behaviours. We also set
up reinforcements that strengthen problem
behaviours in ourselves. Such programs
are extremely effective, even though they
are unplanned.22

As an example, Patterson describes a situation that parents can easily get

into when attempting to teach a child new behaviocurs. When a child fails
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to perform the behaviour as specified, the parent may have the tendenéy

to take over the behaviour for the child. Consequently, the child is
trained to be incompetent. If he is corpetent and completes the be-
haviour he only has to continue to behave in that way. However, if the
child learns that by being incompetent, responsibility for his duty or
task will be taken away from him. The child has learned that incompetence
pays.. He is relievéd of responsibility for performing tasks which
normally he should be both able to and responsible for performing. As an
éxample, the child can learn to be helpless, simply because each time he
is helpless his parents rush to his support. This,<then, is an eXample of

accidental training. .

Patterson describes a second type of accidental training which involves
punishment behaviour. Parents can quickly learn that by using pain and
punishment, behaviour will change. Consequently, they are accidentally
reinforced in using punishment as a means of changing behaviour. As an
example, Pafterson notes that a wife can quickly drift into nagging her
husband to perform certain responsibilities around the home. In addition,
the husband or family can train the mother in the home to be a nag. As a
result of her nagging, the children or husband may stay out of the home to
avoid being nagged. While the nagging may occasionally achieve its ob-
jective, and duties may be performed, avoidance behaviour may tend to be
the fypical type of response to nagging. As a result the woman may find
herself. left alone more frequently, since members of her family are
attempting to avoid her constant harassment or nagging. As a result, she

is accidentally reinforcing behaviour that she does not want, i.e. the



46

absence of her family, by adopting a consistent pattern of nagging when-
evef they are around. 1In addition, the family is adopting a type of
behaviour that they do not desire, i.e. being away from home as a means
of coping with the wife's nagging. This type of behaviour is accidentally
reinforcing each other's undesired behaviour.

Patterson goes on to describe what he terms "precision reinforcement".

He ﬁotes that in changing behaviour it is important to reinforce behaviour
that you like and reinforce it as soon as it occurs. When(behaviour is
not acceptable, then it should be ignored, Patterson argues. He describes
a process called "shaping", in which it is possible to reinforce a child
for starting a project and each step along the way towards campletion of
the project. In this way the child can be encouraged to initiate projects
and to follow through on the completion of specific projects. As an ex-
ample, Patterson describes a process by which you can encourage a child £o
start studying an hour a day. To request a child to study immediately an
hour a day is a gigantic step for a child who does not study at all. Thus
it is more acceptable to encourage t%e.child to study pefhaps five or ten
minutes in the first few study sessions. The child can then be reinforced
for studying this short period of time and gradually the length of time
that the child studies can be increased. It is important that in the -
process of shaping, the parent decide the target goal and the steps that

can be taken towards reaching that particular goal.

This process is called "shaping". It con-
sists of two steps. First decide just what
it is that you wish to bring about. Second,
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decide on the steps necessary to arrive
at this point and break them down into
very small and specific units.26

Through this very gradual process it will be possible to encourage the

child to study an hour a day or perhaps even longer.

It is important in using reinforcement not to punish performance that is
not perfect. In addition, it is important not to use bribes in attempting
to encourage the child to complete tasks. Patterson notes that bribes
tend to wear off and will not reinforce specific behaviour. It is im-
portant to initiate a proper program of positive reinforcement and as

the child changes his behaviour to slowly phase out the program so that
the child is performing the desired tasks at an acceptable level. It is
important to provide occasional reinforcement and encouragement for the
child as this ensures that behaviour will be maintained over a long period
of time. As a final conclusion to his chapter on reinforcement Patterson
notes that if'"behaviour does not change, it is a bad program, not a bad
child".z.4
Patterson then describes the process . through which a program of
behaviour modification can be established. First, the parent must
identify the problem behaviour and a suitable alternative behaviour that
he wishes to reinforce. Then the parent must begin to establish a base
line on the problem behaviour to determine how frequently it occurs and
chart it. The purpose of establishing this base line is that the parent

will be able to establish whether or not thevundesiréd behaviour is in
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fact decreasing when he begins to reinforce pro-social or acceptable be-
haviour. Through a process of charting it is éncouraging for the parent
to see that anti-social or undesirable behaviour is decreasing while
acceptable behaviour is increasing. Consequently, it is important to
identify for each problem behaviour an alternate acceptable behaviour

that the parent wishes to reinforce.

Once .the-parent has identified the particular problem behaviocur, it is

useful to establish a contract with the child.

"Contract" means writing down the specific
behaviours and reinforcing arrangements
that are agreed upon by the persons in-
volved. Writing such an agreement is a
means of being specific, and it is also

a camitment: a written agreement is
likely to be brought out many times to
solve disputes about what someone really
said in the original agreement.

Just as a rule of thumb, the older the
persons involved, the more important it
is that the agreement be negotiated by
both parties. In attempting to work ocut

behaviour change agreements with adolescents
or spouses, negotiation is manda.tory.25

This process of contracting is important to establishing any behaviour
modification program. Patterson notes.that the contracting will establish
the basis for providing reward or for withholding rewards or reinforcement.
On the basis of 'this contract, all parties understand exactly what will
2arn rewards and what will not. The contract can even be posted and used

to keep tally of the specific behaviours and reinforcers agreed upon. In
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fact, Patterson suggests that this is a useful means of keeping track of
the specific improvements and changes in behaviour and establishing a
reward system for acéeptable behaviour. For older children, a specific
chart or point system can be established to award points for acceptable
behaviour and to apportion out the number of points required for a

specific reward.

He then describes same alternatives that might be used when problem be-

haviour does not change. As a specific alternative he refers to "time out”.

The term "time out" (TO) means time out
from reinforcement. The young child is
moved from a situation that is reinforcing
problem behaviour to one that is not at all
reinforcing. This arrangement has proven
to be a most effective means of producing
rapid decreases in the occurrence of
problem behaviours.26

Time out is perhaps the most useful type of non-reinforcement or punish-
ment. The child is simply removed from the situation in which he is
demonstrating problematic behaviour and placed in a non-stimulating
environment, such as a washroom. The child is given a specific amount

of time out, which Patterson suggests should be from three to five minutes,
during which he is to reflect on his behaviour which resulted in the time

out.

The importance of time out as opposed to physical punishment is that time
out can be used in a non-emotional way. Physical punishment usually occurs

in some sort of emotionally charged environment, and has an emotional
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aftermath. Patterson states that to be effective, punishment should be
mild. Time out offers that type of mild punishment. %hen the parent is
‘resorting to time out, he can calm and pinpoint the specific problem
behaviour that the child is being given time out for, and place the

child in a duli, non-stimulating environment. This clearly will remove
the child both from Ehe environment which is stirmulating his unacceptable
behaviocur and will also provide a punishment to the child which is not
emotional or physical. As a result time out can be effectivély used to
provide punishment for the child without creating any physical danger to

the child.

This represents a complete program by which parents can train children to
change behaviour from anti-social or unacceptable behaviour to pro-social
or acceptable behaviour. Social reinforcers can be used to encourage
positive behaviour and time out can be used to deprive the child of stima-
lation when negative behaviour is being displayed. Through this process
it is possible to have the child recognize behaviour which is unacceptable
and work towards changing that to more acceptable forms of behaviour. The
child is encouraged to make changes through social reinforcement. Specific-
ally, contracts can be written out or schemes of awarding points for
specific good behaviours or bad behaviours can establish a fair basis for
monitoring behaviour and allotting reward and punishment. In this way the
parent will be able to develop a systematic program of dealing with their
child's specific problem behaviour and to ensure consistency in dealing

with that behaviour.
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In addition to his basic book Families, Patterson also provides additional
information on behaviour training in his pamphlet "Professional Guide for
Families and Living with Children". This particular pamphlet, Patterson
writes, is designed to provide a supplement to individuals who are work-

ing with either of his books, Families or Living with Children. The pam-

phlet, in brief, presents a number of Patterson's previously presented
arguments with regard to social learning theory and the method of inter-

vening in social problem behaviour to change it.

He notes that social learning is an important concept in understanding an
individual's behaviour. 'He states that society and families program be-
haviour and that this behaviour can be deprogramed or changed to social

reinforcement or shaping behaviocur.

The primary assumption is that many
behaviours of family members can be
changed by manipulating the reinforcing
contingencies used by parents, siblings,
teachers and peers. .

Social learning assumes that both positive and negative behaviours are
reinforced by members of the same family. As a result the process of
changing behaviour is one of identifying the type of behaviour desired and |
the type of behaviour that must be changed. The next step is to work on
reinforcing appropriate behaviour and discouraging inappropriate behaviour.
Patterson states that in many instances where parents attempt to provide
punishment for disruptive or anti-social behaviour they are, in fact,
providing support or reinforcement for that type of behaviour. Consequently

the role of the family therapist is to identify the dynamics involved in
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disruptive behaviour and work towards providing families with methods of

limiting or changing that behaviour without reinforcing it.

These findings suggest that in helping
a child it will first be necessary to
teach the people interacting with him
to use more effective punishment for
coercive behaviours and to stop rein-
forcing his deviant behaviour. It will
also be necessary to train many of them

to respond to socially adaptive behaviour.28

In his pamphlet, Patterson emphasizes that observation must became the
first step in developing any behaviour change program. He states that
many adults or peers are unaware of how they respond to problem behaviour,
and for this reason must be trained to observe not only their behaviour
but the type of difficult or problem behaviocur that the child is display-
ing. The parent is encouraged to develop a graph for keeping track of the
frequency with which problem behaviour occurs and to specify the specific

problem behaviours that the parent wishes to change.

Patterson .adds an additional important concept to the social learning
theory. He states that evidence has demonstrated that "generalization of
the effects from successful treatment in one setting to another" do not
occur. A child may be placed in the residential treatment centre and
successfully trained to behave properly in that setting, but there is no
guarantee that his behaviour will be maintained at home. Consequently
Patterson states that three stages must be used to evaluate the effective-

ness of family treatment. First, the child must be observed in the hare.
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Second, the parents must be encouraged to report daily or keep track of
daily behaviour in the home. Finally, the parents should be encouraged

to develop ratings of the problem behaviour.

In reviewing the number of the studies conducted on social learning
theory and its application to particular problems, Patterson notes that
reasonable success rates have been documented. As a result, it is
important to recognize that social learning theory can be successful in
treating problem behaviours. However, Patterson suggests that the
training must include parents and siblings in developing a hame training

or supportive environment which will assist the child in maintaining his

newly acquired behaviour. (

One of the key ideas in this approach to
working with children is that people in -
daily contact with the child are the ones
to be trained. ... It is they who can
most efficiently "change the behaviour"
of the child; it is also these people
whose interactions will determine what
the long term effects of any intervention
program are likely to be. For this reason
it is the task of the professional to
teach the principles and techniques to

the key people in the life of the child.29

The implications of Patterson's work on the research project and on the
evaluation project at Children's Foundation are numerous. First, his
work suggests that the process of behaviour change rust include the

significant adults and children in the child's life and involve them in

a process of developing a behaviour change program. In addition, it
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suggests that follow up in the child's home after discharge is important
vif the dhanqea behaviour is to be maintained. Consequently, the role of
the Children's Foundation-must be to assist parents in dealing with the
child by assisting them in learning behaviour change techniques. In
addition, the daily monitoring of the child when he is at home on week-
ends is important. The parents' reportings of their experience of the
child's behaviour once he is in a behaviour modification residence are
also important. The parents rust be encouraged to monitor behaviour and
document how they respond to particular problem behaviour. They rust
also develop more appropriate ways to respoﬁd to that behaviour. Parents
must learn to reinforce pro-social behaviour and to not inadvertantly re-

inforce anti-social or unacceptable behaviour.

A final pamphlet which is useful in helping to develop an understanding

of the program evaluation project at Children's Foundation is a pamphlet
published under the signature of John Noble, Executive Director, Social
Services gnd Income Security Programs with the Ministry of Human Resources.
This parphlet ertitled "Guidelines for Measuring Progress in Treatment
Programs™ was published to outline the need for evaluation programs in

residential treatment centres.

The purpose of this brochure is to help
agencies involved in the treatment of
children and adolescents develop the
information that will enable them to
irprove their program performance. It
is our opinion that this purpose is
best served by agencies evaluating their
own performance in order to maximize
those aspects of their program that are
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working best, while identifying those
aspects which require improvement or
revamping.30

The pamphlet goes on to support the need for evaluation in residéntial

- treatment facilities. It notes that it is important that programs be
able to demonstrate their effectiveness, to improve areas of their
program that require improvement and to document areas of their program
that are doing well. One of the important objectives of proaram evalua-
tion that the pamphlet erphasizes is that the program will always be
aware of its goals or objectives by constantly reviewing its program
through an evaluation technique. The pamphlet does note, however, that
it is important to measure the succesé of any treatment program based on

predetermined treatment goals for each child.

It 'is more appropriate to describe a
program or individual's relative success
or failure in terms of their changes
towards some realistic, pre-established
treatment goal, based on the youngster's

history, individual and social resources.31

By using this basis for establishing the effectiveness of a program, the
brochure states that it is possible to measure the degree to which the

program is meeting the specific needs of a specific child.

The brochure suggests seven steps that should be used in developing a
treatment program for a child. First, the program should develop a list
of program goals and agency goals. These program goals must be stated in

terms of specific goals for the child or the client attending the agency.
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Second, in developing this list of goals, the brochure notes that the
goals must be specific and objective. By being specific it is possible
to measure the degree to which the goal is achieved, whereas more general
goals leave room for argument about the degree of completion. By being
objective, it is possible to maintain a clear sense of exactly what the
goal is and the value of obtaining that goal. The third step in maintain-
ing or documenting the progress towards specific goals is to describe the
methods of intervention that will be used to reach that goal. For ex-
ample, behaviour modification techniques might be used in helping a
family deal with a particularly aggresive child. The next step in the
process of specifying goals is in fact a step towards the development of
~a goal attainment scaling system. The brochure suggests that goals be
arranged in terms of ievels of attainment so that it is possible to
measure the degree to which the individual moves towards or away from a
desired goal. The fifth step suggests that goals be rated in terms of
importance, which is a step towards developing a quantitative measure of
the success of the treatment program. Next, the goals and iﬁterventive
methods should be set for a relatively short time period and then re-
viewed by staff. This will encourage staff to keep track of progress
towards the goals and to review the techniques being used to ensure that
they are in fact the most valuable or useful techniques in developing the
specific goal. Finally, the pamphlet notes that the results of this pro-
cess of monitoring the child's development or improvement in the treatment
program should be relevant to the child's worker as well as the child, his

family and the agency itself.
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Accordingly, to maintain communication
and ensure that different levels of
agency operation have the same goals,
it is important that everybody involved
in the program from top administrators
to on-line workers be involved in the
determination of the major institutional
goals, when and how progress shall be
evaluated and how the program will make
use of the information obtained fram
the evaluation process. 5,

The brochure suggests a process by which an agency may develop

a technique of monitoring its goal attaimment in a fashion that is
both specific and clear. It encourages agencies to review their

programs in terms of their successes in reaching specific and de-

sired goals. While it suggests goal attainment scaling as a
method by which agencies evaluate their effectiveness in providing
treatment, the pamphlet addresses the overall issue of accountability

for services to clients.

As a final preparation for this research project, this researcher

interviewed one of the Children's Foundation's family counsellors.
This interview provides an outline of the typical contacts that a
family might have with the Children's Foundation. It gives better

understanding of the procedures as they now exist at the Children's
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Foundation, and the nature of the contacts that families have with

staff at the Foundation.

The first direct contact that a family has with the Foundation normally

is with one of the family counsellors. At present, the family counsellors
provide family counselling services, intake and follow up services for
all families at the Children's Foundation. Originally the family
counsellors were attached .to.the cottages at.the Foundation, but since
the initiation of the evaluation project.in 1977 the counsellors have
been transferred fram the cottages.to the family team at Children's
Foundation. As a member of the family team, the family counsellor pro-

vides many of the direct counselling services to the family.

When the family first comes to the Children's Foundation, they know that a
referral has been made to the Children's Foundation by their Ministry of
Human Resources' social worker. As. a result the family arrives ready to
discuss with the family counsellor the nature of the program at Children's
Foundation and the role that the parents will play in working with the
Children's Foundation staff and with their child. In same cases the
families may have already received.a tour .of. the Children's Foundation.
When the family arrivés at the family counsellor's office,- they are pro-

vided information about the Children's Foundation and about the work that
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the Foundation does with families and children.

In this initial interview, the family counsellor, in addition to providing
the family with information about Children's. Foundation, discusses the

nature of the problems that the family is experiencing with their child.

In this interview, the family counsellor also asks the parents to completé
the first probe for the Foundation. Parents are told that the question-
naires form part of an ongoing research project at the Foundation. In
addition, the family counsellor emphasizes that the probes are used as a
means of giving the Foundation feedback on the services they provide families.
The family is also told that the probes provide the Children's Foundation
with a means of establishing how the Foundation is doing with the family

during the time that the family is working with the staff at the Foundation.

As part of this interview, the family counsellor provides a tour, or in same
cases a second tour, of the Children's Foundation. On this tour the family
counsellor is able to identify the key worker, or child care counsellor in

the cottage who will be working with the child, and is also able to identify

which room or bed will be the child's.

During the first interview with the family, the family counsellor spends
a great deal of time stressing the importance of family involvement in the
Children's Foundation program. He emphasizes that it is important for the
family to be involved in the treatment process since the problem belongs
both to the child and the family. The parents are advised during this in-
terview that the child will be coming hare each weekend so that parents

will continue to assume responsibility for their child on the weekend.
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In preparation for the first interview with the family, the family coun-
sellor reviews the referral information from the Ministry of Human Resources'
social worker. As a result, he will be aware of some of the problems that
the family has identified in the child. The referral information will

also be provided to the key worker in the cottage. At this interview, the
family counsellor will be able to emphasize that the key worker should be |
contacted on any day to day concerns or issues that the family has about the
child. On the other hand, the family counsellor will emphasize his role in
meeting with the family at least once a week to provide counselling and parent
training for parents.

An important part of the first contact that the family has with the agency

is the introduction of the evaluation project. The family counsellor em-
phasizes that the research project is important to'help Children's Foundationv
evaluate its program. He outlines that the parents will be asked to complete
a number of questionnaires at specific times during their contact with the
agency. He encourages families to complete the probes separately, and em-
phasizes that it is important for each parent to provide his or her percep-
tions of the difficulties that they are experiencing with the child. 1In
addition, the family counsellor emphasizes that there are no correct answers
to the questions, but that the main concern of the Foundation is to obtain
information on the parents' perceptions of the difficulties they have with
the child. He explains that the questionnaires are confidential and that
should the parents wish to have information about the results of the ques-
tionnaire, the family counsellor will be able to provide this feedback in a
general way to both parents or in specific to each parent on his or her re-

sponses to the questionnaire.
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During the interview with the family counsellor, this researcher learned
that the family counsellor has not had difficulty in having families com-
plete the questionnaires. The counsellor stated that families seemed to
accept completing the questionnaires as part of the routine format of work-
ing with the Children's Foundation. He states that he has, however, en-
countered situations where languages or cultural barriers have created
difficulties for individuals in campleting the questionnaires. He stated
that normally the questiomnaires take approximately one hour for families
to complete and that he normally advises families of this. However, the
particular counsellor who was interviewed has encountered situations where
it took from fifteen minutes to three hours of work for an individual to
complete the questiomnaire. In these types of situations he has noticed

same difficulty with language or cultural differences.

Another important part of the initial interview with families is the ex-
planation that the family counsellor provides the family regarding the
program at Children's Foundation. K He emphasizes that the Children's
Foundation is not a Ministry of Human Resources' service. While the
Foundation is funded through the Ministry of Human Resources and other
cammnity grants, the Foundation runs its operation independently of the
Ministry of Human Resources. In addition the family counsellor emphasizes
that the role of the Children's Foundation is to work with the family, not

just the child.

At this point in the interview with the family, the family counsellor ex-
plains behaviour modification techniques that the Children's Foundation

uses in working with families. He also explains the Access program which
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involves follow up from the Children's Foundation when the child has been
discharged from the program. The Access program will last from anywhere
fram two months up to a year, as necessary for each family. During this
time period it is important for the family to know that they are not aban-
doned by the Children's Foundation, ard are being provided with continuous
'éupport through contact with the family counsellor at Children's Foundation.
During the Access program the family counsellor will continue to meet with
the family weekly or perhaps bi-weekly to provide ongoing support and
training for_the parents. The Access program, howevér, may occur in.the

parents' hame or at the agency.

The family counsellor indicated that a frequent question is the length of
stay that the child will be at the Foundation. Parents frequently are
interested in how long their child will be in care and living at Children's
Foundation. To these specific questions, the family counsellor indicates
that the average stay for a child is eight months to a year, but that some
children stay longer.and same leave earlier, depending on how quickly the

family and,child can learn new behaviours.

Once the child is in residence the family continués to have contact with
the family counsellor on an almost weekly basis. During these weekly
séssions the family coﬁnsellor concentrates on teaching the parents the
basic principles of behaviour modification and on demonstrating how these’
principles can be used to modify a child's behaviour. When the child is
ready to be discharged and sent hame and the family is ready to be trans-
ferred to the Access program, the family counsellor arranges for the com-

pletion of the second probe. Consequently the first and second probes in
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the evaluation project are campleted in conjunction with contact with one

of the family counsellors at Children's Foundation.

When a child is formally discharged from the Access program, the final two
probes are mailed to-the family. The third probe is mailed at the point

of discharge and is designed to measure the parents' perceptions of their
child's behaviour. at discharge. The fourth and final probe is mailed six
months after the discharge probe and is designed to follow up on the parents'
perceptions of the child's behaviour and the degree to which the family and
the child are able to maintain their new behaviocurs. This provides the
Children's Foundation with a measure of the degree to which behaviour is

generalized and maintained after discharge from the Foundation.

Part of the family counsellor's introduction to the agency is also to .
answer sane of the specific questions about what the child needs at the
agency. The family counsellor can provide the family with a list of cloth-
ing that is required for the child and explain that Children's Foundation
will maintain the clothing at an appropriate level during the child's resi-
dence at the Foundation. In the interim, however, the family is asked to
provide either good or new clothing for. the child so that when he comes to
Children's Foundation he has same good clothing to start with. Once the
child is admitted, the Children's Foundation will maintain the clothing in
a good state of repair and will ensure that he has good clothing when he
is discharged fram the program. The family counsellor also encourages
families who are on income assistance to approach their social worker for
assistance in buying the necessary clothing for the child. This will ensure

that the child cames to Children's Foundation with an adequate supply of
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clothing which can be maintained or replaced as necessary during the child's

residence at Children's Foundation.

As a final point of discussion in the initial interview, the Children's
Foundation family counsellor re-emphasizes the rights of the parents in
dealing with their child. Parents maintain .all guardianship rights while
the Children's Foundation has custody of the child. Consequently, parents
can remove their child from the program or make other major life decisions
for the child and do not lose those rights by signing an agreement with
Children's Foundation. Children's Foundation is concérned only with pro-
viding care and custody for. the child while working with the child to
change his behafliour. The family counsellor might indicate that if the
family decides to move its child suddenly, the Children's Foundation would
be interested in knowing why the family is tsking ‘such drastic action.
However, despite this interest in the reasons for the family terminating
its contract with Children's Fouﬁdation, the family counsellor is able to
emphasize that the family still has the right to remove the child fram the
Children's Foundation program. The fact that the family has signed an
agreement to work with Children's Foundation, does not negate their rights
to guardianship and custody of the child should they decide to exercise

those rights.

' As a result of this initial interview the family should have enough informa-
tion to be able to decide that they will be able to work with Children's
Foundation. In addition, the Children's Foundation is able to assess the
degree to which their program is the appropriate resource for this parti-

cular family. Conseguently, at the close of this interview, the Children's
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Foundation family counsellor arranges for the family to sign an agreement'
to participate in the program at the Child'ren'. s Foundation. The family has
to sign an agreement called a Special Care Agreement with the Ministry of
Human Resources' social worker. In addition, the family counsellor outlines
the program at Children's Foundation sufficiently so that families are
aware of their responsibilities in working with the Foundation and their
role in working with their child in changing that particular child's be-

haviours.

As a result of this interview, it was possible to determine that the
Children's Foundation follows to a reasonable degree the description pro-
vided by agency pamphlets. The intake procedure and the emphasis placed
on the family's role in working with the Children's Foundation is em—
phasized during the initial intake interview. In addition, the family
counsellor introduces the program evaluation project which should encourage
parents to complete the forms accurately as part of the ongoing requiren‘em:s
of the agency program. While the particular family counsellor finterviewed'
oould not state that the process he described was exactly the same for all
family counséllors, he assumed that this would be the normal process in-
volved in admitting a child and family into the program at Children's
Foundation. As a result of this interview the family should be well aware

of its responsibilities in working with the Foundation.
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CHAPTER ITII:

THE STAFF'S VIEW OF THE EVALfJATION PROJECT

A. Problem Definition

The readings.on loss and change provided this research project with its
first focus. That focus is to evaluate staff ekperiences of the intro-
duction of program evaluation at Children's Foundation. To evaluate the
staff experiences, this research project identified five variables which
it would attempt to measure through a questionnaire. Each of the variables
relates to staff involvement in the evaluation project and to their feel-
ings as to the impact that evaluation had .on their job at the Foundation.
Three va;iables were adapted fram an article by Edward M. Glaser ard
Thomas E. Backer, titled "Durability of Innovations: How Goal Attainment
Scaling Programs Fare Over Time". The second two variables were developed
specifically by this researcher, in an attempt to measure directly the
feelings of staff of resistance or commitment to the evaluation proj_éct.
At this point, it is worth examining each of these variables to demonstrate
how they relate to the theme of program evaluation and its introduction

into the agency.
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The variables adopted from Glaser and Backer are discussion, iﬁvolvement
and need. In their article; the authors set out to examine a number of
agencies that had attempted to use program evaluation techniques involving
goal attainment scaling. The authors were interested in determiningb
What factors might contribute to the survival of goal attainment scaling
in an agency. To review the agencies that had attempted to‘use goal
attainment scaling, the authors idenfified fifteen propositions from
the literature that might explain the survival of goal attainment
scaling programs. Of these fifteen propositions, seven were taken from
the work of Seashore and Bowers, which related to the durability of
innovations. The remaining eight factors were adopted from Howard Davis'
"A Victory" model which identifies eight factors important to consider
.in predicting the outcomes of an agency change program. The three
variable‘of discussion, involvement and need are worth discussing now
as they. are the particular variables that this researcher attempted to

measure in the research questionnaire.

In an agency where there is discussion. about an ianvation,tinvolvement
 in the development of»the innovation, and a staff perception of the need
for the innovétion, the innovation is likely to be adopted and maintained.
The authors state that these'three factors positively contribute towards
the-maintenénce‘of any innovation aﬁd, in particular, goal attainment
scaling. This research project adopted these three variables as
important variables to consider in understanding the development of the
evaluation project. In addition to measuring theée.specific vériables,

respohses from staff to these variable contribute towards a better
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understanding of the degree to which staff were either resistive to

or camitted to the evaluation project as a whole.

For the purposes of this research project, the variable of discussion
is defined as the "encouragement of open discussion by staff of problems

and side effects of the change program"., Operationally, this is defined

1
as staff responses to statements indicating their feelings that open dis-
‘cussions occurred. The evaluation project did involve staff in
discussions about the purposes of the evaluation project and its goals.
The attempt of fhis research project is to measure the degree to which
staff at the Children's Foundation. felt that these discussions were
productive, or the degree_to which the discussions were ﬁseful for staff
in impacting and influencing the development of the evaluation project.
Again, the responses of staff to the oconcept of discussion assists in

_ﬁnderstanding the degree to which staff were committed to, or resistive

to, the evaluation project itself.

| The second variable which is adopted from this article is the
concept of involvement. Involvement is defined in the article as
Mstaff involvement in participative decision making with regard to
innovation adaptation and installation“.2 Operatiqnally this is defined
~as the staff responses to statements indicating that théy‘felt that they
were involved in fhe.adaptation of the evaluation projeCtvandvthe installa-
tion of the project in the agency. Once again, staff responses to this

particular measure of their views of the evaluation project‘contribUtés

towards the understanding of the degree to which they felt they were able
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to commit themselves to the evaluation project at the agéency.

Finally, the cdnoept of need is defined as indications from staff that

the project is "truly valuable and needed". Operationally again, staff

3
responses to>statements indicating a degree of support or a belief in the
va;ue of the project are'measuxeduby this réséaréh'projeét. In their
article, the authors emphasize that innovations are likely to persist
where these variables are presént. Thus, if staff feel the need for an .
innovation or arewéncduraged to discuss the development of a particular
innovation, then that pérticular.innovation has a good chance of surving.
Where, however, staff are not encbﬁragéa”to_participéteror became involved
in the development of an innovation in an agency, it is likely that the

innovation will not survive.

This research project measures staff perceptions of the need for the
' program evaluation project, and their involvement in and aiscussion of
the'development of the prbjeét.at the agency. Since the evaluation -
project has survived over a period of five years, the concepts that -
Glaser and Backer devélpp iﬁ_this article to exélain the durability of
innovations are'helprl in underéﬁéndihg how this particular'piojébt

survived over time.

In.addition'to‘these.threé concepts,'this‘researcher.devéloped two
specific concepts with relation to the deveiopment of the evéluation pro-
ject;.'Theféoncept of resistance is an an attempt to measure staff resist-
ance to thé'evaluétion project. ReSistance is defined as the "disinclina-
tion of staff to.support or became involved in the evaluation project"'l.4

Operationally, this variable is defined as staff resporses to statements
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indicating negative or positive feelings about the evaluation project.
A large number of”negative‘feélings indicate a'high‘degree'Of resistance
'té the evaluatibh pereCt. On the contrary, a 1arge,number of positive
feelings about the evaluation projectvindicate that stéff are willing to

support the project.

As a direét.oépdéite"to.the concept of reSistance;'this researcher developed
the concept of camitment, which is the Willingness'of staff to "make

‘a camitment to the development of the evaluation project”. Operationally
this is defined as staff‘responses to Statementsvindicating a willingness
to be involved in the projéct.and'fherefore‘a measure of commitment

which indcates support of the evaluation project.

. The variables of resisfance:andﬁcdmmitmeht relété'diréctly to the con-
cepts of loss and Change. As indicated earlier in the discussion of
Peter Marris' book’, conseratiﬁe impulses :epreéent a. resistance to

any innovétion,’while thé'graduél procésé of assimilation of the change
affects the degree of staff commitment to, involvement in and discussion
;of the evaluation projeCt...Conséqﬁehtly,'the five factors selected for
study”in-this résearch project lead to an understanding of the sﬁccésses
and failures of the evaluator in involving staff members in the evaluation
‘prbjéCt,at'the agenCy;"By,measuriﬁg staff responses to these variables

it is possible to asSessvfhé.degree to which the evaluétor was able to

resolve. some of the concerns that staff had about the evaluation project.

This research project also. attempts to measure staff résponses,té a
number of secondary hypotheses about how staff responded to the evaluation

project.
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1. Variable Degrees of Resistance

This researcher hypothesized that the degree of resistance to the
evaluation project varied according to occupational group. This re-
searcher felt that the child care staff at the agency would respond more
negatively to the evaluation project than other staff, such as the super-
visors or farﬁily counsellors. Sinée the evaluation project represented
a new innovation :Ln the operations of the agency, this researcher hypo-
thesized that there would be a general feeling of resistance, 'or, at the
very least, ambivalence to the introduction of the evaluation program.

As a result, this researcher developed the following hypotheses related to

resistance:

Hypothesis 1

The degree of resistance to the evaluation project varied
acocording to occupational group.

_'Hypothesis 2

Child care staff at the agency responded more negatively to
the evaluation project than other staff.

" Hypothesis 3

Child care staff at the agency felt more threatened by the
-evaluation project.

" ‘Hypothesis 4

The intorduction of program evaluation was met by general

resistance from the staff.
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Hypothesis 5

The staff at the Foundation expressed concerns with regards to

the motivation for the evaluation project.

|80

Varying Degrees of Commitinent

This researcher, on the other hand, felt that the degree of commitment
varied according to occupational role as well. As commitment is exactly
the cpposite dimension of resistance, some of the dynamics with regard

to resistance also apply to the degree of cammitment in the staff to the
evaluation project. Consequently, this researcher developed the following

hypotheses with regard to the concept of commitment:

‘Hypothesis 6

The degree of commitment to the evaluation project varied
according to occupational group.

‘Hypothesis 7

The child care staff at the agency demonstrated less commitment
to the evaluation project than other staff.

Hypothesis 8

The degree of commitment to the evaluation project was generally

low among staff.

This researcher was also interested in measuring the level of discussion

and the degree to which staff felt that the discussions about the

evaluation project were positive in developing the evaluation program.
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As a result, this researcher developed the following hypotheses about

discussion:

Hypothesis 9

The degree to which staff felt that the discussions were
useful varied according to occupational group.

Hypothesis 10

Child care staff felt less positive about the usefulness of
the discussions about the evaluation project.

Hypothesis 11

The majority of staff did not feel that the discussions about
the evaluation project were useful in resolving their concerns

about the project.

4. Degree of Involvement

This researcher felt that staff had different perceptions of the degree
to which they were involved in the development of the evaluation project.
Consequently, this researcher developed a number of hypotheses to test
the staff's sense of their inwvolvement in the evaluation project. The
following hypotheses were developed to measure the degree to which staff

felt involved in the evaluation project:

‘Hypothesis 12
The degree of involvement in the evaluation project was

perceived differently according to occupational group.
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Hypothesis 13

The child care staff felt less involwved in the evaluation
project than other staff.

Hypothesis 14

The child care staff felt less able to influence the direction

of the evaluation project than other staff.

‘Need for the Evaluation Project

This researcher felt that staff had different perceptionsvas to the

need for the evaluation project. This researcher felt that staff per-

ceptions about the need for the evaluation project or the value of its

findings varied according to occupational group. As a result, this

researcher developed the following hypotheses about the staff views on

the need for the project:

" ‘Hypothesis 16

The staff perceptions as to the need for the evaluation

project varied according to occupational group.

" ‘Hypothesis 17

The child care staff were less supportive of the need for

the evaluation project.

" 'Analysis over Time

!

This research project also attempts to explore staff perceptions about
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the evaluation project approximately one year after the initiation of
the project at the agency. In this ¢onnection, this research project
presented staff with a series of quotes taken.from a report which was
written almost one year after the initiation of the evaluation project.
On the bais of this report, this project attempts to measure staff
feelings abbut the gvaluation project after it had been in operation for
almost a year. This researcher encouraged staff to recall how they
felt about the evaluation project at the time that the agency evaiuator
wrote this second Progress Report on the implemehtation of the evaluation
project;at the agéncy. This research project then compares staff
responses on the questionnaire‘prior to the introduction of this second
progress report to those responses after the introduction of this report.
This comparison indicates whether or not staff responses at these two
points in time change-. significantly from one occupational group to
another. To complete this comparison.this researcher developed the

following hypotheses:

. ‘Hypothesis 18

As the evaluation project developed, staff resistance to the
project declined.

Hypothesis 19

As the evaluation project developed in the agency, staff
commitment to the project increased.

Hypothesis 20

As the evaluation project developed, staff support for the

need for the project increased.
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Hypothesis 21

As the evaluation project developed, staff viewed their
involvement in the project as increasing.

Hypothesis 22

Staff opinions about the evaluation project varied less

by occupational group:over time.
The survey of staff reactions, through the structured interviews,
collects the daté to test these hypotheses. Through the questionnaires
this research project attempts to determine the impact that the
evaluation project had on the staff and the degree to which the staff
felt threaténed by the project. The'analysis of these tentative
| hypotheses makes it possible to determine the extent to which staff

supported or resisted the evaluation project at the agency.
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B. Design of Survey of Staff Reactions

The study of staff reactions assesses the impact that the introduction of
program evaluation had on staff at the agency. The individual's concerned
with the introduction of the program evaluation project and its potential
impact included the adninisfrators, supervisors, child care staff, and the
-program evaluator. This study examines the feelings that staff had about

the implementation of the evaluation project.

Essentially the study adopts an exploratory approach to the problem of
introducing change int6o an agency. It presents a number of hypotheses and
defines a number of variables that are applicable to the introduction of
-an innovative project into an agency. (These hypotheses and variables have
already been presented in the problem definition section of this chapter).
The research project attempts to collect data to test fhese hypotheses.
Through the testing of these hypotheses this project contributes towards

an understanding of the impact that program evaluation has on different
occupational groups in an acency. When the hypotheses and variables are

examined together, this research project provides potential evaluators with
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same understanding of the effects of their operations on an agency and

its staff.

This survey hypothesizes that change in an agency affects different
occupational groups to di fferent degrees. It assumes that any individual
may be threatened by change, but that in the case of an evaluation project,
the degree to which an individual feels threatened varies according to his

or her occupational group at the agency.

Since the survey of staff reactions is a retrospective study, and since

it attempts to get staff at Children's Foundation to recall their exper-
iences of up to five years previous, experimental control for intervening
variables is impossible. This research project assumes that through £he
process of aided recall, staff will be able to remember their feelings about
and experiences of the introduction of program evaluation at the agency.

The method used in this project is based on Merton's Focused Interview.

In this study, Merton suggests that individuals can be assisted in recalling

their experiences through a focused interview.

The agency evalqatof attempted to keep staff involved in the development
of the evaluation project. To achieve this he prepared'a number of
progress reports for staff over the two year implementation ?hase of the
evaluation project. This research report has the evaluator read back
sections of these reports to staff. By re-reading these reports, and
by encouraging staff to_th%nk back to the early years of the evaluation
project, it should befpéséible to have staff recapture their experiences

of the introduction of the evaluation project.
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The staff interviews involve all staff members currently working at the
Children's Foundation who were present during the initial introduction

and discussion phases of the evaluation project. This includes approxi-
mately seventeen staff membefs who vary from child care workers to super-
visors, clerical staff to teaching staff. In choosing this sample it is
possible to get a cross—secﬁion view of staff experiences of the evaluation
project. In addition this sample allows for the measurement of the per-
ceptions and recollections of each occupational group at the agency. These
perceptions and recollections provide insight into varying impressions
about the impact that the evaluation project would have in the agency. In
addition it provides insight into the degree to which individuals at the

agency felt threatened by the project.

The data is gathered through group interviews in which staff are asked to
respond to a series of statements ranked on a scale from one to five
indicating strong agreement or strong disagreement with éach statement.
Each statement is designed to measure one.of the five variables defined
earlier in this report. Each statement also attempts to relate and to
build on the preceding quotation from the evaluator. In addition, the
quotes selected refer to a number of general issues that staff raised as
they began to develop and work on the evaluation project. The statements
ask staff to make judgments as to their feelings at the time the evaluation

project was being implemented.

Approximately two thirds of the way through the questionnaire, staff are
reminded of a later report completed by the evaluator in which staff concerns

were named more specifically. This second report represents a significant
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change in the evaluator's ability to state specific reasons for the
evaluation project. While earlier papers vaguely discuss the concerns of
follow up and feedback, this subsequent report clearly names specific
issues that the evaluation project raised at the agency. Consequently
staff are asked to respond more directly to some of the issues mentioned
in this subsequent progress report. The responses to these questions on
the evaluation project may provide .same indication of a significant change
in staff feelings about the evaluation project. It is useful information
on.the degree to which staff's attitudes to the evaluation project changed
over time. From an initial stance of confusion, dissention or resisfance,
staff may demonstrate a significant change in attitude to be more support-
ive, enthusiastic and interested in the evaluation project. As a result,
this research project attempts to make a camparison between the two times
in the evaluation project and a camparison between staff attitudes at those

separate times.

A nunber of questions in this research project also give the agency
evaluator direct feedback on his effectiveness in diffusing some of the
resistance of staff to the evaluation project. This is useful information
for the agency evaluator. It contributes to an understanding of the basic
issues that any evaluator faces in introducing significant changes into

an agency's operations:

To measure staff responses to each of the five variables, this research
project developed fifteen specific statements for each variable. The
statements were then interspersed throughout the questionnaire in an attempt

to prevent staff from becoming sensitiéed to specific variables being
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measured. In addition to this interspersing of statements, the more
negative statements about the evaluation project are mixed with-more‘

positive and supportive statements.

Since the sample is particularly small, a pre-test group was unavailable.

The instrument was developed and presented to the administrator and the
evaluator for their comments and suggestions. The administrator, in fact,
campleted the questionnaire as a single pre-test for wording, sequencing
and ocontroversial issues that may contribute to staff dissatisfaction with
this research project. As a result of this single pre+test, the question-
naire was modified to its present form. The evaluator and administrator were
asked to raise any issues with respect to the contents, clarity or appro-
priateness of the questions asked. Once this was done, the questionnaire was

presented to the University's Commmittee on research ethics for consideration.

The problem for the survey of staff reactions is the lapse of time between
the initial introduction of the evaluation project and the introduction of
this research project. The question may be asked as to the degree that aided
recall assists staff in remembering fhe feelings they had about the
evaluation project. However, staff responses to the questionnaire still
provide enlightening information on their feelings about programm evalua-
tioh. Since the evaluator and the administrator both support this research
project, staff may feel more comfortable in expressing any of their adverse
reactions or concerns about the evaluation project that they felt unable to
express some five years ago. In addition, this researcher asked one final
question at the group interviews which was the degree to which staff

felt the method of presentation assisted them in recalling their feelings.
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This simple yes/no answer question attempts to measure the degree to which
staff felt they were able to recall their exact feelings about the evalua-
tion project. This research project may, in fact, provide feedback on.
specific concerng that were too difficult or too threatening to express

when the project was first introduced to:the agency.

While it is difficult to demonstrate accurately that those feelings pre-
sented now are the feelings of staff reflected in 1977, there is one
additional check for validity that is possible. Aside from the consistency
with which staff answer the questions on the questionnaire, this research
project conducts a canparative analysis between staff responses to the
questionnaires and a content analysis of the papers prgsented to staff by
the evaluator. Through a careful analysis of the contents of these papers
and a comparison with the data collected, it is possible to provide same
reliability and validity checks on staff responses. In addition, the
questionnaires have some validity checks within themselves to check the
consistency with which staff are able to recall sare of their specific

. feelings about the evaluation project.
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C. Literature Review

An essential task in preparing for the survey of staff reactions at the
agency is the review of the literature on evaluation research. Since
evaluation research is a growing field, the literature available represents
a broad spectrum of material from both bractical and theoretical perspec-
tives. Since the purpose of reviewing the literature on evaluation research
is to provide a basis for understanding some of the difficulties that the
evaluator faced in implementing the evaluation program at. the Children's
Foundation, this literature review focuses on the pratical aspects of

the evaluation research literature more directly.

As a prelude to this review of the literature, Frances Rick provides three
articles which outline a number of specific issues that any evaluator must
consider in developing an evaluation program. In her article "The

Dynamics of Evaluation", which she presented to the British Columbiai
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Psychological Association in November, 1977, she ocutlines the process of
evaluation. In it she describes evaluation as the "systematic collection

of information which can and will be used for decision making" She

"1
states that the concept of decision making is essential and central to .
evaluation projects. Organization-wide, province-wide, or ministry—wids,
data oollection systems are not evaluation programs. These type of systems
are not designed to assist the decision making process. While they may pro-
vide interesting across population comparisons, Ricks argues that such cam-
parisons do not constitute evaluation studies. These types of studies are
not related to the decision making process or undertaken for the specific
purpose of assisting the organization in its decision making. Consequently,
it is imperative that the theme of providing infamation for decision making
be considered in the design of evaluation study.

From this, Frances Ricks indicates that there are seven distinct stages

in the evaluation process. The first stage involves the intitial decision
to evaluate the organization or program, or the "token buying-in" to an
evaluation study. By this she refers to the response of an agency to the
threat of its funding body or to the generalized concern of not being able
to account for the operations of its program by buying-in to an evaluation
study. This token buying-in represents for same organizations an original
sin. Frances Ricks states that the second and third stages of an evaluation
study that result from this token buying-in can have disastrous consequences
for the organization. Typically the second stage involved inthe evaluation

process is the hiring of an evaluator who is instructed to design and to

N
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implement an evaluation study of the organization. From this stage the
evaluator follows his directions and produces an evaluation of the organiza-
tion. The third stage relates to the implementation and presentation of

the evaluation.

Unfortunately this series of events, Ricks states, does not meet the organiza-
tion's needs. Once the evaluator presents the organization with his report,
the organization is faced with a difficult decision. The organization fre-
quently receives a report that does not meet its needs so that it is faced
with the decision of hiring a new evaluator (who will really understand the
needs of the organization) or with repeating the same three unsuccessful
stages of the evaluation process. This first attempt to evaluate does not
provide the organization with any useful information since it results from
the token buying-in to the evaluation process. Copsequently the evaluation
that is produced fram this series of events is not related to the decision

making process and is therefore not useful to the organization.

Organizations generally learn from the first experiencé of evaluation so
that the process is not repeated. As a result of the first experiences
with evaluations, the organization and the staff are generally motivated
towards asking the question, what do we really want fram an evaluation?
This is perhaps the first significant step in the evaluation process.
The organization is now stimulated towards working out a finite defini-
tion of exactly what it wants to know about its operations. The evalua-
tion study, thus, can be designed to answer same of the organization's

questions about itself and can also assist the organization in making
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decisions about its operations.

The first stage of the evaluation process should be the point where the
staff and the organization decide to either opt in or out of an evalua-
tion study. Once the decision is made to opt into an evaluation program,
the organization can begin to define exactly what it is that it wants to
learn from the evaluation. This is the first productive step in the
evaluation program, Frances Ricks states, since it involves the organi-

zation in developing a definition of the goals of the evaluation program.

If you opt in, the next step in the process

is to define what you want to know and how
you will use the data. Going through this
defining process usually requires some
compromise. Because of your varied positions
in the program or organization you often are
interested in different questions and disagree
about how the data will be used.2

This becomes tﬁe second stage in the evaluation process during which the
definition of the evaluation program is developed. Frances Ricks states
that the differences betwéen staff in the organization can be negotiated
out to represent the best solution for all parties involved. While this
is the best possible solution to the problem of defining the evaluation
program, she also notes that the definition of the evaluation program can
be imposed on the organization by the senior administrators or an impasse
can be reached which prevents the co-operative development of the evalu-
ation's goals. Either of these two solutions can have negative effects

on the evaluation program. It is therefore important at this stage of the
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evaluation to negotiate and resolve the question regarding the final goals
of the evaluation program. Through this negotiation process it will be
possible for the organization and the staff to actively encourage and

support the evaluation program.

With a clear definition of the evaluation goal, it is possible to move on
to the third stage of the evaluation process which Ricks describes as
assessing the "readiness for evaluation". Frances Ricks expands upon
this particular concept of evaluation in her article "How to Get a Handle
on Evaluation" and will be discussed in more detail later. However, it
is important to note that at this third stage, the organization or the
evaluator rust ensure that the evaluation which is undertaken is appropri-
ate to the stage of readiness of the organization for evaluation. Scme
organizations attempt very complex evaluation programs which have little
hope of success simply because the data collection methods are not avail-
able or the information already available will not provide answers to the

questions being asked.

When the organization decides to opt into an evaluation, defines the

goals of the evaluation and assesses.the readiness of the organization for
an evaluation, it is possible to design the evaluation itself. Frarices
Ricks claims that this fourth stage in the evaluation process can be
handled by any competent research technician. However, the trick at this
stage of the evaluation process is to ensure that the evaluation system
is collecting the information that is necessary to assist the decision

making process. In other words, the evaluator must determine what measure,
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if any, can be used to support or refute a decision that an organization

is contemplating.

Frances Ricks states that the dangerous tendency at this particular stage
of the evaluation process is that the organization will wait for the data
to be collected prior to making any decisions or to planning any organiza-—
tional goals. While this approach to data collection may seem reasonable,
it can introduce conflict into the organization. Once the data has been
collected it can become a political issue for the agency. The data can
now be interpreted or misinterpreted by a number of factions within the

organization to support a variety of decisions.

The trickiest problem at this point is
not the design itself, but rather pre-
determining how the data must lock for
what kind of decisions. More often

this step is not taken until the data
cames in - at which point the politicking
begins.3

The danger lies.in the fact that the data may support none of the
factions in the organization since it was not specifically designed to
provide information to assist those particular factional decisions. As

a consequence the organization may end up basing many of its decisions on
false or unreliable data that has been collected with no specific purpose

in mind.

The next stage in the evaluation process that Frances Ricks states involves
two steps. First the organization rmust decide who is going to do what and

when. The evaluator must then ensure that the evaluation procedures are
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as unobtrusive as possible so that they do not interfere with the daily
operations of the organization. The evaluation can do this by adapting
the data collection procedures to the routine operations of the organiza-
tion. This will allow the oréaﬁization to.continue with its normal op-
erations while collecting the necessary data for the evaluation. The
importance of this point is that should the evaluation program cause
serious disruptions of the normal operations of the organization it will
be impossible to draw any inferences from the results of the study. The
data collected will reflact only the opefations of the organizaticn in a
state of disruption and will not be useful for drawing inferences or

making dacisions about the ongoing operations of the organization.

The sixth stage of the evaluation program involves the introduction of the
program to the organizational staff. This stage is important since it
will impact the collection of the data. If the staff do not understand
what data is being collected, or are simply teld that ﬁhe enclosed forms
are to be completed, there is likely to be both résistance to or onnfusion
about the evaluation program. Consequently the data collected may be
inaccurate, incomplete or unavailable. It is important to involve the
organizational staff. at this stage to guarantee that the staff understand
the evaluation process and what it is that they are being asked to do for
what purposes.

Al

With no conceptual framework, with no real
appreciation of what is being done - never:
mind why, no understanding of anything
except how to fill in the data forms, who
to forward it to and the deadlines. And
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the biggest tragedy of all is that workers
are often told "they want us to do this".
"They" soon becomes personified as the
evaluator ... the only visible person
around to hang it on. ,

Finally the agency can collect, analyze and review the data collected by
the evaluation program. Tﬁis seventh stage of the evaluation process
involves three separate activities that Frances Ricks identifies. First
there is the simple review of the data. Second the data can be assimilated
and interpreted vis a vis its implications for the organization's program.
Finally the data can be used to support decisions regarding the organiza-

tion's program and daily operations.

Whatever happens at'this stage of the evaluation proqranyFrahces Ricks
notes, that the organization will be faced with making the decisions re-
garding the use of the information obtained by the evaluation program.

The data can be used to support decisions, but responsibility for decision
making still rests with the organization itself.. The data will not make

any decisions on its own.

In this short article Frances Ricks manages to review a number of the
main issues relating to the introduction of an evaluation program in an
agency. As she identifies the Stages that the evaluation program must
evolve through she is able to flag those issues that will arise with each
stage. As a final note, she indicates that there are three salient
factors that must be kept in mind by anyone. considering undertaking an

evaluation of an orgénization. First, and foremost, the evaluation
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process must be linked to the decision making process. Secondly, the
process of evaluation can be understood and directed by the organiza-
tion's staff. Finally, evaluations can be side-tracked by allowing the
evaluators to confuse the purpose of evaluation with other professional

tenets such as scientific research, data collection, information systems.

As psychologists we should shift from
viewing evaluation only as the scientific
pursuit of truth, and move toward per-
ceiving evaluation as a craft which, when
applied, facilitates decision making.5

In a second article, "How to Get a.Handle on Evaluation",.Frances Ricks
identifies the key issues that must be addressed in formulating an evalu-
ation program. Her article provides "a conceptual overview of the issues
which warrant consideration in implementing evaluation in mental health
and social service organizations".6 Consequently her article provides an
excellent basis for a literature review since it outlines the considera-
tions that an evaluation program mist address.

She states that, while questions around the decision to evaluate may seem

canplex, they can be reduced to four simple questions.

vhy to evaluate?
'When to evaluate?
What to evaluate?

How to evaluate? 7
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By answering these four simple questions the evaluator will predetermine
the nature and direction that the evaluation should adopt. In addition,
she states these questions can be grouped together to address the two
separate phases of an evaluation program: the preparation for evaluation
and the technology of evaluation. The questions of why and when to evalu-
ate relate to the problem of the preparation for evaluation. These
questions address the motives for the evaluation, and when is it appropri-
ate to start the evaluation. On the other hand,‘the questions of what and
how to evaluate relate to the problem.of defining exactly the focus of the
evaluation program and how to evaluate that particular area of the pro-
gram. These four questions assist the evaluator in developing his evalu-
ation program so as to ensure that the evaluationbprogram is evaluating

the agency effectively.

In preparing to evaluate Francis Ricks identifies four possible motives
for implementing evaluation. Each of these motives, she notes, will have
an impact on the nature of the evaluation system. For example, if the
motive for evaluation is "short term and long term planning of resource

allocation in relation to commnity needs" then the evaluator will be

g
addressing the questions of community needs and the impact of the program
in addressing these needs. What services are required and should be
planmed or supported for the community? What services are not needed and
should not be supported? If the particular program is commnity oriented,
the question of the short term and long term planning addresses the de-

velopment of agencies in meeting specific cammunity requirements. In this

scheme the role of the particular agency the evaluator is examining will
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likely be assessed in relationship to its ability to fulfill the needs of

the community.

If the motive for evaluation is to define an already intact program, the
evaluator may be attempting to assess what resources are already avail-
able for a specific problem. A third motive for evaluation is account-
ability which directs its focus on the questions of the usefulness of the
agency's services. In addition it raises the issues of the effectiveness
of the particular agency in providing those services and the efficienCy
with which the program provides the services. If this is the motive for
evaluating the program, the evaluator questions the need for the service.
There always exists the likelihood that. funding for the service may be
terminated if the agency is not found to be the best ﬁethod of providing
the required service to the community. Finally, the fourth motive for
evaluation which Frances Ricks outlines is a quest for knowledge. In

this situation the evaluator is interested in the impact of the service.

All of these motives for evaluation address the issue of why evaluate.

In Frances Ricks' scheme of preparing for an evaluatign, answéring the
question about why evaluate is an important stage of the evaluation pro-
cess. She notes that the organization must identify its motives for
evaluating prior to any serious evaluation program being implemented.

Once this is done it is pbssible for the agency to move on to the next
part of the evaluation process. It is now possible to answer the question

when to evaluate.
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In order to answer the question of when to evaluate, Frances Ricks notes

that five areas of the agency must be examined in order to determine when
to implerent an evaluation program. The evaluator must look at the
clinicial readiness and the administrative readiness for evaluation.

How prepared are the clinicians and the administration of the agency to
support and to provide the necessary resources for an evaluation program?
The next important item to consider is the availability of resources for
the evaluation program. Are the resources available to pay for an evalu-
ation or to pay to have an evaluator set up a program?. Is the agency
financially able to support such a program? The final two questions re-
late to the organizational stability and the political climate within the
organization. The question of the organizational stability raises the
issues of the effectiveness of record maintenance within the organization.
If the program is to be evaluated a centralized record keeping system
will have to be developed. This will enable the evaluator to collect the
data necessary for the evaluation. The political climate relates to

-
questions that the funding body may have about agency effectiveness.

Once the evaluator has addressed all these areas, it is possible to move
to the second phase of evaluation.which is the development of the tech-
nology of an evaluation program. Frances Ricks notes that the five areas
that determine the readiness of the agency to evaluate its program can be
broken down into five stages.of develocpment. Each of these stages. identi-
fies a particular development stage of the agency and affect its readi-
ness to evaluate its program. She feels that the question of when to

evaluate is determined by the stage at which the particular agency is at
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and this determines the type of questions that the evaluator can ask of the
agency. Conseqﬁently, in asking the question when to evaluate, she argues
that the e_valuator must address the five areas of agency readiness, and
de£enni;1e at what stage each of these areas of the agency are. As a result,

the developmental stage that the agency is at will determine the questions

that the evaluator can hope to ask and to answer in his evaluation program.

-TABLE 1: Indicators of readiness for stages of evaluation

~

Stage 1. Stage I1. Stage I11. Stage IV, -Stage V., R
Recording, retrieving Asking and answering  Further analysis of thein-  Asking questions  Asking questions which
and grouping inf questions from availa- formation gained from which require further require altering the envi-
tion. ble dats. - . Stage'I1. data. . ronment,
v - Clinician Clinicians prepared to  Clinicians i d in More clinicians involved Clinicians asking more  Clinicians able to accept
. Readiness record data. asking questions of the and exhibit interest in plex questions than ipulating the envi-
existing data and arc additional analysis and existing data can ad- ronment in order to ob-
| using it for reponts. discussion. dress. Clinicians devise tsin valid and reliable
methods for additional data.
data collection.
A Administration pre- Admini ratify-  Admini giving Admini totally Administration prepared
Readiness pared (o give directi ing the ideration of support to clinicians for aware and actively par- - to re-allocate resources,
& resources for imple-  data ensuring & com- questions asked, gener- ticipating in the evalua-  speak to issues of resist-
menting recording sys-  pleting . the feedback ate their own questions tion process. ’ ance & prepared for pol-
tem. loop. ’ & *'gear up’* to meet fu- icy change.
ture information de-
mands.
Resource Resources are availa- Resources available Availability of more than  Staff person with rec-  Grant monics available
Availability ble. (man hours) to ponder simple analysis system; ognized expertiseinthe  in addition to staffing.
. data & use as decisi h — luati ares of luation a-
< aid. ’ person available on con-  vailable.
. sultation. ’
Organizational  Recording can be sys- Feedback system intact  Agency-wide awarcness Agency cnsures com- Agency can tolerate
Stabitity tematic and cen- and consistently main- of utility and retrievabil- pleic awa and | & functional
' tralized. tained. - ity of inf i .invol Agency changes to accommodate
- stable enough to sharc  design as necesiary for
with other ag d igl and
’ repested treatments.
Political Funding body expects Funding body expects Funding body expects Funding body expects Funding body expects
Climate agency to keep track of  sgency to support its agency to systematically 8gency to engage in  agency to provide evalu-

. “uaffic” data & re- budgelrequestsand ac- use evaluation data ex- self-scrutiny re effi-  gtion data which is
spond to questi on intability temally for sccountabil- ciency and effective-  generalizable to other
. sequest. with good descriptive ity, and internally for ms:munnely:vnlmle agencies.
data. ) planning. all new services as a
: . condition of implemen-

tation.
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. The five staces of readiness for evaluation range from relatively
simple té more complex areas and questions that the evaluator can ask.
‘For example, stage one simply addresses the questions of "Recording,
retrieving and grouping information". How possible is it for the evalu-
ator to record the data necessary to evaluate the agency? Are the
clinicians prepared to record the data? Is the administrative body of
the agency prepéfed to give resources and direction in determining and
developing a recording system that will assist the evaluation process?
Is the agency prepared to provide the necessary resources for the

evaluation? - Can the recording system be centralized?

The second stage asks for more complex questions relating to the avail-
able data. For example, clinicians move from a simple posture of being
prepared to record the data to a posture of asking more camplex questions
of the data already in the agency. Thus, the clinicians in the third
stage move on to a more intensive analysis of the information gained at
stage two of the evaluation process. Stage four represents a more com-
plex situation where new questions may be asked that require the collec—
tion of additional data not already being collected by the agency. At
this stage the clinicians are prepared to collect additional data in
order to be able to answer these camplex questions. The final stage re-
lates to "asking questions which require altering the enviromment". At
this stage the clinicians are prepared to develop a more complex, experi-
mental evaluation model. Here, the emphasis becomes one of 6btaining

valid and reliable data.
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Frances Ricks argues that in preparing to evaluate questions of why and
when must be answered prior to the implementation of an evaluation pro-
gram. Why addresses the question.of the motive for the evaluation. It
will determine the nature of the evaluation and very likely the support
that the evaluation will get from staff. For example if the evaluation
is exploring questions. that relate to the possible continuation or term-
ination of the program, staff are very likely to be resistive to the
evaluation program. If, however, the questions relate to questions of
outcare measure and the results of treatment, the staff are more likely
to be interested in supporting that type of evaluation. Thus, once the
motives have been identified it is. possible to move on to the question of
when to evaluate. The evaluator must examine five areas of the agency to
determine where the evaluation should begin and when it should begin.
Again, in making the decision when, it is possible to lock at Frances
Ricks' chart and identify what stage the agency is at. This will assist
the evaluator in determining what type of evaluation may be possible in

view of the stage that the agency is currently operating at.

The table.entitled "Indicators of Readiness for Stages of Evaluation" can
be used in a number of ways. First, an evaluator can use the table as a
means of determining what stage the evaluator would like to reach in his
work with the agency. By reading the statements listed below each stage
of the evaluation project, the evaluator will be provided with a number
of tasks that will be essential for him to complete if he wishes to move
his evaluation project to that particular stage of development. For
example, if the evaluator wishes to move his evaluation project fram

stage one to stage two, then he must encourage the clinicians in the



101

agency to become interested .in asking Questions of the existing data and
to start using it in developing‘reports on the agency's operations. This
represents a movement in the clinicians' desire to be involved in the
evaluation project fram the state of being prepared.to record the data.
Consequently, the evaluator now has a task clearly in mind and can set
about encouraging ¢linicians to develop a greater interest in pursuing

the evaluation project.

A second possible use of Frances Ricks' chart is to use it as a descrip-
tive statement of the agency's readiness for evaluation. The stage at
which the agency appears to be operating will determine the readiness for
evaluation in the agency. This will assist the evaluator .in identifying
the type of evaluation strategy that is possible at that particular time
in the agency. A final use of the chart is as a guide for the evaluator
to help him determine at what stage of evaluation the agency is currently
operating. This will assistvthe evaluator in understanding what opera-
tional problems in the agency are preventing the smooth functioning of

the evaluation study.

Once Frances Ricks has identified the process of preparing for evaluation,
she goes on to discuss the technology of conducting evaluation research.

In this part oOf her article, she identifies the major strategies of evalu-
ation as being five in number. The first she identifies as the develop-
ment of an information system in the agency. This involves the develop-
ment of a systematic method of collecting data across the study population.

This type of evaluation collects generalized data across the subject
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population. It is frequently used to answer questions relating to the
nature of services provided by the agency and the quality of these

services.

-A-second strategy of eyaluation she describes as a management study.
This type of evaluation addresses questions relating to the "efficiency
and effectiveness of management styles and/or organization structures".lo
A third evaluation strategy relates to the treatment process. This
particular strategy of evaluation tends to focus on defining "the process
or the nature of what gets delivered".ll These types of evaluations tend /
to focus on an attempt to determine the quality of the treatment pro-
cesses occurring in the agency. Output studies are -a fourth strategy of
evaluation. This type of evaluation attempts to measure the outcome of

a particular program in changing or improving the lifestyle of a particu-
lar target population. Finally, Frances Ricks identifies applied research
on children as a major strategy of evaluation. She states that this par-
ticular area of evaluation research attempts to "define different sub~
populations of children through child development researc ".12 This type

of research aims at providing further knowledge on children and childhood

development through intensive studies of children.

The importance of identifying these types of evaluation strategies relates
to the motives for evaluation studies. If, for example, the particular
motive of an evaluation study is for short term or long term planning,
then the model or strategy of evaluation will be an information system.

The information system will collect ongoing information relating to the



103

target population and determine the nature of the total population being

serviced.

Therefore, once an organization has explored

its motivation for doing evaluation, has
determined how ready it is for evaluation,

and has decided to what degree it is willing

to allow the evaluation process itself to affect
the service received by the clients, it is ready
to choose one or more of the above evaluation

m.odels.l3

This final decision, once it is made, allows for the beginning of the
evaluation project. The agency is now able to make decisions about
hiring an evaluafor or oconsultant, or conducting an evaluation with an
in-house evaluator. The agency cén also make decisions around the format
the evaluation will assume, and the degree to which they will permit the
evaluation to interfere or change the agency operations for the purposes

of data collection.

In addition, the agency can decide whether they wish to have a descrip-
tive evaluation, a naturalistic observation, time saﬁpling or control
group type evaluation. Each of these types of evaluation increase in
complexity from simple descriptions of the program to more experimental
types of evaluation projects where control and experimental groups are
used. For example, is.it permissible to allow for the designation of a
control group and an experimental group where one group is "treated",
while the other group is not "treated". The use of a control group
allows the agency to establish a group for camparison with the experi-

mentally treated group. Such camparisons enable the evaluation to make
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more reliable judgments about the effectiveness of the program. On the
other hand, if the agency is unable to select a control group due to its
mandate or ethical standards, it is likely that one of the other methods

of evaluation will be used.

It is important in making these decisions to reconsider the indicators

of readiness for evaluation in deciding which method of evaluation will
be selected. For example, at stage five in the readiness for evaluation
a control group or time sampling method is much more appropriate than a
simple descriptive or observational type evaluation. On the other hand,
an observational or descriptive type evaluation implies the use of an
information system.

It is obvious from this discussion of evaluation stages that thevstage of
development affects the particular type of evaluation that is possible for
any agency. Therefore, in preparing for an evaluation it is important to
carefully assess the readiness of the agency for evaluation. The degree
of readinesé will determine the strategy of evaluation possible within
the agency. It would be foolhardy to attempt to conduct a control group
evaluation study in an agency where the basic information systems are
totally lacking. The chart identifies a number of very specific issues
that each evaluator must address in order to impleament an evaluation pro-
gram. Her article also provides a framework for examining some further

literature on evaluation research.

In the third article,. "Seven Deadly Dynamics of Evaluation", Frances Ricks

goes on to elaborate on some of the particular problems that evaluation
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faces. Once again, she emphasizes the use of evaluation for decision
making. She indicates that the purpose of evaluation should be to pull

together information for the specific purpose of decision making.

The first dynamic of evaluation that she describes she puts under the
title "'False Hope' Meets 'Token Buying~IniZ. She indicates that
agencies frequently begin an evaluation program with the false belief
that the evaluation will solve all the agency's particular problems.
This phenamenon, which she describes as the "faise hope phenamenon”, is
usually met with a token buying in by front line staff. She indicates
that staff passively became involved in the evaluation project and co-

operate on a minimal basis. Essentially there is no real staff commit-

ment to the evaluation project.

"'Getting What You Did Not Want' Meets 'Greater Clarityig is the second
dynamic of evaluation. In other words, the agency initiates an evalua-
tion project and obtains information that it did not necessarily wish to
obtain. This results in questions being asked about what exactly the

- agency hopes -to learn.from evaluation.

The agency must define what it hopes to.obtain from the evaluation pro-
cess. The initial decision to evaluate, however, can generate a great
deal of discussion.in the agency. The process of defining what is to be
.obtained from an evaluation can create problemns for sare agencies. Staff
discussions can end .in a stand off or impasse where there is no agreement

on the material to be obtained from the evaluation. Another possible
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result is a continuous debate where the agency finds it impossible to
make decisions about what exactly they hope.to achieye from their evalu-
ation program... A third danger is that administrators will impose
evaluation on staff. This can have devastating effects on staff willing-
ness .to participate in the evaluation program. If the evaluation is being
handled correctly, the staff and the administration should be able to
negotiate, through a series .of compromises and discussions, the type of
information that they hope to obtain from the evaluation project. It
takes a great deal of patience to involve staff and work through same of

the concerns generated by the introduction of evaluation into an agency.

Ricks also discusses. the motivation for evaluating a program meeting with

the readiness.of the agency to be evaluated.

The readiness dynamic.requires an assessment
of the program and/or organization with
regard to clinician, administrator, political

and resource readiness.16

Again, she refers.to her chart for reference .for the evaluator to deter-

mine the stage of readiness of the agency for evaluation.

Frances Ricks notes that designing an evaluation is .quite simple in
itself. It is possible to develop measures, procedures.and data collec-
tion techniques for the agency very quickly. However, the important de-
cision is what the data should look like in order to support certain
decisions in the agency.. She notes tha£ frequently agencies fail to

decide which data will support future agency decisions.. Consequently,
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once the data is collected, a process of politicking in the agency begins
‘as various groups in the agency attempt to use the data to support a wide
variety of decisions. Here, Frances Ricks stresses the concept of a
"decision theoretic" approach to program evaluation. She indicates that’
Marcia Guttentag's paper on this particular concept supports the ideal

of having pre-determined decision. rules for the data. This avoids politick-
ing.in the agency and the misuse or abuse of the data. The danger in not
previously establishing how the data will be used is that the data can be
used to make decisions erronecusly. In other .words,. the. decisions can be
based. on data that was never collected for or intenaedAto be used for

supporting the particular decision being made.

A fifth deadly dynamic of evaluation that Frances Ricks describes is the
process. where the evaluation design encounters the environment. It is at
this point that the agency must .ensure that the evaluation procedures are
as . unobtrusive as possible to ensure that the program is effective. This
process will ensure that the .data is collected. and that staff will find
it acceptable to provide the data. It.does not create an additional
burden on staff to éollect the data as it becomes part of the agency's

routine functioning.

"Johnny ccme latelyi7is the sixth dynamic. This refers to the danger
implicit in developing an evaluation program and then simply presenting
it to staff fait-accompli. The staff quickly. see the.evaluation project
as an imposed requirement over which they have no control and for which

they see no real value. Consequently, the likelihood that they will
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collect data in an efficient and conscientious manner is slim. The
evaluation is likely to generate staff hostility and resentment as yet

another onerous task imposed upon the staff.

A seventh problem evaluation faces involwves. the presentation of the data
to the agency decision makers. This particular dynamic has three particu~
lar parts to it which involve feedback. First, there is the question of
reviewing the data that has been collected. The next step is to assimi-
late the data in some sort of format that is constructive and understand-
able. Finally, the evaluatér must use the data.for_decisions or planning
purposes. This is the most critical part of the whole evaluation project,
since sooner or later scmeone‘will have .to make a decision based on the

data collected..

Hence, Ricks has outlined seven of the implicit dangers in an evaluation
program. She concludes her article by encouraqing evaluators to consider
three particular aspects of evaluation research that will prevent a
number of these pitfalls. First, she suggests that the evaluator should
have clarity of purpose in developing the evaluation program. In other
»words, the evaluator should take time to "simultaneously negotiate with
all levels of tlie staff what they want to know and how they will use the
.datafig This clarity of purpose and the involvement of the staff will
prevent a.number of the difficulties described earlier in Ricks' article.
The second important consideration in developing an evaluation project is
to consider the evaluation design. ' Once again, she stresses the import-

ance of negotiating the evaluation design with members of the agency who
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will be involved in the evaluation project. Finally, she encourages
evaluators to consider decision making requirements.in developing their
evaluation programs.. By being clear in advance how the ocutcame will
affect decisions in the agency, or what. sort of outcome is required to
. support .certain decisions,. the evaluator will avoid the dangerous

- politicking that .can frequently occur.in an agency.

- Ricks identifies "in her article a number of the dangers.that evaluators
face as a part of the practice of their trade. These dangers are implicit
in the whole evaluation process simply because evaluation should and does
contribute towards decision making in ‘the agency. Consequently the
evaluator shculd take particular time in addressing these concerns to
prevent future disasters around the use ard outcome of his evaluation

study.

In these three articles, Frances Ricks raises a number of controversial
issues that are worth exploring through the literature on evaluation re-
search. Certainly some of the issues that she raises are of a concern in
particular to the evaluation study at Children's Foundation. As a result,

the discussions of the literature will be useful in reviewing the process

of the evaluation project at Children's Foundation.

One of the first issues that Frances Ricks raises relates to the question
of the use of evaluztion for decision making purposes. Marcia Guttentag
underlines the role that evaluation research must play in decision making.

In her article "A Decision-Theoretic Approach to Evaluation Research",
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Guttentag underlines the importance of using evaluation in decision making
processes. She states that "the requirement for a usable, conceptual
framework and methodology that links inferences about states of the world,
- the values of decision makers,/and decisionsflgis one of the central issues
that evaluation research must address. Guttentag develops a model for
evaluation research which she believes addresses all these issues and

works towards providing information for the decision making process.

Decision makers, not researchers, make
decisions. While the decision maker

‘ always should be, and sametimes is,

e willing to consider the evidence bearing

' on his options and his choice among
them, virtually never is he willing to
delegate to that evidence, or its finder,
the task of being decisive.20

She emphasizes that the decision maker must make and take responsibility
for decisions in the orgénization. Such decisions, however, are not
always easy since there are multi-dimensional considerations in any de- -
cisions that the executive must make. Any decision involves a choice
between various options. Typically, a decision is made through a process
of balancing the options available. She notes that typically, while an
organization has an identified decision maker, decisions are frequently
made by individuals or groups in positions inferior to the identified
decision maker. Through a process of negotiation and discussion the sub-
ordinate groups present options to the decision maker for ratification or
a final decision. However, the decision making process involves groups

with inconsistent values meeting and discussing which options are most
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plausible and most attractive.

A technology for explicating, comparing,
. and.when possible, reconciling, and
ultimately aggregating such inconsistent
values of groups in conflict is clearly
needed for social decision making.21

Any decision can be divided into four phases which .Guttentag feels are
also involved in evaluation research. The first phase is the recognition
of a decision problem. In other words, the decision maker must recognize
that the deciSion is required on a particular item and must be able to
define and recognize the dimensions or variables in?olved in making the
decision. Before the decision maker is able to reach a decision, he must
at least be able to define the forces that impinge upon his decision and

the likely outcome of whatever his decision will be.

The second phase of the decision making process Guttentag terms probability
evaluation. She notes that this stage of the decision making process in-
volves a diagnosis or a data gathering process. 1In this phase of the
decision making process the decision maker attempts to gather as much in-

formation as possible about the decision he is about to make.

The third phase of the decision making process Guttentag refers to as
outcome evaluation. In Guttentag's view, this involves the attachment of
values to the impact that a decision will have on the organization. It is
through this process of attaching values to the decision making process

and its outcome that the decision can be reached. The final phase of the
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decision making process is obviously the decision itself. Here the
decision maker makes the decision and selects a course of action among the

possible actions that he can take.

Guttentag feels that it is important to make a distinction between probab-
ility evaluation, which involves the gathering of facts and interpretation
data, and ocutcome evaluation which involves the assigning of values or the

ordering of values on a decision..

One contention of this chapter is that
these two distinct operations have been
lumped together under the label Evaluation
Research; that they are different; that
they require quite different kinds of
procedures to provide answers; and that
answers to both are typically necessary

for wise decision making.22

In other words, it is necessary to conduct both probability and outcome
evaluations prior to making decisions. The crucial stage in decision
making, however, is that values must be attached to the various options
available to the decision maker, as opposed to the probébility evaluation

which does not assign values to the options available.

From this standpoint, Guttentag goes on to develop her model which she
describes as being similar to "multi-attribute utility measurement" pro-

cedures.

The essence of multi-attribute utility
measurements, in any of its versions, is
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that each outcame to be evaluated is
located on each dimension of value by

a procedure that may consist of experi-
mentation, naturalistic observation,
judgment, or some cambination of these.
These location measures are combined by
means of an aggregation rule, most often
simply a weighted linear combination.23

This then is the process which Guttentag envisions as useful in assigning
values to decision making options. As a result, she goes on to elaborate
on ten steps of her evaluation model. She feels these procedures will

assist the evaluator in assigning values to the options available to the

decision maker.

Guttentag's first step in her model for evaluation research involves the
identification of the person or organization whose "utilities are to be
maximized". This process involves identifying all the individuals or
organizations who have a stake in any decision. Such individuals or organi-
zations must be considered. in the evaluation or decision making process
since the outcomes will impinge upon their operations. At this stage?
Guttentag feels it is important to involve those persons who are able to
speak for themselves in the evaluation process since they will be affected

by the decision.

The second phase of the decision making process is the identification of
the issues involved in any decision. The decision maker must also identify
the entities or items to be evaluated. These three steps Guttentag states

are more or less philosophical. The first step involves the identification
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of whose utility\or benefit is to be considered as being affected by the
decision. The second process involves.the identification of the purpose
or impact of the decision. The third question involves the identification

of the use or potential use of the decision making process.

The fourth step in Guttentag's model for evaluation involves the identi-
fication of the value of the decision. VWhile this may sound difficult,
Guttentag states that the fourth stage can involve:-a simple list of the
goals that seem important for the decision. How the decision will impact
the goals and what the outcame is likely to be. Here the goals should be
stated as dimensions or purposes of the decision making process. One

such goal could be the reduction of drinking driver accidents.

The fifth stage in Guttentag's evaluation process involves the ranking of
the dimensions in order of importance. This is an important stage in the
development of the decisioﬁ making process in that the decision maker is
forced to list the order of priority or importance of the various dimen-
sions in any decision. Once this is done, the next five stages of the
evaluation process or decision making process are mathematical. In stage
six of the evaluation process Guttentag rates each dimension in order of
importance. Step seven involves the calculation of a probability which
will represent the weight or importance of each option on a scale pre-
determined by the decision maker. The eighth step in this process is to
determine a specific value for each dimension involved in the decision
making process. The final two steps of Guttentag's approach to.evaluatioh

or decision making involves the mathematical manipulation of the dimensions
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involved in the decision making process. This will assist the decision
maker in ranking his decisions and options on a pre-determined scale.
) /

While this procedure appears corplicated and unwieldy, Guttentag insists
that the procedure is useful in assisting the decision maker in ranking
his decisions on a scale which will facilitate positive decision making.
Through this process it is possible to assign values to the decisions
that a decision maker faces and on the basis of assessing this value vis
a vis other options available the decision maker will be able to make

. decisions that will maximize his desired outcome. Guttentag notes that
there are no absolute\values,assigned to any of the dimensions so that the
assignment of values can be a purely subjective matter. This process
simplifies decision making by presenting the decision maker with a scale

of choices rather than a simple list of confusing and unscaled options.

While Guttentag's approach to decision making or evaluation planning may
seem camplex, it underlines Frances Ricks' earlier arguments that evalu-
ation must be planned for decision making purposes. In addition to
emphasizing the need for evaluation to contribute to decision making,
Guttentag attacks five commonly held myths about the evaluation process.
First she discusses the "reification of programs”. Guttentag notes that
one of the downfalls of evaluation research has been the tendency to view
programs as static arrangements. However, programs do change over time,
and evaluation researchers must not be discouraged by this fact. Regard-
less of the changes that occur, evaluation research must work towards

assisting desicion makers in making decisions.
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A second myth is or has been the insistance on "causal inferences".
Guttentag states that evaluation research does not generate sufficient
precision in its operations for the construction of models. It is there-
fore unrealistic to expect the evaluation research project to be able to

make causal statements about relationships between variables.

A third folkway relates to the often held assumption that evaluation re-

search are experiments.

Researchers who have been trained to
.believe that they must make inferences,
that inferences are statistical, and
that good statistical inferences grow
from experiments therefore find them—
selves in dilemmas resulting from the
intractable, insistently flexible
diversity of the real world and pro-
grams embedded .in it. Experimental
and quasi experimental designs are
treated as Procrustean beds, into
which programs mist fit in order to be
evaluated.

24
The result.of these types of evaluation research are referred to as pseudo-
experim=nts by Guttentag simply because in most decision making or evalu~
ation procasses experimental controls or true experimental procedures are
not possible. As a result, the ocutcome of any evaluation research project

is at the best a probability.

A fourth misdirection of evaluation research is the attempt to differen-
tiate formative evaluation, or evaluation used as feedback for decision
making, from stmmative evaluation, which is supposed to be an overall and
final evaluation of a project. Guttentag notes that evaluators have

attempted to separate formative evaluation, sumative evaluation and pre-
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program plamning as distinct processes. This, however, is wrong, she
feels, because it is impossible to distinguish hard and fast lines in any
evaluation or program. On the whole, evaluation shculd assist the decision
making process on a more or less continuous basis from pre-program planning
through the implementation to the final assessment. Conséquently, the
differentiation that evaluators attempt to make between planning and
formative and summative evaluation are artificial differentiations. In
reality evaluation must contribute to the decision making process on a

continuous basis throughout the program's development and change.

The final myth or folkway of evaluation researchers that Guttentag attacks
is the "baseball statistician's approach". Shé characterizes many evalu-
ators as adopting the statistician's approach to evaluation in which they
collect a wide variety of data on a program. Like the baseball statis-
tician, the evaluator attempts to collect volumes of statistics on the
operation of the program. The unfortunate deficiency in this particular
approach to evaluation is that "too many facts are almost as. difficult to

use for decision making as too few",_ As a result, the decision maker is

25
faced with a colurn of information about his program which is not in any

way conducive to decision making processes.

In sumary, Guttentag reinforces Ricks' suggestion that evaluation must
be used .for decision making purposes. Similarly, organization-wide or
province-wide information systems are not evaluation systems. Like the
baseball statistician approach, a province-wide data collection system

does not provide information that is useful for decision making purposes.
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Guttentag's model presents one approach to implementing an eva;uation re-
search program that will contribute directly towards the decision making
process in an agency. She feels that this model is the only method that
will likely assist any decision maker in making valuable decisions about

a program.

John A.. Ross in"'"Decision Rules in Program Evaluation" explorés the con-
cept of decision rules. He notes that "decision making is the process by
which the best course of action is selected from‘an array of alternatives"26
Again, he emphasizes that program evaluators should assist decision makers
in collecting information that is useful for decision making. The program
evaluator must be able to contribute.towards a‘statement of the "value of
alternatives that are being considéred for a given decision problem"é7

Ross indicates that the importance of being able to provide a decision
maker with this type o6f information is that the decision maker basically
has only three alternatives which are to terminate the program, modify it
or continue it as it exists. Consequently, an evaluation study must pro-

vide information for the decision maker that will enable him to make one

of those three decisions.

Ross argues that the use of an explicit set of decision rules provides an
organizational attribute for an evaluation study. It gives the evaluation
study a direction or purpose, that is, to collect enough data to allow for

the decision maker to make a valid decision supported by the data collected.

Explicit specification of decision rules has
the advantage of continually focusing
evaluators' attention on the outcames and
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uses of théir data. It ensures that all
of the important questions are addressed
at each phase of the evaluation. ...
Throughout the evaluation . the formulation
of decision rules provides the structure
for integrating each evaluation activity
into a coherent whole.28

Ross notes that there are same arguments against the use of decision riles
in evaluation. - For example, one fear is that the use of decision riles
would limit the development of creative solution through the evaluation
process. The evaluation process will tend to became stilted in terms of
focusing on pre-determined problems or courses of action as opposed to
more innovative; experiﬁental evaluations. The use of decision rules is
not necessarily'helpful where an evaluation project is beiné run to gener-
ate new methods or techniques in the organization. A further concern
about the use of decision rules in evaluation research is that it may re-
duce the number of optimal solutions available. to the decision maker. By
focusing on a set of pre-determined conditions the data collection may not
generate same of the options available for the decision masker. The use
of decision rules may not reflect changes that occur within the organiza-
tion which will preclude the use of the decision rules that were developed
prior to the implementation of evaluation. A final argument against de-
cision rules may be that decisions of specific options may be erroneously
based on assumptions about how people will react to a decision. However,
Ross argues that in many cases decision rules are useful in progfam evalu-

ation.

Ross notes a number of conditions under which the use of decision rules

are appropriate, and advantageous to an evaluation effort. For example,
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the use of decision rules is helpful in organizing the scope and content
of an evaluation study. In addition, decision rules are most suitable
where the evaluator is contributing towards the rational decision making
process of the agency. Here, the evaluator collects additional informa-
tion to support or to direct decisions regarding program changes or modifi-

cations.

As a result of the concerns for and against the development of decision
rules, Ross generates a number of specific recommendations about the

development of decision rules. First, he feels that decision rules must

3

be specific rather than general rules.ﬂ By being specifié, the decision
rule does not allow for rival interpretations of the data or disputes
about the implications of the data. Second,.decision rules should be
sensitive to the values of the consumer of the evaluation project. If the
evaluation project is to be of use to the consumer or to affect the de-
cisions about the program, then the evaluation must be sensitive to the
needs of the consumer. A third recammendation for the use of decision

rules is in focusing the activities of an evaluation project.

In other words, decision rules should begin
to be developed at the stage of identifying
the questions to be addressed in the evaluation
and continue to be refined during other

phases of the study. The successive approxi-
mation of the final set of decision rules
through several cycles leads to the closer in-
terpretation of decision rules with other
evaluation tasks and increases the probability
that all tasks will be completed within the
project time line.29



121

A final recommendation is to make decision rules tentative through the
evaluation process. By this process, the evaluator should be able to
address the problems of changing program structures during the process of

the evaluation.

In his conclusion, Ross emphasizes the need of evaluation research to
contribute to the decision making process. In addition, however, the
evaluator must be aware that the decision making process operates in a
ocomplex environment in which "the political context, values of the organiz-
ation and its incumbent, and campeting interpretations of thé infoxmation"30
are important forces to be éontended with. It is therefore unsurprising

to Ross that much evaluation research .is not utilized simply because it |
does not provide pertinent data for decision makers. 'I“he use of decision
rules in program evaluation will contribute towards greater use of evalu-
ation studies by decision makers. 1In addition, decision rules have the
previously stated advantages of providing organization, focus and direc-

tion for many evaluation studies.

Marvin C. Alkin attempts to develop a theory of evaluation that will
address three specific areas of concern which he believes any theory of
evaluation must cover. Alkin believes that each of the specific areas of

concern are important to any evaluation.

... A theory of evaluation should:

(1) Offer a conceptual scheme by which
evaluation areas or problems are
classified;

(2) Define the strategies including

: kinds of data, and means of
analysis and reporting appropriate



122

to each of the areas of the
oconceptual scheme;

(3) Provide systems of generalizations
about the use of various evaluation
procedures ard techniques and their
appropriateness to evaluation areas
or problems.31

Such a theory of evaluation will provide evaluators with guidelines for

evaluation studies.

As a first.step towards developing a theory of evaluation, Alkin addresses
the problem of defining evaluation. 1In his article "Evaluation Theory
Development", he presents a four-part definition of evaluation. First he
sees evaluation as a process of gathering information. A second important
part of evaluation, which re-emphasizes ErancéS"Ricks' articles, is that
evaluation must be used for decision making purposes. The third part of
Alkin's definition of evaluation is that evaluation information must be
presented in a format that is useful fof decision making. The evaluator
mist assume responsibility.for presenting the information he collects in a
format which is designed to help the decision maker rather than to create
confusion. Finally, Alkin notes, different kinds of decisions require
different styles of evaluation. As a result, Alkin develops the following

definition of evaluation:

Evaluation is the process of ascertaining the
decision areas of concern, selecting appropriate
information, and collecting and analyzing in-
formation in order to report summary data useful
~ to the decision-makers in selecting -among
alternatives.32 '

Once again, he re-emphasizes the importance of evaluation in providing

information for the decision making process. He notes that decision areas,
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as he puts it, must be stated in temms of explicit goals and objectives.
The selecting of appropriate information requires the evaluator to develop
instruments that will collect information necessary to support or guide

particular decisions within the agency.

The collecting and analyzing of this information are the primary tasks of
the evaluator. The evaluator must take responsibility for these tasks and
for presenting the data in a format that assists the decision making pro-
.cess. The evaluator must also make explicit any value systems that he has
employed in analyzing the data he has collected. In this way the decision
maker, when making a decision between alternatives, is aware of same of the
biases of the evaluator. The decision maker can take these biases into

consideration when using the data for his own deciSion making process.

Alkin believes that there are five types of evaluation studies which he
relates directly to specific decision areas in an agency. Each of the
five types of evaluation attempt to collect specific information for a
specific type of decision. Consequently it is important to keep in mind
when designing an evaluation study the type of decision required since it

will affect the type of information that the evaluator must collect.

The first type of evaluation that Alkin describes is systems assessment.
This type of evaluation is designed to provide information about the pre-
sent state of a system. It is a means of determining if there are gaps
between the stated goals of an organization and the present state of
affairs of the program. As a result, the system's assessment is "a state-

ment of the status of the system as it presently exists in comparison to
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the desired output for stated needs of the system". Essentially, the

33
system's assessment must be related to the needs of a client by attempting
to provide the decision maker with information that will guide decisions

for client's benefits.

A seocond type of evaluation relates to program planning. In this type of
evaluation study, thé evaluator attempts to collect information that will
allow the decision maker to make decisions about the éffectiveness of

specific programs in meeting specific needs. The evaluator must be able
to provide the decision maker with information that will provide informa-

tion for planning programs for specific needs.

A third type of evaluation study is the program implementation study.

Here, the evaluator attempts to provide the decision maker with feedback
on the implementation of a program. Does the program meet the specific
needs stated at the program planning phase? The evaluator must provide
information that will allow the decision maker to decide whether or not the
program has been implemented. in accordance to the stated goals or desired

outoanes.

A fourth type of evaluation study involves the program improvement type of
study. Here, it is obvious that the evaluator is attempting to provide
data and information that will lead to the modification or improvement of

a specific program. The evaluator collects data, analyzes it, and provides
the decision maker with recammendations for changes in the program to make

it more effective or efficient.
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The final evaluation area Alkin .describes is program certification. In
this type of evaluation study, the evaluator is hoping to provide the
decision maker with evidence as to the generalizability of the program to
other areas. This type cf study is frequently required to provide a more
rigorous testing of the program through a more experimental style of inter-
vention.- Since the program certification style of evaluation is designed
to provide the decision maker with evidence as to the usefulness of a
program and its adaptability to other locations, it is essential that the
information be carefully collected and cautiously analyzed since it will
have a direct impact on the duplication of the program.

As seen in Alkin's article, the process of providing decision makers with
information for decision making is a core responsibility of any evaluation
study. As a result, Alkin basically supports many of the early conten-
tioﬁs that Ricks makes about the importance of evaluation contributing to
the decision making process. It is obviously important for evaluators to
collect information that will be of use for decision makers in planning for,
and modification of, programs. As a result evaluators must pay particular
attention to the decision making process in an agency when designing the
evaluation or when selecting the type of information that the study will

collect.

By now, two of the authors reviewed have mentioned varying models or
approaches to evaluation research. As a result, it is necessary to ex-
amine a number cf models or suggested models for evaluation research as
there seems to be same discussion and dissention about which model of

evaluation research is most appropriate.
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RAaron Wildavsky develops the theme of the self-evaluating organization.

In his article, Wildavsky suggests that the ideal organization would
"continuously monitor its own activities so as to determine whether it
was meeting its goals.or even whether these goals should continue to
prevail".34 He sees this type of organization as an organization that is
committed to a continual process of self-examination. In his view, the
self-evaluating organization would work towards better program planning as
well as towards the change of agency objectives over time. The organiza-
tion, thus, would becare a dynamic entity working towards the improvement
of its services while at the same time changing the style and nature of

services it provides.

The role of the evaluator in this type of organization is quite different.
Wildavsky sees the evaluator as an agent who acts in favour of the agency
and supports its goals while being prepared to abandon it in favour of more

efficient goals.

The implications for staff in a self-evaluating organization are numerous.
Wildavsky notes that staff would have to be encouraged to live in a context
in which change is routine. The entire staff of the organization would

have to be infused with the spirit of change and evaluation.

The self-evaluating organization will have
to convince its own members to live with
constant change. ... Man's appetite for
rapid change is strictly limited. People
cannot bear to have their cherished beliefs
challenged or their lives altered on a con-
tinuing ba51s.35
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To avoid developing a sense of defeatism, the administrators of the self-
évaluating organization would have to be conscious of avoiding the use of
organizational resources in areas where there is little chance of success.
The process of change would have to be gradual as the organization redefines,
redevelops and reorients its operations. This is important if the staff
are to avoid the development of a sense of defeatism as the evaluation pro-
ject continues to encounter difficulties in reaching conclusions or pro-
viding valuable research findings. Such an organization must also be
prepared to either abandon or drastically modify a number of their programs
in order to adopt more effective methods of providing services. As a re-
sult, the organization and its members would have to recognize that the
evaluative enterprise is being conducted for the purpose of providing ever
improving services. If the staff are domfortable and supportive of the
evaluation project, Wildavsky feels that such an organization can exist

and be successful.

As a result of his suggestions, Wildavsky sees the self-evaluating organiz-
ation as involving evaluation that can make recommendations for changes to
improve programs for new methods in providing services. As a result, the

- emphasis again is on providing decision making material for decision makers.
In such an organization evaluation would have to assume a major role in

providing information for decision making processes.

The self-evaluating organization would be
sceptical rather than committed. It

would continuocusly be challenging its

own assumptions. Not dogma, but scientific
doubt would be its distinguishing feature.
It would seek new truth instead of defending
o0ld errors. Testing hypotheses would be its

main work.36
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Wildavsky obviously believes that such an organization is possible. The
role of evaluation in such an organization would again be decision making.
Within the ofganizational context the process of making decisions would be

supported by the evaluation study itself.

Befofé continuing our examination of.models of research, it is worth taking
one detour which Wildavsky subtléy raises in his discription of the ideal
evaluative organization. The detour is én important one both in terms of
the study of Children's Foundation and in terms of general gvaluation

studies. The nature of the detour - what is the role of the evaluator?

Lee Gurel discusses the potentially conflicting roles of evaluator and
administrator in his article "The Human Side of Evaluating Human Service
Programs: Problems and Prospects". In a samewhat tongue-in-cheek approach
to the difficulties that evaluators and administrators have in relating,
Gurel explores the néture of the relationship between these two conspirators

in the evaluation process.

Looking first at the context within

which manager and evaluator interact,

I will call attention to four consider-

ations: ’

(1) The conflicting superordlnate
organizational goals to which the
program manager and the program
evaluator subscribe,

(2) The stereotype of scientific
omnipotence,

(3) The extension of rigorous evaluation
to areas of public service only
recently considered exémpt from ex-—
ternal scrutiny, and

(4) The recourse to evaluation as a
panacea for programs in failing he'alth.37
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Gurel notes that any organization has two sets of goals which direct agency
operations in two divergent directions. The first concern or goal of an
agency is for stability and survival of its operations. On the opposite
pole is the goal of growth and change within the organization. It is on
the horns of these two goals that Gurel sees the program manager and the
program evaluator trapped. For the manager, his major concern tends to

be with preserving the agency and’ insuring its stability and existance.

On the other hand, the evaluator is "necessarily identified with the forces
of innovation which pose a threat to.s_tability').38 As a result there is

an obvious tendency for the forces of stability (the manager) to oppose

the intrusion of evaluators, who are linked with threats of change or in-

stability in the organizational hierarchy.

A second consideration affecting the role of the evaluator is the misguided
~concept of the amipotence of scientific enquiry. Gurel notes that our
society has tended to actept technology as the cure-all to many problems.
As a result we have over estimated the ability of science to cure some of
these problems. Unfortunately the social and behaviocural sciences have
not dgveloped to the extent that the natural sciences have so that the ex-
pectations placed by many managers on social sciehce research are unrealis-
tic. Program managres can tend to.see evaluators as a cure-all for many
program ills. This misconception on the part of program managers creates
extreme difficulties for evaluators in producing the types of results that

managers hope to obtain from the inexact science of program evaluation.

Another difficulty that evaluators and managers encounter in relating

relates to the only recent extension of program evaluation into the social
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service field. Evaluation poses threats to two areas of conventional
wisdom in social service programs. First, evaluation_begins to question
same of the basic tenets held by many program administrators regarding the
validity of their program. As a result evaluation quickly finds itself
challenging many of the "accumulated biases and preconceptions which pass
for conventional wisdom".39 Obviously, evaluation‘poses a threat to the

status quo of the organization by challenging its operational philoscphies.

In addition, program evaluation can pose a direct threat to the power of
the program administrator. Gurel states that "information and knowledge
are not neutral quantities once they enter .into the pub%ip domain".40
Program evaluation increases a manager's knowledge and can provide results
which can be used to support the political goals or aims of the program
manager. Equally, the results of an evaluation study can end up support-

ing the goals of same opposing group or group of managers’within the organiz-
ation. Consequently, evalﬁation,results quickly enter into the arena of
politics. The analogy of evaluation's results to a tennis ball can at
times be quite accurate.. The only important difference is that instead of
one or two players on the opposite sides of the neﬁ,.there may be half a

dozen rival factions attempting to use the evaluation results as a means

-of scoring arpoint within the organization.

Perhaps one of the more difficult problems that evaluation research faces
is the problem of managers who view the evaluation as a panacea for many
of the agency'é problems. The evaluator is frequently called into a pro-
gram, especially when it's in difficulty, and asked to provide some of the

L : ' e .,
remedies to the program's difficulties. Frequently the evaluator,, when
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. called in to this type of situation, finds himself trapped between the
program management and a dissatisfied funding body. In this situation,
evaluation can quickly be seen as the management's response to a threat

of clOsﬁre or alteratibn of the program. Trapped in this particular situa-
tion, the evaluator quickly discovers a most uncdm%ortable fit between his
hope of prqviding information for decision making and the manager's hope

that the evaluation project will document the validity of the current pro-

gram.

Having described‘some‘of the difficulties that é&aluatiOn researchers face
in relating to managers and organizations, Gurel continues his examination
of the role of the evaluator and the manager. He bégins to develop a com—
posite picture of the manager and evaluator whi¢h demonstrates that. the
two"individuals tend to be polar opposites. Evaluators can be identified
witﬁ‘innovation while program.managers protect the status quo. As a result,
the‘program manager may approach evaluation with a motive of providina de-
fence“for the operation-of the program while the evaluétor sees evaluation
as a process of assessﬁent ard appraisal of the program. The program mana—
ger tends to maintain a strong belief in the validity of his program while
the evaluator approaches the program with a healthy degree of scepticism.
Consequently the evaluator and the program manager find themselves on

opposite sides of the same fence.

Another fundamental split between the manager and the evaluator Gurel
sumarizes as the conflict between scientist and bureaucrat. The bureaucrat
can becane so identified with the agency and its goals that he quickly be-
comes submerged in the ethos of‘the agency. Gurel argues that "he derives

security from his identification with the organization and loocks to it as
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his primary source of personal advancement and recog'nition"-,41 into which
he sulmerges himself. bFor the evaluator it is science and professional
groups and associationé'related to scientific enquiry. As a result the
pursuit of knowledge and scientific principles overrides any commitment
to organizations. The evaluator is not concerned about the goals of
stability and continuity in an organization. In addition, the evaluator
is frequently committed to a camplete and open revelation of the results
of his findings, whether or not the results shed a favourable light on

the program.

What to the evaluator is nothing more than
reporting the facts can be seen by the
manager as anything from malicious sabotage
to vicious assault. 42

With these four divergent personality characteristics and motives, Gurel
goes on to review the manager/evaluator interaction. In this interaction he
clearly sees a nuhber of areas of conflict between the evaluator and manager.
Each of these areas of friction create difficulties bétween the program

manager and the evaluator.

The first area of conflict or potential conflict relates back to some of
the eoncerns expressed in earlier articles. Initially the evaluator must
make-an effort to pin the manager down and identify the program objectives.
This process also involves the manager in a process of attempting to identi-
fy the questions he wants asked by the evaluator. A potential area of con-
flict at this stage in the evaluation process is that the evaluator can
frequently ask simple yet embarrasing questibns of the program manager.

Questions designed to elicit from the manager a description of the goals of



133

the program can frequently highlight areas of the service that are deficient.

Program managers seem to get fixated at
either listing off detailed activities of
the program, or, at the other extreme, they
offer same vague super-objective, such as
helping people to lead more useful lives.43

This area of conflict éan get the evaluation off to a bad start as the
manager and the program evaluator struggle to define the program's ob-
jectives and goals. In addition, the evaluator will raise questions about
the procedues used in the agency ard the rationale behind some of the

agency's operations.

Once the manager and evaluator have managed to. struggle through the stage
of idehtifying the objectives of the program, they are forced to move on
to address a second question (that Ricks also raises) which is the moti-
vation for the evaluation. This is an important area. Gurel believes that
the failure to explore the motivation for evaluation tends to explain the
reason that many evaluation results are never used. For an evaluation to
be successful it is important for the evaluator to explore and identify
the motives behind the evaluation project. What tends to happen at this
stage of an evaluation prcject is for the evaluator to ignore the manager's
motives for evaluation and quickly turn his evaluation project into a

thinly disguised scientific endeavour.

Viewed negatively, all that is being
advanced is the admonition that one
avoid through better planning the kind
of evaluation that nobody wants: the
‘evaluation that: ends 'up addressing the
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wrong questions, in the sense of questions

'in which managers are not really interested;

the evaluation that is actually a research

project in disguise and does not have a

built in assurance that pollcy implications

will be forthcoming; ... 44 .
A final area on which managers and program evaluators tend to develop
conflicts relates to the demands placed by the evaluation project on the
staff at the agency. If the relationship of the evaluation project and
the evaluator to the agency staff is not carefully handled, the manager will
quickly find himself caught in a cross-fire between his own staff and the
evaluator and the evaluation project. If staff are informed and involved
in the evaluation process this cross-fire can be prevented. 1In addition,
Gurel points out that if staff are provided with feedback through the pro-
cess of deveioping the evaluation and are rewarded for participating in it,
there is a greater likelihood that the cross-fire will not deveiop between
the organization staff and the evaluator. In situations where the evaluator
is attempting a rigorous experimental design there will be pressure on the
administrator to maintain the program intact in its current operational
stage while the evaluator attempts to coilect the information necessary
for the evaluation project. This attempt to maintain the program at a
static stage cah be another major source of conflict beween the manager
and the evaluator. While the:evaluator may be insisting on a static pro-

gram, the manager will be forced to accept changes over time and that same

of the changes he will have little or no control over.

In sumary, the roles of the evaluator and manager can be difficult roles
to handle. As indicated in this article they frequently come from diver-

gent directions with different purposeé'in mind when the evaluation project

¢
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is being developed. Consequently, being aware of the issues at hand and
attempting to identify them as the evaluation project goes along should

prevent a number of these difficulties.

What Gurel's tongue-in-cheek description of the evaluator does provide is
further issues to be considered in the consideration of models for evalu-
ation research. In reviewing a number of suggested models for evaluation
research it is worth keeping in mind the issues of divergent goals by thé

evaluator and the administrator.

With the increasing emphasis on accountability and the allocation of funds
for resource development and operations, human service organizations are
being required to be more accountable for the services they provide both
their clients and their funding bodies. The result according to C. Clifford
Attkisson et al is that evaluation is beccming an important part of every
agency's -functionings. In fact, they believe evaluation research is be-
coming an extension of traditional acocounting methods in every agency. Now
agencies are adding to their traditional financial accounting systems a
program accounting or evaluation function. As a result, the authors feel
excessive strain and expectations are being placed on the new field of

program evaluation. ;

The authors feel that many factors have prevented the growth of adequate
evaluation methods. 1Initially, the consumers of the seryioe or the funders
are placing excessive expectations on agencies for evaluative information.
At the same time, funding for conducting evaluations or for developing

adequate evaluation tools is being limited. Even where funding is available,
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the availability of adequately trained evaluators is limited. An equélly
important hardship on the evaluation research field is the frequently im-
poverished or inadequate information systems in a large number of human
service organizations. In addition there is a great deal of ambiguity about

the most beneficial use of evaluation research in the organization.

As a result of the problems facing evaluation research, the authors raise
the question "whether the evaluation field is currently mature enough to
respond to the hefty expectatibns being placed upon it by law, by adminis-
trators, and by evaluators".45 The purpose of their article is to review
some of the important questions currently facing evaluators and evaluation
research. They attempt to answer scme of the questions raised about the
ability of evaluation research as a field to respond to the demands being
placed uoon it. In reviewing this article, many of the questions that
the authors raise answer Frances Ricks' original question about "why
evaluate?".

-
The authors describe the ideal self-evaluating organization and some of the
problems that evaluation faces in making itself useful to agencies. The
description, of course, is based on the earlier description by Wildavsky
of the ideal organization. This type of organization would be involved in
a continuous monitoring of its own activities and would be able to assess
the degree to which it is currently meeting its goals. In such an organiz-
ation, any suggestion that its goals were not being met effectively would
prompt administrators to impiement program changes to make more productive

use of their materials and resources.
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While this ideal organization is probably unattainable, it still is scme-
thing that each organization should aim towards, according to the authors.
In addition, the authors state that, as late as 1973, Weiss claimed that
program evaluation, "with its fundamental tenet of improvement based on
assessment, is a typical movement within the field of human services". 46
As a result, there is a great deal of pressure for organizations to become
familiar with evaluation techniques and to make use of these techniques to
ensure that resources and services are being utilized to. the utmost efficiency.
There is now a need for human service organizations to move from a static

organization to one that is much more aggresive in ensuring that the ser-

vices it provides represent the most efficient and best use of resources.

As a consequence, human service organizations

must shift from being static providers of pre-

determined types of service towards becoming

organizations whose goals are

(a) to meet human needs with that seems to be
the best service methods available,

(b) to monitor the effectiveness of service
methods, and

(c) to improve or change services in the light
of new information. 47

In reviewing the literature on human services' evaluation studies, the
authors state that it is obvious that community based agencies should do
more evaluation. They also state when evaluation findings are available,
such findings should be taken more seriously in terms of planning services
for individuals. There are a number of causes for this lack of use or

utilization of evaluation studies.
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One reason for the under-utilization of evaluation studies, the authors
note, is the somewhat limited validity to agencies of studies currently
being conducted. A number of elements contribute to the problems that
evaluation studies currently face. First of all, any evaluation faces the
problem of converting broadly stated goals into obejectives that can be
measured through an evaluation process. Secondly, the evaluation process
must also deal with the essentially uncontrolled or uncontrollable opera-
tions of the agency as it continues its daily operations. ' In addition,

as evaluation studies begin, it becaomes obvious that standards of service
are not equivalent across the organization. As a result the evaluation
study faces the problem of assessing the efficiency of the agency based on
a number of levels of service delivery. Another serious problem results
from the conflict between administrators and evaluators over program de-
velopment and program operation. Finally, there is the hostility that
exists between the agency and the external evaluator. Conducting an
evaluation study is not a simple task. It requires a great deal of skill
and determination if the study is to be conducted at all and if the results

obtained are to be of any use or validity for the agency.

A second major problem that evaluators face is the question of utility of
the findings. While many evaluators receive training in experimental methods
and control, few are able to address the question of making studies use-

ful to agencies. Many of the analyses that evaluators undertake, while
interesting, are of little use to the agency. Program administrators also
tend to ihterpret negative results as justifications for the status quo.

When an evaluation is conducted and results are not positive the results

tend to be ignored. Program administrators frequently ignore evaluations
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where questions are raised about the operations of the agency.

Ancther major factor affecting the usefulness of evaluation studies the
authors describe as management deficiency. They note that few program
managers have any formal training in administrative work. Managers in
human service organizations usually obtain their training from experience
on the job. They-tend not to be familiar with the usefulness of evaluation
studies to decision making processes. This problem is compounded by a
frequent lack of clear definitions about the program and its functioning.
As a result it is common to see a program where the expected outcome or
impact of the program is only vaguely stated, if at all. In addition,
frequently there tends to be a lack of connection between a variety of
resource allocation decisions and the desired outcomes or impacts that

the program may have. A final major problem that the authors see in the
area of management deficiency relates to the low management skill in being

able to act on evaluative results.

Program evaluation data, when not seen as
negative input, may be viewed by administrators
as an interesting novelty, but not samething
to utilize in decision making.48

A final influential force affecting thé usefulness of evaluation studies
relates to the complexity of decision making. The authors note that

- evaluation takes place in a political process and should be considered an
intricate part of the whole process. Any evaluation study in this type of
arena faces a variety of competitive perspectives, values and influences in

the agency. Evaluators must recognize that their studies will be only one
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of many sources of information that administrators will use in making
decisions. The wide variety of influences warking within and without an
agency are bound to affect the impact that the evaluation study has on the
agency. As a result it is not uncammon to see evaluation studies which

are conducted with a fair degree of initiative and insight are frequently
ignored or discarded. The authors argue that unless evaluators become more
familiar with the complex web of decision making within an agency they can
continue to expect to see their evaluation studies largely ignored or

generally under-utilized.

In response to the. issues that the authors raise regarding evaluation re-
search and the problems it faces, they propose a three dimensional model
for evaluation research. As indicated in the figure below, the model in-

. volves three levels of activity that are necessary for any evaluation
study. The authors argue that the second level of‘evaluation or evaluative

activity is dependent on having adequate development at the lower levels.
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Effective evaluation at a given level depends,

at least to some extent, upon adequate initial
mastery of the lower levels. ... The model
expresses our conviction that the effective-
ness of evaluative activity depends on appropri-
ate evaluator roles and adequate informational
capacity within the organization.50

It is important to know that in this model of evaluation the tasks increase
in complexity. in.each of the three areas’of the model the more simplis-
tic tasks establish bases for more complex types of evaluative activity.
For example, in the information capability, the information available
'begins with a natural data base and ﬁoves up to moré specialized data
oollection capabilities in the agency. Thus, the movement in the data
collecting techniques are from unplanned data collection methods with few
resources, to more planned and sophisticated data collection systems with
allocated resources for data collection. The development of an effective
evaluation program depends upon the mastery of the lower lewvels of each of

the three areas of evaluative activity.

" Under the broad ruberic of "evolving levels of evaluative activity" the
authors specify four specific activities. In order of increasing complex-
ity the activities begin with systems resource managment, moving through
client utilization, outcome intervention to community impact. Each of
these activities represents a movement of an evaluation program from a
narrow focused, internal monitoring system to a broad focused, external

impact evaluation system.

At the first level of this model is systems resource management, or level

one. The first lewvel includes five specific activities that are:
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.. critical to the program planning and

management process:

(a) assisting the organization to meet
minimum standards for human service
settings; ‘

(b) asslsting in the formulation of pro-
gram goals that are based on mandated
services of documented needs;

(c) framing the information needed to set
program priorities;

(d) identifying and allocating resources; and

(e) translating program priorities into
measurable intervention strategies,
‘based on identified or legally mandated
needs.

51
At this level of development an evaluation program focuses on the internal
regulation of the agency and its ability to meet certain standafds of
practice and service. The evaluation project would also be faced with the
difficult task of defining, in operational terms, the purposes and goals
of the agency so that it can identify deficiencies in service delivery
that prevent the smooth operation of the agency. This type of evaluation
-attempts to monitor and assess the degree to which resources in the agency

are allocated with respect to stated agency goals and objectives.

At the next level of evaluative activity, client utilization, an evalua-
tive effort assesses the service delivery processes to determine whether

dr not services are delivered adequately. This type of evaluative study
addresses specific activities of the agéncy in providing services for
clients. In addition it attempts to‘ensure that the agency is appropri-
ately screening clients, adequately planning for clients and providing a
continuity 6f care for clients who return to the.agency for ongoing services.
~In addition the evaluation project must attempt to assess what safequards

the agency has developed to prevent abuse of the agency's services.



143

An evaluation at this level concentrates on a study of utilization.

At the next level an evaluation would undertake a study of the outcome of
agency services or a follow up type study. This tybe of evaluation is
motivated towards providing additional information for decision makers in
providing more effective’services. Such an évaluation would enable mana-
gers or program administrators to make decisions about agency changes, to
identify trouble spots or weak spots in the program and to ensure that each

segnent of the program is operating effectively.

One of the difficulties that an evaluative effort at this level faces is
how to determine what is a satisfactory outcome. The definition of success
at times can become confusing or poorly defined. Consequently.the evalua-
tive effort at this level would have to take particular care in identify-

ing what goals should be defined as acceptable cutcame goals.

At the fourth and most camplex level of evaluative activity is the cammunity
impact study. Here, evaluators attempt to assess the broad effects of pro-
grams or services. Such assessments may include the efforts of preventa-
tive programs to perhaps reduce drinking-driving or reduce breaking and
enterings in a particular area of the city. A second type of undertaking

of evaluation at this level might be a regiohal evaluation designed to
identify combrehensive needs of a particular community or area of the
commnity. Finally such an evaluation could also be directed at ensuring
that community service programs are integrated in an across-the-region
delivery system. This type of evaluation would attempt to ensure that

gaps in services do not exist and that current services do not overlap and
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provide duplicate types of service. The authors note.that this style of

evaluation is the most complex and advanced type of study possible.

The authors reinforce their belief that the evaluation techniques described
above are dependant on mastery of the lower levels .of agency practice.
These levels include the development of informational capacity and capa-
bilities in the agency and the roles.that the evaluator can assume in each
agency. .Under the title of Information. Capability, the authors raise
issues related to the information or data. collection systems that exist

in the agency. At the lowest level of.this céntinuum of data collection
systems is the natural data base. At this level the authors. state that
there tends to be no centralized or co-ordinated data gathering system
within the agency. what tends to happen is that each unit in an orgénizé—
tion will collect a wealth of potentially useful information but this in-
formation "exists in a disconnected, fragmentary and idiosynchratic form

that greatly reduces its relevance to decision making and planning".52

At a higher level of development is the centralized information system
which has a much more co-ordinated flow.of data from the functional units
through.a centralized information system. Here an agency has been able to
spandardize the type of -information that it requires and to record it in a
uniform manner. The major difference between this and the previous style
of information collection is that the agency has made a determined effort
to centralize its information collection and to establish a means of

recording the information that it collects.

A more complex level is the planned-access information system.' At this

level of information systems, the evaluator is able to get quick access to
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the collected data and analyze it easily. Here, the key is that the data
has been collected routinely enocugh .fco enable quick access for analysis
and data processing. Finally, the data collection system in an agency can
‘reach the specialized data collection. stage. at which stage data is collected

for specifically predetermined evaluative tasks.

At the level of specialized data collection
capability, the task is to.integrate both
quantitative and qualitative information
and independently to.analyze program
strategies with an appreciation for manage-

ment's critical policy questions. 53

At this fourth stage of .data collection capability, the data. available for
analysis and for quick access for evaluation projects is much greater.

The evalutor can analyze or access data with ease.

A final consideration in designing an evaluation .is.the functional role that
the evaluator will assume at the agency. These roles vary from the simple
statistician's role at a basic 1evel to the co-ordinator decision makef

and integrator of information. Once again the development of the role of
the evaluator begins aé .a.simplistic. data collection individual to some-
body who takes a much more active leadership role in the development of -

agency policy.

At the upper end of the continuum of roles. that. an evaluator can assume is
the role of the evaluator as a decision maker. The authors claim that
evaluators must be more involved in the decision making process if the

information they retrieve from the agency records is to be used and
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considered in determining the directions of an agency's service delivery.

When managemenit uses evaluation effectively,

a common sequence of events is evident:

(@) a specific problem area is identified
as requiring evaluation support;

(b) relevant information is gathered and
analyzed;

(c) reports are generated and presented in
a form ccmpatible with the management
decision process;

(d) altermative solutions or actions are
posed and reviewed by evaluators and
administrators ... ; and,

(e) a decision is implemented....

54

This article provides a useful summary of an evaluative model which is

- quite similar to the outline that Ricks provides in her description of
evaluation readiness. If the evaluator takes a look at the chart and
examines the various levels on each of the three areas of evaluative ac-
tivity, it is possible to determine the type of evaluation study that is
possible in an agency. It would seem implausible to expect to undertake
a cammunity style evaluation study when the data base at the agency is
still at a natural base level. Consequently this researcher believes
that this particular model for evaluation, when combined with Frances
Ricks' model, provides a good deécription of some of the facts that should

be consideréd in developing an evaluation program.

Herbert C. Schulberg and Frank Baker elaborate on two models of evaluation
research which they feel are useful to consider. The first is the goal
attainment model which places its emphasis on a process of examining the
attainment of a program's dbjectives. In this particular model they note

that the greatest emphasis must be placed on the process of defining and

J
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clarifying the program's objectives. If the evaluation researcher is to
be able to assess the degree to which the agency has reached certain goals,
the evaluator must have very specific definitions of the goals and objec-

tives of the program.

... the goal attainment evaluation process
is a circular one. It starts with initial
goal setting, proceeds to determine measures
of the goal, collects data and appraises the
effect of the goal, and then modifies the
initial goal on the basis of the collected
data. »

55
The authors note, however, that such an evaluation tends to be samewhat
limited in its scope. First it views the agency in a very prescribed
manner by assessing goals and attempting to determine the specific degree
to which the agency has been able to achieve those'goals. Second, the
evaluator is forced to turn to the administrator for a definition of the
goals that the agency is pursuing. As a result, the quantity that goal
attainment scaling measures in any agency are the goals provided by and
defined by the agency administrator. The authors note that the goal attain-
ment evaluation method seems to be more a stage that evaluation studies

pass through rather than a lasting style of evaluation.

The second model of evaluation that the authors describe is the systems
model. The sSystems model adopts a much broader view of the agency and its

activities.

... the system model is concerned with:

the effective co-ordination of oganizational
sub-units; the acquisition and maintenance of
necessary resources; ard the adaptation of
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the organization to the environment and to

its own internal demands.56
While the authors note that this particular style of evaluation can be ex-
pensive, it has greater advantages over the goal attainment method. As a
result this tends to be the type of evaluation favoured as an acceptable
mode of evaluating an agency. It cén provide feedback to the agency on
its findings and suggest program modifications as opposed to the goal
attainment scaling. It can also take a broader view of the agency than

~

the goal attaimment scaling can.

These articles have expanded samewhat on Frances Ricks' original articles
on program evaluation. In addition to reviewing some of the difficulties
that program evaluation faces, in evaluating programs; the last two articles
have reviewed a couple of suggested models for evaluation research studies.
At this stage it is worth reviewing two further articles which elaborate
somewhat on the difficulties that evaluation research faces in approaching

an evaluation of an agency.

The first article by Henry W. Reicken entitled "Memorandum on Program
Evaluation" sets out to describe same of the difficulties that practitioners
of evaluation research face in formulating evaluation programs. Reicken
develops the model for evaluation studies which addresses same of these

procedural problems.

Initially Reicken identifies four types of evaluation studies that are
possible. The first he describes as effect studies which focus on the

outcomes of any program. The purpose of effect studies is basically to



149

determine the degree to which program goals or objectives are achieved
through the routine operations of the program. A second type of evaluation
study he refers to as operations analysis which is an attempt to analyze
the operations of the agency without paying any particular attention to the
degree to which it achieves its final goals. The third type of evaluation
study that Reicken iaentifies is a survey of needs which is designed to
assess the needs of a community or a population for particular programs.
This type of study is often implemented in an attempt to establish the
value of implémenting specific prgorams to address specific needs. Finally
Reicken describes investigations which perform a type of audit of the pro-
gram. These types of evaluation studies are frequently met with a great
deal of—hostility on fhe part of the agency being evaluated, siﬁce it is
frequently an attempt to audit the operations of the agency using an ex-

ternal evaluator.

Geqerally Reicken states that the‘firét three of these types of evaluation
can be considered as effect studies. He states that effect studies are the
appropriate field for the evaluation researcher to focus on. Operational
analysis he feels is an essential stage in any effect study. The survey
of needs is in fact a special case of effect study in which the goal is
the definition of objectives for é progfam. As a result, the major focus

S
in evaluation research according to Reicken is on effect studies.

)
The first major problem that any evaluation program encounters is the
pfocess of determining the objectives of the program. He notes that ob-
-jectives must be clearly defined and also operationally defined to permit

measurement of the objectives. Unfortunately the operational definition
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or the development of such definitions is frequently the most difficult

part of any evaluation study.

Objectives must be stated in advance of the evaluation study. In addition,
Reicken states "it is essential to have advance agreement on cbjectives

and on the procedures to be used in appraising their attainment".57 It is
this impbrtant phase of operationalizing the objectives that is frequently
overlooked in evaluation studies. A survey of needs .can frequently be used
for determining the objectives of an agency, Reicken states. By conducting
such a survey it is possible to identify whether or not the goals and ob-

jectives are being met. In addition this survey will provide a base line

for future measurements.

The second technical difficulty that evaluators run into involves the
description of the operations of the agency. At this phase of an evaluation
project, the evaluator must find out exactly what services the agency is
providing in order to achieve its stated goals. Asaresult the evaluator
must provide a factual description of the operation of the agency. This
is important for at least one reason when éonsidering the impact of a
program. Reicken notes that impact frequentiy is a result of the type or
intensity of agency involvement in a client's life. Consequently, it is
important for the evaluator to understand exactly how the agency operates
if an evaluation of impact is to be measured. The operations of the
agency and the availability of staff time to provide services to clients
will definitely affect the outcome of the project. Consequently, if the
evaluator does not have an adequate understanding of.the agency‘s opera-

tion it will be impossible to make any reasonable assessment of the impact
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that the agency program has.

A third technical difficulty encountered in many evaluation studies is the
measurement of effects. The crucial problem here is to develop methods of
measuring change in subjects and conversely to establish methods of est-
ablishing that these changes are in same way related to the actions of the
program and its staff. Evaluators frequently attempt to use cne of three
types of evidence in providing an assessment of the impact of a program.
These types of evidence are in fact poor substitutes for valid data collec-

tion procedures.

The first type of substitute in evidence is the use of an expert who pro-
vides a judgment on the effectiveness of the program. Unfortunately, this
does not provide information on the biases of or methods used by the expert
in making his assessment about the program's effectiveness. A second
method that evaluators use to provide evidence about program effectiveness
is the use of incidents or case reports. Here evaluators may attempt to
use selected case studies as evidence of program effectiveness. Unfortun-
ately this technique lacks comparability between the case reports and puts
a.great limitation on the ability of the evaluator to generalize the results
to the balance of the population. Finally, same evaluators attempt to use
testimonial letters which cite the value of the program. This is the

least useful method of evaluating a program. The author notes that such
reports are seldom written by people who are dissatisfied with the program.
Consequently such testimonial letters are more frequently positive than

perhaps should be the case.
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A fourth difficulty that evaluation studies face is the establishment of

a baseline for measurement. Reicken notes that in order to establish
change in an individual it is necessary- to establish some baseline measure-
ments with which to compare subsequent measurements. This need is fre-
quently overlooked in evaluation studies simply because the agency is

eager to get on with the study or the oollection of pre-measurement data

adds additional expense to the cost of the evaluation program.

One of the problems establishing a baseline measurement is the questicn of
pre-treatment measurement and its effects on the problem itself. Reicken
notes that very little is known about the effects of pre-treatment measure-
ment. He states that it is still important to establish some baseline
measures with which to compare subsequent measurements. Here, the evaluator
frequently runs into problems where baseline measurements may have been
taken, but are inadequate for subsequent comparisons. .It is frequently
very easy to take measurements which do not collect all the data necessary
for subsequent comparison simply because the evaluator. is unaware of the
types of information he might need for a subsequent comparative study.
Where baseline measurement is not initially established Reicken notes that
the evaluator is scmetimes forced to depend upon retrospective reports in

an attempt to establish a baseline for subsequent camparison.

The control of extraneous variables is another difficulty that evaluation
research faces. Thé traditional model of a control in an experimental

group is frequently not possible in a social service agency. In addition,
for broad base community programs, it is not possible to establish a con-

trol group because such programs are frequently aimed at an entire
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camunity where there would be no group which is not affected by the pro-

gram itself.

A final difficulty that program evaluation research faces is the problem
of detecting consequences that were not anticipated in the original design
of the agency program. Reicken notes that if the evaluator is intuitively
very familiar with the program and its goals that such unanticipated con-
sequences may be more observable to the evaluator. In addition he feels
that if program goals are clearly stated and the activities of the program
are outlined fairly concisely such unanticipated consequences would not

occur or would not go unobserved.

Reicken also explores the relationship between the evaluator and the pio—
gram staff. He outlines a number of the advantages and disadvantages for
independent or inhouse evaluators. Initially he notes that the use of an
internal or agency evaluator reduces staff resistance to the evaluation
program. By using such an inhouse evaluator staff are not as threatened

as with an outside evaluator who cames in to loock at their program. The

use of an inhouse evaluator saves a great deal of time in that the evaluator .
does not need to be acquainted with the agency's program. Firally the use
of an inhouse evaluator provides a mechanism for feeding back the informa-

tion to program staff.

On the reverse side of the coin the outside evaluator can maintain much
more independence and objectivity in the study of the agency. Since his
connections with the agency are at best tenuous he is unlikely to became

over-identified with the agency or the services it provides. As a result
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A second consideration in the use of an outside evaluator relates to the
time spent in orienting the evaluator. Reicken arques that this time is
in fact not lost because it is a profitable time during which the evaluator
and the agency may identify additional ideas for research. The use of an
outside evaluator might identify areas of the program which reqular staff

have not thought of evaluating in the past;

A final benefit of an ocutside evaluator is his greater movement or freedom
in the agency. The outside evaluator has the advantage of being a stranger
in the agency and as such will not be branded as a member of any one
political faction or group within the agency. Consequently, this may
kenefit the evaluator in obtaining information that would not normally be

provided to other factions within the agency.

As a conclusion it is worth noting in Reicken's article that he once again
combines a number of types of research into one more specific'category.

Like many of the previous sudgestions about the nature of evaluation re-
search, Reicken categorizes effect research as part of the process of
evaluation research. Under the geeral term effect studies he notes that
operational analyses and survey of needs can be seen as parts of the over-
all effect type study. In addition the problems that Reicken cites would
be problems for any type of evaluation study, whether it falls into one

of the four categories he presents or to any of the categories that previous

authors-have suggested in describing evaluation research studies.
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Carol H. Weiss contributes further information about the problems that
evaluation research faces in her article "Evaluating Educational and Social
Action Programs: A Tree Full of Owls". She itemizes seven particular
problems that evaluation researcher§ must address in developing a program
of evaluation research. Each of these in same ways expands uﬁon some of

the issues by Reicken.

First, Weiss identifies the problem of adapting evaluation research tech-
niques to the actual environment. She notes that programs do not exist in
a vacuum, but exist in real life. Consequently, when an evaluation is
undertaken it is not the evaluation that is the primary activity in the
agency but the delivery of services. Consequently the strategiés for
evaluation research must be adapted to working within the realities of an

ongoing, developing program.

A second problem which has already been identified by Reicken ié the

problem of program goals. She notes that these goals are frequently very
‘diffuse and general in nature. Consequently the evaluator is faced with
the problem of having to establish articulate and ciear statements of the

specific goals of the agency.

A third problem which expands upon Reicken's discussions about the use of
internal and external evaluators is the reluctance of staff to co-operate
with an evaluation effort. She notes that initially evaluators and service
delivery staff have different objectives. The evaluator is attempting to

collect information on the effectiveness perhaps of a program while staff
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are more concerned with the delivery of service. As a result staff fre-
quently see evaluation as a disruption in the routine provision of services.
Consequently, if staff feel negatively towards the evaluation, their in-
volvement in evaluation may have a negative effect on the collection of

data in the evaluation program.

A further obstacle that evaluation research faces is the use of control
groups which Reicken mentions briefly in his article. Control gréups are
frequently not available since the evaluator cannot frequently assign
individuals to control and experimental groups or cannot identify groups
similar to the group being studied.. The use of control groups is frequently
not feasible. As a result, Weiss suggests that a second type of procedure
is an attempt to match individuals on the basis of characteristics that seem
to be relevant to the cutcames or goals of the program. She states that even
where controls are available or where subjects are matched it is difficult
to maintain them and prevent contamination through exposure to the program
or other variables. Other factors may induce changes in the controls and
make them less than equal camparison groups for the experimentally treated

individuals.

. The fifth problem that the evaluator faces is the fact that programs are
seldom simple entities. She notes that programs are camwplex both in con-
tent and method. In addition to the camplexity that exists in the pro-
gram, the program is frequently developing and changing through the process
of evaluation. Consequently the evaluator faces the difficulty of dealing

with a very complex and elaborate program when addressing questions of
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assessing its effectiveness.

Weiss claims that evaluation studies can only be camwpleted after the pro-
gram has.gone through at least one complete cycle of its treatment process.
To be an adequate study of outcome effects the program should go through
this cycle without major innovations being introduced into the program
methods. This again is the problem of program change over time, and the
difficulty that the evaluator faces in aSking staff not to 'improve' on

the program while the evaluation is underway.

The seventh and final difficulty that an evaluator faces in developing an
evaluation of an agency is that evaluation research is meant to provide
information for program improvement. Here Weiss notes that many evalua-
tion' results, however, have not been used.. Once again she emphasizes the
complexity of the decision making process and other factors which impinge
upon any decision. However, she notes that part of the responsibility for
improving the utilization of evaluation .research rests with the evaluator.
Evaluators seldom present administrators with clear-cut decisions or op-
tions when presenting their studies. Negative reports tend not to provide
the decision maker with any directions for future change in the program or
program improvements. In addition evaluators frequently do‘their research
injustices by providing complexly worded.research reports. At the end of
an evaluation project the administrator is faced with the prospect of
having to weed through a report to.interpret whatvactions might be appropri-
ate to alter or improve his program. The tendency, of course, is to avoid

having to.deal with such difficult material and to proceed on one's
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previously established modes of decision making.

The decision-maker i$ rarely presented with

clear and unambiguous direction, and his

reluctance to leap into uncharted waters is

understandable. Particularly when he has to

dredge implications for action out of a long,

murky report, he may fail to consider seriously

even those findings that do offer guidance for

change.58
Weiss provides support for some of the difficulties that evaluation re-
search faces in evaluating programs. She re-emphasizes scme of the pre-
viously mentioned- issues about the problems of decision making and the
utilization of research findings. A further article entitled "Utilization
of Evaluation: Toward Comparative Study" is one in which Weiss further
expands upon the problems that evaluation research has encountered in im-
plementing its findings. To overcome these difficulties she suggests
three specific elements that evaluation research should include in its re-
ports. First she notes that evaluation research should provide an
"explicatiqn of the theoretical premises underlying the program, and ‘the
direction of the evaluation to analyze these premises".59 She states that
an evaluation should select a number of these theories or notions and
concentrate on studying those particular theories. Rather than look at
the agency as an entire entity, it may be better to look at specific areas
of the agency's program and evaluate those on the basis of clearly explicated
theoretical premises and a clear description of the process used to evaluate
the outcomes. She claims that this particular approach to évaluation will
provide an initial test of the notionS‘being'empioyed by the agency and give
some indication as to the degree to which that concept could be generalized

to other agencies. This type of evaluation is much more useful since it
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provides a study of specific concepts rather than a study of specific out-
ocomes of one agency. The concepts can be generalized to other agencies.
The outcomes of one agency are much more restricted in their applicability

to other agencies.

A secand area that evaluation research should consider is the process of

the agency. By providing information.on the process or operational direc-
tions of the agency, the evaluator has a greater likelihood that his results
 will be used by other agencies interested in developing similar processes.
She states that this description of the links between variocus parts of the
program allows the evaluator to test the reliability or Validity of those

links between the stages in the program.

Finally Weiss argues that if evaluation research wishes to be used more
frequently it should provide an analysis .of tﬁe effectiveness of various
sections or components of the agency. She notes that when making decisions,
decision makers frequently are not making decisions between having a pro-
gram or not having a program but instead are making a decision between
smaller optiéns. By analyzing components of a program the evaluator can
provide information on specific areas of the program that might need modifi-
cation. If, on the other hand, the evaluator opts to evaluate-the entire
program the only decision he provides the decision maker is whether the
results satisfy the continuation or closure of the program. The study of
the components of a program, however, provide the evaluator and the decision

maker with more areas for modification or revision in services.

Weiss also outlines four other areas of evaluation research that hold

promise for increasing utilization of evaluation studies. = If the evaluator
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is quick to identify in the intial stages of the evaluation project the
potential users of his results, and selects concerns related to them, the
outocome will be greater utilization.of his studies. A second technique to
increase utilization is to ensure that administrators and program practi-
tioners are involved in the development of the project. This should move
the image of evaluation from the role .of spy in the agency to the role of
oollaborator,in increasing program effectiveness. A third potential means
of increasing the utilization of evaluation research is for the evaluator
to be quick in releasing his outcames and results. While the reports may
be of a preliminary nature the simple.fact of feeding results to the agency
will encourage further follow up studies on the program. Finally she
suggests that it is important to present results in an effective and
approachable research report. Once again she hints at same of the earlier
concepts authors have suggested regarding providing information for decision
making. The obscure or highly academic report is of limited value to an
administrator faced with the problems .of making practice decisions. The
decision maker does not havé time nor -the training to sift through such
academic exercise in.an attempt to determine the validity of the study and

its implications for his particular agency.

As a final camment on the literature on evaluation research, it is worth

reviewing Leonard Rutman's book, Evaluation Research Methods: A Basic Guide

in which he provides an outline of how to. approach the development of an
evaluation project. .In this book, Rutman identifies a number of the issues
previously identified through the literature. In addition he provides a
guide to the processes that an evaluator should undertake in preparing to

evaluate an agency.. -
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Like many authors before him, Rutman provides a definition for evaluation
research. 1In it he identifies four specific items which should clearly be

- part of any definition of evaluation research. First he identifies the

use of scientific methods as an important part of the evaluation research
process. He notes that génerally evaluators attempt to conform to same
standards of scientific research in approaching.the evaluation of a program.

He emphasizes that it is important to approach the highest degree éf scientific
research as is possible. Within this framework of the scientific method it
is possible to maximize the validity and reliability of ‘the study's find-

ings and thereby create a more useful research project..

A second important focus that Rutman identifies in evaluation research must
be a statement which links lthe activities of the program to producing the
results. He notes that it is important to be able to connect program out-
comes with program processes if the research project is to be at all meaning-

ful.

If evaluation research is to shed light on
factors that succeed or fail to produce
measured results, then special attention
must be paid to the program components and
processes and not solely to the outoomes.,60

It is the process of.identifying the program in operational terms that

is an important part of .the evaluation study. The evaluator must be able

to idéntify the components of a program that produce observed results.
Rutman states that this is important for two reasons. First it is important
to be able to describe t}ie program's operation and determine whether it was

implemented in its intended form. Secondly it is important to be able to
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operationalize the processes in the program if the evaluator is to be

allowed to make any inferences anout the outcomes from ‘the program.

Rutman argues that evaluation research should not restrict itself to the
goals. It is important for 'the evaluator.to consider unintended goals or
consequences. of a program. Réther than being confined to the stated goals,
- the evaluator must pay attention to other results.created by the operations

of the program.

The final .consideration which authors before have cited is the consideration
of the informational needs of decision makers. 'Once‘aéain, Rutman empha-
sizes the need for evaluators to provide information that is of use to
decision makers. In fact, he quotes the Alkin study mentioned:earlier and
re-emphasizes the need for providing information in a useful summary that

allows decision makers to select alternatives.

In sumary, the proposed definition of
evaluation research, like most other de—
finitions, places major emphasis on the.
use of generally accepted scientific
procedures to collect reliable and valid
data. This definition stressed that evalu-
ations should focus on program processes,
and not merely on effects or outcomes.61

Rutman notes that there are three specific pre—cbnditions that are necessary
prior'to'the evaluation of ‘a program. These pre-conditions, if they are
missing or inadequately developed, will prevent an adequate evaluation of
any program. - Consequently in looking at a program for an evaluation re-

search project it is important that the evaluator keep in mind specifically
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the following three items:

1. A clearly articulated program;
2. Clearly defined goals;

3. Rational linking between goals and effects. g2

Rutman distinguishes the clearly articulated program as an important part
of the pre-conditions for an evaluation program. He states that the pro-
gram must have an accurate definition of its goals and purposes. Unless
this is present it will be impossible for the evaluator to connect any out-
comes with any activities of the program. Rutman believes that the articu-
lation of the program provides an ideal description of the service to be
offered. He also notes that it is important to realise that the program
may often not be implemented in the manner described in its statement of
purpose. While there is no guarantee that the ideal description of the
program will be the reality of the program as it operates, Rutman insists
that an articulated program is essential for an evaluation study. Once a
program is clearly articulated it is possible to conceptualize the program
in measurable terms that the evaluator can collect data on. Without this
it will be impossible to assess to Qhat degree any outcomes are as a result

of the program's operations.

The second pre-condition for program evaluation is that the program have
clearly specified goals or effects. Here Rutman feels that it is common
to find goals that are vaguely stated or stated in global terms. The im-
portance of having these gQals clearly specified is that the goals provide

the criteria for measuring the success of the program. If the goals are
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not specified in clear terms they cannot be operationalized and consequently
the evaluator will have difficulty in assessing the degree to which a pro-
gram has reached its goals. In addition the process of identifying and
specifying the goals of the agency will prevent the evaluator from missing
any crucial variables that may be worth analyzing in the evaluation process.
It is-also important for the evaluator to identify latent goals as well as
the specified or anticipated outcomes of a program. While Rutman admits
that such a global approach to an evaluation study can create a problem-of
generating too many variables, he feels it is .important to approach evalua-
tion from this perspective and that subsequen£ setting of priorities can
reduce or eliminate a number of the more global goal§ identified at this

stage of the evaluation process.

Finally, Rutman discusses the linking rationale or the rationale that the
agency has developed feor explaining the reasons why certain outcares can

be achieved by specific agency processes. At this pdint in the preparation
for an evaluation study, Rutman notes that it is important for the evaluator
to consider whether or not there is any link between program efforts and
program outcomes. The evaluator must also consider the initial problem of
the client group to determine whether or not the program's response to that
particular problem'represents an appropriate response. By considering the
linking rationales between stated goals or desired outcomes and the agency's
processes:or treatments, the evaluator will be able to determine whether or
not there is any logical argument supporting agency statements that their
program produces . the observed outcomes. By examining the linking rationale
it will be possible to identify the programs which lack or have poorly con-

ceived rationales for linking the observed changes in client behaviour with
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the agency treatment modality.

Once the evaluator has satisfied himself that these pre-conditions exist

in the agency he is able now to move onto the next phase in the preparation
for an evaluation. At this phase Rutman identifies two particular activi-
ties that the evaluator must become involved in. The first he terms the
evaluability assessment which involves "the examination of program documents

and discussions between the evaluation researcher and program personnel".6§

The main thrust of the evaluability assessment is to analyze the decision
making system that will be the benefactor of the evaluation study. In
addition the evaluability assessment should identify the questions to be
answered by the evaluation study. This process iﬁvolves a number of
specific steps which Rutman briefly outlines. First he states that the
evaluator must identify the users of the evaluation study. Next the
evaluator should collect information about the program's activities, ob-—
jectives arid the assumed relationships or «asual relationships between
these activities and the program's intended outcomes. The third step
involved in preparation for an evaluation is to develop a rhetorical model
of the program which describes the theoretical linkages between the outcomes
and program processes. Einally the evaluator must attempt to determine how

accurately the rhetorical model reflects the actual state of the program.

Once the evaluator haS'gohe through this process he is able to move on to
the second important pre-evaluation or evaluation preparation process,
which is formative research. Rutman defines formative research as "a

strategy for collecting data about the program's operations as a means of
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further identifying and elaborating each of the pre—conditions".64 Rutman
states that it is important to conduct the formative research process in
addition to the evaluability assessment for a number of reasons. While
evaluability assessment may produce an understanding of the program accord-
ing to the program managers, the formative research process will verify
that their understanding is correct. An evaluability assessment may reveal
sare of the difficulties that managers have in conceptualizing some of the
necessary pre-conditions for an evaluation study. The formative research-
procedures will provide a check on the accﬁraqy of‘these individual's per-
ceptions of the program. The formative research process will provide in-
formation on the operation of the agency's program and provide initial
feedback for decision makers in changing or improving agency operations to
meet its goals. Finally, the formative research procedures will assist in
discovering latent effects that were not identified in the evaluability
assessment phaée of the preparation for evaluation. Formative research can
also provide information on different methods of implementing a program in

order to develop it or modify it.

In the second chapter of Rutman's book, Joseph S. Wholey proceeds to des-
cribe the evaluability assessment. Wholey notes that the first stage in
evaluation design is the clarification of questions to be answered. The
evaluability assessment; thus, is that process which refines the evaluation |
program's scope in terms of the needs of both the evaluator and the user or

decision maker.

The first stage that Wholey identifies in the evaluability assessment is

the "bounding of the problem". The step here is to identify the users of
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the planned evaluation. In addition the evaluator must attempt to deter-
mine which of the program's activities are mandated through legislation.
When a program is to be evaluated, Wholey asserts, it is reasonable to ask

questions about whose goals are being met or who defined the goals.

'I‘he next phase m the evaluability assessment is the collection of informa-
tion about the program. Here, the evaluator must look at agency documents
and legislation, and conduct interviews with members of the agency to
develop a definition of the program. At this phase of the evaluability
assessment the evaluator would also be attempting to describe the casual
links that the agency assumes exists between its activity and the objectives
or goals of the program. Through this process the evaluator should be able
to develop a model indicating the relationship of the staff and resources
to the objectives of the agency. The flow model along with the interviews
and information he obtains from the staff should provide the evaluator with

a clear understanding of the operations of the agency.

... these interviews being conducted to help

the evaluation planner to became clearer (more

specific) on '

(a) the primary users of the information to
be obtained, :

(b) the users$' priority information needs, and

(c) their degree of satisfaction with existing
information sources and prior evaluations.:

65

. Once the evaluator has gone through this process of collecting information
about the agency it is possible to develop a program model. The model should
graphically represent all the activities of the agency. The model provides

‘a.quick and easy means to relate the various component parts of the agency
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or the agency's program with its activities and objectives. The program
model provides the researcher with a visual description:of the entire

activities conducted at the agency in relationship to the stated goals.

The next phase ih'the evaluability assessment Wholey describes as the
analysis. At this point the evaluator has two basic objectives or tests
that he should apply to his rhetorical model or description of the agency.
First of all the evaluator must determine whether or not the cbjectives
stated by the agency and shown in the rhetorical quel are stated in terms
that are measurable. The second test that the evaluator must apply is
whether or not the assumed causal relationships between the various ele-
ments of the agency are testable. The definition of measurable refers to
tﬁe fact that the agency must have some definition of what/can be considered
as a success. In defining success, the evaluator must be providéd with an
indication of achievement or success by the agency and a means by which
the success can be verified. For example in the mental health program the
indicator of some achievement on the part of the program staff might be
that the individual's social functioning has improved requiring less
psychiatric intervention. The means of verifying this particular measure-
ment of success would be to examine hospital or community mental health
records to determine how the individual is functioning in the community.
It is important that the policy makers or the agency define the terms of

success and not the evaluator.

The second part of the analysis must consider the assumed relationéhips
between the objectives of the program and the processes that the program

uses to obtain those objectives. If the evaluator is to provide feedback
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on the agency program he is going to have to demonstrate that the processes
used are in fact the mechanisms of intervention that are causing changes

in the individual.

Taken together, the manager or policy maker's
definition of measurable objectives and testable
assumptions constitutes his best statement of
the evidence he needs to determine whether the
program is or is not effective. It is important
to note that we are seeking the user's
definition, not the evaluator's.

66
Once the evaluator has completed this analysis it is possible to begin the
development of an evaluation program. The evaluator is now able to define
the information that he will need to collect on the basis of the rhetorical
model to make conclusions about the program and its effectiveness. He is
abie to identify the types of imformation that he will be able to collect

and present to the manager.

Next Wholey outlines the last phase of the evaluability assessment which he
calls the presentation to management or the intended user of the evaluation.
’ He notes that up until this stage the representatives of the agency will
have contributed a great deal of their time to the assessment of the pro-
gram. At this stage it is the evaluator's turn to present to the program
managers what types of infoﬁnation he will be able to collect and to define
the type of evaluation he will be undertaking. The evaluator rmust present
four items to the manager, Wholey claims. He states that the evaluator
must present the rhetorical model of the agency. The evaluator must also
present the evaluable model or an outline of the operations of the agency

that can be evaluated. The evaluator should also present an explanation
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of his analytical process that led to the dewvelopment of the evaluable
model. Finally, the evaluator should present the information that he can

collect in relationship to this evaluable model.

The aim of presenting this information to the agency's decision making
group is to obtain further clarification from them on the program design.
It offers the decision maker an opportunity to clarify for the evaluator
any objectives or questions about the design of the evaluation project. 1In
addition it offers the program's decision making group an opportunity to
specify any further needs for information. The evaluator is able to res-
pond to any suggestions with suggestions as to how this additional informa-
tion‘ndght be collected. The decision maker is now able to make a decision
about whether to proceed with the evaluation or not. Finally the evaluator
requires from the decision making group some indication of whether or not
this group perceives a need to change or modify the current program. This

decision will of course affect the process of evaluation.

Having completed this evaluability assessment period it is now possible to
move on to the second stage of the preparation for evaluation, which is the
formative research process. Leonard Rutman outlines this process as the
second stage in the preparation for evaluation. The formative evaluation
stage provides the evaluator with information regarding the accuracy of the
program model that has emerged from the evaluability assessment. The
formative research phase offers the opportunity to identify further informa-
tion which_did not occur to the evaluator during the evaluability assess-
ment. Finally the formative research process can be used to clarify or

resolve any uncertainty about the program to be evaluated.
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Specifically the formative research process pays attention to three particu-
lar areas of the program. First of all it is interested in identifying

and defining program activities. It also is interested in identifying the
effects(ihat the program has on the participants. Finally it is concérned
with the causal assumptions ér the assumptions that the program makes about

the relationship between its activities and its supposed outcomes or effects.

Under pfogram activities the formative research phase of the program evalu-
ation project attempts to develop a clear understanding of the activities
conducted in the program. Rutman notes that the evaluability assessment
should identify the major activities in the program so that the formative
research process can work on developing a clear understanding of how these

activities are actually implemented in the agency.

In other words, through data collection on

the actual operation of the program, it is

possible to shed light on the activities

that are implemented.67
In attempting to clarify the effects of the program, the formative research
process can be used to determine both intended and unintended effects of
the program. Rutman feels that formative research is in fact a process of
discovery while the actual evaluation project is a process of verification.
Consequently the formative research phase of the evaluation process is
intended to look at actual effects of the program on its clients. Finally,
formative research must address the causal assumptions that are made about

the interrelationships between the effects produced by the program and the

apparent activities in the program leading to those results.
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In describing the formative research process Rutman identifies it as a
process of discovery and claims that it relies clearly on a process of
induction as opposed to any more formal style of scientific research.

It .is not a research process, but part of the examination of an agency
prior to the actual introduction of an evaluation research study. Since
the formative research process does not attempt to determine the success

or failure of the program, Rutman notes that it is unnecessary to use any
experimental or similar scientific research designs. It is not attempting .
to. reach any conclusions about the program other than verifying some of the

information collected in the evaluability assessment about the progrém.

In this role formafive research can be used to increase the evaluability

of a program by "(1) identifying factors that appéar to influence the
program's operation and effects; and (2) allowing managers to try differ-
ent methods of implementing a program and observing the effects of each
alternative".68‘ Thus, Rutman notes, formative research is important as a
pre-evaluation phase in the preparation for an evaluation. While evalua-
tion is oconcerned with the measurement of effectiveness, formative research
is concerned with a process of exploration and discovery. Now the evaluator
is ready to conduct his evaluation éroject., He has identified some of the
processes and assumptions about these processes in the agency and has
presented to the agency's management the feasibility of providing an
analysis of the agency's operations. The evaluator can now design his
program with the knowledge that the members of the agency staff or decision
making body are fully informed about what is feasible and what to expect
from an evaluation of their ageﬁcy. The processes in the evaluability

assessment and formative research phase provide the evaluator with a clear
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understanding of what exactly the decision makers of the agency want from
the evaluation project. This, of course, will increase the likelihood
that the evaluation's results will be used by decision makers in changes

in agency policy or procedures.

This concludes the major portion of thé literature review with respect to
the evaluation literature. This part of the literature review has attempted
to identify sare of the factors that should be considered in planning an
evaluation or in evaluation research. 1In addition to these general
characteristics of evaluation it is worth examining three articles specific

to this evaluation project. The first is Merton's Focused Interview,

followed by an article on the durability of innovations in agencies and the
" problems in evaluating agencies through self reports. These articles will
provide same - insight into the rationale behind the examination of the

agency through the aided recall process.

The summary of Robert Merton's book The Focused Interview will be brief.

Basically in it Merton arques that it is possible to obtain statistically
significant informaﬁion from participants in a particular program through
the focused interview process. While this process was not used entirely
as de&eloped by Merton in this research project, it did provide same guide-

lines for developing the questionnaire.

First Merton notes that one of the purposes of the focused interview is to
"focus on the subjective experiences of persons exposed to a pre-analyzed
situation in an effort to ascertain their difinitions of the situation".

While the topic of Merton's particular book is the examination of some mass
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media effects on individuals, the techniques used were useful to the
development of the questionnaire and the manner in which it was presented
to staff. While Merton asserts that the focused interview must be non-
directive in its approach to the interviewees, this research project opted
for a pre-determined series of guestions requiring only fixed responses.
Merton feels that the focused'interview should be unstructured with a free
response available as this provides the interviewer with the greatest
range of possibilities of obtaining new information on a particular pro-

cess.

The important part of the focused interview process is that it involves
retrospection on the parts of the interviewees. By retrospection Merton
refers to the individual being asked to recall same of his immediate re-
actions to an experience and to report it back to the interviewer. To do
this Merton describes a number of techniques that can be used to encourage
individuals to think back in time to reflect about the effects of a

particular event on théir lives.

First, Merton describes the process by which the interviewer can re-present
sane of the original situation to the interviewers. The purposes of the
re-presentation is to help the interviewee to recall his'experiences in
order to "facilitate detailed reporting of his responses",ﬂ)to the situation.
In addition _the re-presentation of the material also focuses the inter-
viewee's attention on a particular event. The re-presentation also.pro-

vides the group interviewees with a common frame reference.

By thus seeing or hearing the original
stimulus again, the interviewee is helped
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to recall his reactions to it. The re-stated
stimulus, it seems, helps reinstate the ex-
perience, which can then be more fully reported..

71
A second technique that the interviewer can use is verbal cues by encouraging
the individual to think back or remember or recall his experience. These
techniques are useful in helping the interviewee remember his specific

experiences of an event.

In developing the questionnaire for the agency, the influence of Merton's
work is obvious. First of all thds researcher'vopted to use many statements
which require the interviewee to think back, or remember or recall their .
experiences of the introduction of the evaluation project. In addition,‘
this researcher made use of excerpts fram the origiﬁal reports that the
evaluator wrote and circulated among staff. It was hoped that through .
these reports and through encouraging the interviewees to recall early

1977 or 1978 it.would be possible to obtain statements from them on a
structured scale as to their feelingé about the introduction of program

evaluation in Children's Foundation.

The validity of this type of evaluation research was supported in part by
George S. Howard in his article "Respdnse—Shift Bias". 1In this article
Howard notes that self report data which is retroséective in nature can

be used as another sensitive measurement of “a subject's perspective of
personal change"72 over time. While this type of research has a number of
difficulties related to it, Howard still feels. that it can play an important

role in-the- evaluation of program cutcames or treatment outcomes.
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Our general hypotheses were:
(a) subjects' conventional pre-treatment
self ratings would be inaccurate and
(b) following treatment, subjects' in-
creased understanding of themselves.
and the constructs to be rated would
lead to a more accurate assessment of
their pre-treatment levels of functioning‘.73

As a result, the authors are able to suggest that retrospective self reports
are useful in evaluation research. Howard states that the results obtained
on a retrospective measurement of programs tend to be subject to.a reduced
bias on the part of the interviewee. As a result some of the data obtained
from retrospection provides a better picture of the states of individuals
before the administration of treatment. Consequently the authors provide
same support for the use of a retrospective method of analyzing the staff

at Children's Foundaticn's feelings about the introduction of program

evaluation into their agency.

The final article worth considering is the article by Glaser and Backer on
the durability of innovations in agencies. While the article specifically
addresses the durability of goal attainment scaliﬁg systems in a variety
of agencies, the variables it proposes to use in analyzing the survival of
goal attainment scaling are useful to the evaluation project itself. As
indicated earlier in Chapter I a number of the dimensions used to assess
staff's feelings about the evaluation program were adbpted from this par-
ticulér article. In this article the authors -are able to reach six basic
conclusions which are worth elaborating. First the authors note that
where programs are well integrated into the routine operating procedures of

an agency, they are more likely to survive. This has implications for the
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evaluation project at Children's Foundation. By becoming an integrated
part of the data collection system at the agency it is possible to see why
the evaluation project has managed to survive the number of years it has.

A second factor that the authors note is that programs survive where they
are recognized as valuable or needed. Where the agency identifies a need
for such a program, it is more likely to survive the test of time. Another
contributing factor to the survival of programs inlan agency is the ability
of a program to modify or make modifications over time according to varying
circumstances in the program. VWhere the individuals who initially support
and develop a program are available over time to continue to support and
push for the existance of the program, the program is likely to continqe.

A fifth element that the authors identify as being important to the sur-
vival of any program is the involvement of the staff in discussing the pros
and cong of the particular project. Finally in relationship to specific
program evaluations based on goal attainment scaling Howard identifies staff
values similar to those of goal attainment scaling as being important to
the survival of goal attainment scaling procedures. This particular ele-
ment is probably less influential in the Children's Foundation since goal

attainment scaling did not survive in this particular agency.

The conclusions reached by these authors relating to the survival of inno-
vations in a program are useful to the understanding of the evaluation
project at Children's Foundation. Generally, it is worth noting that the
authors were able to reach a number of conclusions about the survival of
-goal attainment scaling programs in agencies. It is the feeling of this
researcher that these same factors contribute towards the survival of pro-

gram evaluation within Children's Foundation. As a result, in the data
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analysis part of this research project this researcher will attempt to make
comment on these particular dimensions as they existed in Children's Founda-
tion and as they contributed towards the survival and continuance of the

program evaluation project.

Basically, this concludes the examination of evaluation research literature
with reference to the Chiidren's Foundation's evaluation research project.
It is now possible to move on to an analysis of the data collected through
the staff questionnaires and an analysis of Doyle Clifton's reports to the
staff at the agency. This analysis will now be able to draw on same of the
conclusions and suggestions reached during the survey of the evaluation
research literature. Hopefully the review of the literature will contribute
towards a better ﬁnderstanding of same of the experiences that staff had
during the development of the evaluation research project at Children's

Foundation.
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D. The Analysis of the Survey Data

The analysis of the survey data collected throuch this research project
involves a dual analysis.- First, the results are analyzed individually,
statement by statement (a univariate analysis). This univariate analysis
provides a descriptive outline of the staff responses to each specific
statement in the questionnaire. 'Next, this project presents an analysis
of staff responses as carpared by occupational groups (a bivariate analysis).
This bivariate analysis allows this researcher to comment upon the
significance of staff responses to each statement in the questionnaire
with respect to the twenty research hypotheses developed by this researcher
in Section A of this research report. This second analysis also involves
the use of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Two~Sample Test of significance to .

determine the significande'of any trends that appear in the data.

This researcher is interested in establishing the degree to which staff

expressed their cormitment or resistance to the agency evaluation project.
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This researcher also wants to measure the degree to which staff felt
involved in the development and implementation of the evaluation project
at the Children's Foundation. This analysis involves an assessment
of staff feelings about the five variables that this researcher developed

for this study.

Initially, the Children's Foundation had seventeen staff members working
with the agency who were present at the time that the evaluation project
began at the agency. These seventeen staff appeared to be potential can-
didates for fhis.research project, however, oncé' this researcher had an
opportunity to examine the completed questionnaires, three staff members
were removed from the sample for analysis. One staff member joined the
agency shortly after the evaluation project began and as a result could
notvréspond to some of the statements. The other two members. of staff
were ?emoved fram the sample because they were the only two individuals
in their respective occupational categories. Since this research project
places an erphasis on the occupational group to which the staff member
belongs, these two staff could not be used since they represented such a
small sample éize. As a result of these three exclusions, the final

size of the sample was fourteen in two occupational groups - four

supervisory staff and ten child care staff.

For the purposes of the comparative analysis, a number of staff
responses to the statements in the questionnaire are reverse coded.

For the reverse coding process, the categories "strongly agree"/"strong- \
ly disagree" and "agree"/"disagree" are paired and the score$§ obtained

for these Categories are reverse scored. The importance of the reverse
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coding procedure . is that to analyze the data for the research hypotheses,
all the material must be coded in one direction. This researcher opted
to have a higher score on the questionnaire represent a less positive

response to the evaluation project.

As an example, where statements are negatively worded and an individual
agrees with this negative perception of the evaluation project, this
indicates resistance to the project. In the case of Question 3, should
the responcdent feel that the evaluation project does represent a dis-
ruption to the agency, then he would "strongly aaree" with this statement
and circle a 1 on his response sheet. This response, however, reflects a
negative view of the evaluation project and should be reverse scored. The
reverse coding process assigns this response a score of fiQe (a higher
score to represent this more negative view of the evaluation project)
instead of a score of one. The reverse coding of individual questions,
thus, allows the corputer to analyée the data, compute compound scores by
occupational category and establish a frequency distribution by occupa-

tional group.

- This researcher developed two computer programs, copies of which are in
Appendix 10, to perform thése two analyses - the univariate analysis
based on the raw data and the bivariate analysis based on the reverse
coded data. For the cormparative analysis a total of eighteen statements
in the questionnaire are reverse coded. These questions are question
nurbers 3, 6, 13, 15, 17, 18, 31, 32, 33, 34, 36, 37, 44, 47, 49, 52, 53

and 71. An additional three questions are routinely assigned scores of
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zero since these three questions, questions 67, 68, 69, proved problematic
during presentation to staff at the group interviews. (These questions

are commented on during the analysis of the individual questions).

The analyéis‘of the datafcollectéd on staff reactions involves the use
of the KolmogorOQHSmirnov TWo—Sam@le tesﬁ. This test is designed to
determine whether or not independent samples are drawn from the same
population.. The teét measures differences in the distributions between
two sanples, and determines whether the two samples are from the same

population or different populations.

A number of the hypotheses presented in Section A of this chapter relate
to the differences in perceptions between the various occupational groups
at the agency. Consequently, it is important to determine, should
differeﬁces exist, whether or not such differences are statistically
significant. ' The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test identifies these differences
and determines whether they are large enough to indicate a significant

difference between the two samples.

The application of the test is relatively simple. It involves establishing
cumulative frequency distributions for the two sample observations or
populations. The scores from both groups are arranged in cummulative
frequency'distributions for the two samples using the same intervals for
both distributions. Once this frequency distribution is available, it

is possible to determine the largest frequency difference between the two
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samples. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test operates on this difference and
determines whether this difference is sufficient to indicate that the
two samples are drawn from the same.population or from different popula-

tions.

When using this test, it is important to remember that the significance
of D (the largest of the differences in the cummulative frequency distri-
butions) depends on the size of the sample and the nature of the alternate
hypothesis. 1In the case of the Children's Foundation, with énLy fourteen
subjects available, the calculation of the significance of D involves the

use of the following formula:

n.n

n, +n

where the distributidn approximately equals the chi-square distribution.
The only disadvantace of this test with samples smaller than forty cases

is that it is conservative.

The above formula determines the chi-square distribution for the samples
and this in turm answers the question of whether or not the difference in
the frequencies is large enough to be significant. If the populations
are the same, then the differences may be.small and can occur by chance
alone, If, on the other hand; the differences are large then D will be
significant and the two samples are not from the same populations. In

other words, the use of this test helps determine if the child care staff
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and supervisory staff shared similar opinions and feelings about the
evaluation project. The hypotheses developed in Section A of this Chapter
| suggest that in fact they did not share similar feelings about the project

on a number of factors.

The use of Kolmorgorov-Smirnov provides this researcher with a means of
determining whether the differences that exist in the occupational group-
responses are significant enough to assert that staff had different feelings
about the evaluafion project. This test allows this researcher to demonstrate

that these differences do exist and are significant.

If the two samples have in fact been drawn
from the same population distribution, then
the cummulative distributions of both
samples may be expected to be fairly close
to each other, in as much as they both
should show only random deviations from the
population distribution. If the two sample
distributions are "too far apart" at any
point, this suggests that the sarples come
from different populations. Thus a large
enough deviation between the two sample
aumulative distributions is evidence for
rejecting ho. 1

For example, Hypothesis 1 suggests that the degree of resistance varies
according to occupational groﬁp. This researcher can determine whether
staff responses on the statements relating to resistance reflect any
variance by occupational grouping. Kolmorgorov-Smirnov makes it possible
to determine if differences exist between the responses of the child care
workers and the supervisory staff in relationship to the concept of
resistance to the evaluation project. The test enables this researcher
to accept or reject Hypothesis 1 based on the analysis of the differences

between the responses of these two occupational groups.
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a) Results: Univariate Analysis

Questions 1 to 6 are prefaced with an introductory quote from Doyle
Clifton's March 28, 1977 progress report to the staff at the Children's
Foundation. 1In it, he indicates that the purpose of this first report
is to "pull together icdeas, suggestions and concerns that we have shared

over the past few months". It acts as a general introduction to the

2
first half of the staff questionnaire which discusses staff issues during
the formulative stages of the evaluation project. Thus, this quote per-
forms a dual function at the beginning of the questionnaire by introducing

the general theme of the questionniare and by introducing the first six

questions.

In addition to this introductory quote from Doyle is a statement from this
researcher which is designed to encourage staff to recall thier feelings
about the evaluation project in 1977. It says "As I think back to 1977,
when the evaluation project was first introduced to staff, I remember
feeling that:". Once again this statement encourages the staff to recall
their experiences of the evaluation project as it was first introduced

to the agency.

Question 1:

An evaluation of our agency would assist
us in improving our services to families.

This question was designed to measure staff cormitment to the concept of
evaluation. In responding to this question, seven of the fourteen staff
strongly agreed with the statement. This indicates that these seven staff

merbers felt that the evaluation project would help improve services and that
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they were committed to this idea. Five staff agreed with the statement.
Finally the remaining two staff were uncertain about this stateﬁent and
responded as undecided. Overall 86 per cent (twelve staff) of the staff
responses were positive and either strongly agreed or agreed with the
statement indicating a commitment to the evaluation project as a means

of improving services at the Children's Foundation.

Question 2:

The project represented an oppértunity for

me to be involved in defining agency goals

and priorities.. '
This statement was designed to measure staff involvement in the e&aluation
project. Staff responded to this question in a number of ways. Two staff
strongly agreed with the statement and six staff agreed with it. Consequently
of the fourteen staff who responded to this question, eight believed that
the evaluation project offered them an opportunity to be involved in the
project for that reason. Four staff were undecided about how they felt
about this statement. Two staff disagreed with it. When these responses
are broken down into percentages, 57 per cent of thg staff viewed the
statement positively and saw the evalaution project as an opportunity for
them to be involved in the definition of agency goals, 28.5 per cent were

undecided if this statement represented their feelings and 14.5 per cent did

not believe that this reflected their feelings about the evaluation

’

project.

Question 3:

The project represented one more disruption
to the smooth functioning of the agency.
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This statement was designed to measure staff resistance to the idea of .

the evaluation of the agency program. Two staff strongly disagreed with
this view of the evaluation project and ten staff disagreed with it. Two
staff members were undecided if this statement represented their feelings
about the evaluation project in 1977; As a result it is possible to conclude
from these responses that staff did not agree with this negative view of the
evaluation préject. . They did not see the evaluation project as a disruptive
influence on the agency. The overall percéntage of staff who shared this
view is 86 per cent while the remaining 14 per cent of the staff were un-—

decided about this stateﬁent.

Question 4:
| The discussiohs about the project con-

tributed to a more positive working

environment at the agency.
This question Was'designed to measure the degree to which staff felt the
discussions about the project were helpful. Staff responses to this
particular question were scattered across the spectrum of possible responses.
Two staff strongly agreed with the statement while five staff agreed with
it. Three staff were undecided about whether this statement represented
their feelings about the evaluation project in 1977. Finally, four staff
disagreed with the statement. In the final analysis, 50 per cent of the
staff agreed with this view of the impact of the discussions on the agency,
- .and felt that these discussions contributed to creating a more positive
working environment while 50 per cent of the staff were eifher undecided
(21.4 per cent) or disagreed (28.6 per cent) with this view of the impact
that the discussions had on the staff at the agency. This leaves this
researcher with a number of questions about how staff viewed the effects of

the discussion since the staff are equally divided on this particular state-

ment.
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Question 5:

The project would help us identify hew
alternatives for working with families.

This question addressed the staff perceptions for the need for the evalu-
ation project. The entire fourteen staff responded positively to this
statement with one staff member strongly agreeing with the statement and
thirteen staff agreeing with it. As a consequence it is possible to con-
clude that staff felt that the evaluation project was a means of identifying

new alternatives for working with families.

Question 6:

I was unable to understand the purpose
of the project.

This question was designed to test staff resistance to the evaluation project.
Since this question was.negatively worded staff generally disagreed with the
statement. Three staff stronoly disagreed with the statement, nine staff
disagreed and two staff were undecided about the statement. Consequently

it is poséible to conclude that 76 per cent of the staff felt that they

understood the purpose of the evaluation project.

Statements 7 to 11 are preceded by a second quote from Doyle's first
progress report which is designed to encourage staff to recall their con-
cerns about the lack of information that the Children's Foundation had on

families after discharge.

Question 7:

I believed that a follow-up study on our
treatment program would assist us in
planning for families.
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This question again addressed the staff perceptions of the need for the
evaluation project. BAgain, the fourteen staff responded positively to
this statement with five staff stronagly agreeing with the statement and
nine staff agreeing with it. This compares favourably with Question 1 in
which 86 per cent of the staff agreed with the statement indicating that
the evaluationvproject would help improve services to families. It also
agrees with fhe results of Question 5 in which 100 per cent of the staff
viewed the evaluation project as a means of icdentifying new alternatives

for working with families.

Question 8:

I was concerned about how families were
doing after discharge.

Of the possible fourteen respondents to this question, only thirteen staff
were able to respond to this question. Of these respondents, all thirteen
responded positively with séven staff strongly agreeing with the.statenent
and six staff agreeing with it. Consequently staff agreed with the need
forithe agency to obtain more infornationlon faﬁilies after discharge. This
statement, which was designed to measﬁre staff perceptions of the need for

the project, indicates from these responses that staff did agree that it was

important to have more information available on families after discharge.

Question 9:

I wanted more information on families
after discharge.

This question also attempted to measure staff perceptions of the need for
the evaluation project. Only twelve staff responded to this question in-

dicating that two staff could not respond to the statement. Of those who
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did respond, seven strongly agreed with the statement and five agreed with
it. Consequently the responses to this statement are consistent with the
responses to Question 8 and indicate staff perceived the need for the
evaluation project as a means of answering their guestions about how

families were doing after discharge.

Questions 8 and 9, thus, attempt to determine staff perceptions of the
need for the project and the degree to which they viewed the evaluation
project as a means of providing information on families after discharge.
Overall the staff responded positively to these two.statemrents indiéating
a strong desire to obtain information on families after discharge. This

lends support to the proposition that staff were camitted to the evalua—

tion project as a means of obtaining this type of information.

Question 10:

I was concerned about what would happen

to our program if families were shown to

be doing poorly after discharge.
This question attemptedito measure staffvresistance to the idea of the
evaluation project and their fear of the impact that a negative evaluation
might have on the agency. Only thirteen staff responded to this statement,
however, their responses varied across the spectrum of péssible responses.
Four staff members expressed strong adgreement with the statement while
another fbur agreed with it. Two staff members were uncertain about the
statement and three disagfeed with it. Obviously the eight staff who
agreed with the statement or strongly agreed with it were concerned about
the impact that the evaluation project could have on the agency. This re-
pfesents 62 per cent of the staff who were worried about the impact of the

evaluation project on the agency. Significantly 23 per'cent of the staff

did not share their concern.
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Question 11:

I was interested in participating in a

project that would evaluate the success

of my work with families.
This question was designed to measure staff cormitment to the evaluation
of their work. Of the twelve staff who were able to reond to this statement,
two staff strongly agreed with it while ten staff agreed with the statement.
Once again it appears that staff were committed to the concept of evaluating

their own work in 1977. Thus, staff were committed to the implementation:of

the evaluation project and to its. goal of evaluating their work.

Question 12 is preceded by a further excerpt from Doyle's progress report
which suggests that the literature available in 1977 indicated that children
and parents fail to maintain their new patterns of interaction and behaviour

once the child is discharged from a treatment program.

Question 12:

I believed that the literature repérts-

on treatment outcomes did not reflect

the results of our program.
This question was designed to measure the level of commitment to the program
at Children's Foundation and the level of staff support for the program as a
successful one in providing treatment for families. TIn response to this
question, only twelve staff responded to the question. These responses
varied from agreeing to disagreeing with the statement. Five staff agreed
with the statement indicating that they believed that the literature re-
ports did not reflect the success of the Children's foundation prograrm.
Four staff, on the other hand, were undecided about the statement while three

staff disagreed with the statement. These three staff felt that the state-

ment was wrong and that the reports from the literature did reflect the
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results that the Children's Foundation was obtaining.

When the percentages are compared for those who agreed and disagreed with
the statement, the differences in these two groups are significantly large.
Five staff agreed with the statement‘representing 42 per cent of the staff
who believed that the Children'é Foundation was more effective than the
reports in the literature. The three staff who disagreed with the statement
represented 25 per cent of the staff’responses. Finally, those staff who
were undecided on this statement represented a further 33 per cent of the
responses. As a result staff beliefs about how effective the program at
Children's Foundation was varied significantly with the majority believing

that the Foundation was effective in treating families and children.’

Questions 13 and 14 follow a statement by this researcher stating that

"In view of what the literature was saying about the lack of success of
treatment programs,". This statement set the tone for these two questions
in which staff were asked to express their feelings about the effectiveness
of the Foundation's treatment prbgram and staff willingness to be involved
in an evaluation program which might demonstrate that the treatment program

was ineffective.

Question 13:

I was pessimistic about the effectiveness of
our parent training program.

This question attempted to measure the resistance of staff and determine
the degree to which staff felt that the program was ineffective gspécially

in the light of the literature reports on treatment programs. Only twelve
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staff responded to this statement. One member of staff agreed with the
statement while three staff were undecided about the statement. Eight
staff, however, disagreed with the statement. The responses to this
statement indicate that staff felt that the Children's Foundation program
in their views in 1977 was an effective treatment program and that they
were not pessimistic about its effectiveness despite the reports in the
literature. In general this represents positive support for the program
since a majority of staff, 67 per cent, were not pessimistic about the
program and its effectiveness in working with families.

-

Question 14:

I was interested in evaluating the agency's
prograrm. ' :

This question made an attempt to measure staff commitment to the evaluation
program. Staff were asked to respond to this statement to determine their
comitment to a program of evaluation which might confirm the negative find-
ings being cited in the literature. Three staff strongly agreed with the
statement while nine staff agreed. The final member of the thirteen respon-
dents was undecided about this statement. As a result, the general response
to this question provides furthef evidence of staff willingness in 1977 to
support the evaluation project. ‘A.tétal of 92 per cent of staff responseé

to this question fell in theAétrongly agree and agree categories.

In preparation for questions 15 to 18, this researcher presented the staff
with a further statement from the progress report which addressed the
question of the nature of the discussions that the agency staff had about

< the evaluationdproject. This quote preceded these four questions which
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were designed to see how staff felt about the discussions at the agency.

All four questions are related to the concept of discussion.

Question 15:

I was concerned about the amount of time

that the discussions about the project

took away from our work.
This question was designed to evaluate how staff felt about the discussions
that oécurred at the agency. All fourteen staff responded to this question
with the majority of the staff disagreeing with the statement. Three staff
strongly disagreed with the statement while a further six staff disagreed
with it. Three staff were undecided about the statement and two staff agreed
with it. OVerail 63 per cent of the possible responses to this question
disagreed with it, indicating that the discussions were viewed positively.
Staff were not concerned about the aﬁount of tire the discussions tock

away from work.

Question 16:

Perhaps the most valuable part of the

project was the staff discussion that

occurred.
Once again, this question was designed to measure the degree to which staff
valued the discussions that occurred at the agency. Although the majority
of the staff felt that the discussions wefe valuable, the answers from the
fourteen staff responding to this question covered the entire spectrum of
possible responses. One staff member strongly agreed with the statement,
while a further eight agreed thét the staff discussions were valuable.
Two staff members were undecided abdut the statement, while a further two

disagreed with it. Finally, one staff member stronaly disagreed with the

statement. A comparison between those who responded vositively and those
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who responded negatively to the statement indicates thet 64 per cent of the
staff either strongiy agreed or agreed with the statement, while 21 per

cent of the staff either strongly disagreed or disagreed;with the statement.
Interestingly enough when this question is corpared with Question 4 similar
trends seem to emerge. Question 4 asked staff whether or not the discussions
at the agency contributed to a posifive working environment. In responding
to this question, 50 per cent of the staff either strongly agreed or agreed
with the statement, while 29 per cent disagreed. As a result, the consistency
between these two questions suggests that staff views about the value of
discussions at:-the agency énd the degree to which discussions contributed to
a positive working environment deronstrate reliable trends in staff opinions
about these discussions. It appears that staff believed that the discussions
about the evaluation project were useful while a majority of staff felt that
these discussions also contributed to making the working environnént more
positive at Children's Foundation. In addition, these discussions apparently

were viewed as a valuable part of the '‘evaluation project itself.

Question 17:

1 was frustrated with the discussions about
the project.

This question aEtempted‘tb measure staff frustrations with the discussions
about ‘the evaluation project. Once again, it was designed to measure the
degree to which staff felt the discussions about the project were valuable.
Nine staff disagreed with the statement and one staff member strongly disagreed
with the statement. Three staff were uncecided ébout this particular state-
ment. As a result of the fourteen staff who responded tb this particular

question, 71 per cenﬁ of the staff disagreéd with the statément and indicated



200

that the discussions about the project were not frustrating in their ex-
perience. An additional 28 per cent of the staff were undecided on this

particulér question.

Ouestion 18:

T was hesitant about expressing many of my
negative reactions to the project.

This final QUQStion'was designed to measure the degrée to which staff felt
the "the discussions were open and a safe'place in which to present their
argurents for and against”the evaluation project. - This ques£ion attempted
to explore the degreé to.which staff felt comfortable in expressing their
negative reactions to the evaluation project. Three staff agreed that they
had heSitations about expressing their concerns about the evaluation pro-
ject, while one of the fourteeh respondents to‘this question was undecided
about it.” Eight staff responded that they were not hesitant in expressing
their concerns about the project by disagreeing with the statement and a

further two staff strongly disagreed with the statement.

As a result a majority of the staff felt that they could express their
negative reactions to the project. These responées inqicate that 71 pér
cent Of the staff felt that the discussions were open and that they were
able to express their concerns ahout the evaluation projéCt. The remaining

29 pér cant were undecided about how to respond to this question.

Questions 1Y to 25 were preceded by a further statement from this researcher
which stated that “As a result of the digcussions about agency goals and
priorities, I felt that:". This introducticn was designed to review a

nurber of issues with staff relating to the re-definition of agency goals
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and priorities, and the overall need for an evaluation project.

Question 19: /

The project encouraged us to re-examine
some of the agency goals.

This question addressed the concept of need and the staff's perception of
the need for the evaluation project. Three staff strongly agreed with the
statement and a further ten staff agreed with it.. Only one staff member
was undecided about the statement. As a result, 93 per cent of the staff
responses supported this statement and believed that the evaluation project

encouraged staff to re-examine agenéy goals.

Question 20:

An evaluation of the agency should be
initiated.

This question was designed to measure the commitment of the staff to the
evaluation project. All féurteen sfaff responded to this statement posi-
tively. Three staff responded by strongly agreeing with the statement and
the remaining eleven staff agreed with it. As a result, this question
demonstrates a clear commitment from staff to the evaluation project with

100 per cent of the staff responding positively to this question.

Question 21:

The project would provide direction for
treating families.

This question addressed the concept of need and staff perceptions of the
need for the evaluation project. Again, the responsés to this question

were essentially positive with two staff strongly agreeing with the statement
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and eleven staff agreeing with it. Only one staff member was undecided about
this statement. Consequently, the responses to this question indicate that
93 per cent of the staff believed that the project would provide direction

for treating families.

Question 22:

I was able to resolve the uncertainties that
I had about the project.

This question addressed the concept of discussion and attempted to measure
the degree to which staff were able to resolve concerns they had about the
project. Of the twelve staff who responded to this question, one individual
strongly agreed with the statement, five individuals agreed with it and
three staff were undecided. Finally, three staff disagreed with the state-
ment. These responses indicate that 50 per cent of the staff felt they
were able to resolve the uncertainties that they had about the project,
while 25 per cent were undecided and a further 25 per cent felt that they

were unable to resolve these uncertainties.

Question 23:

The agency needed to help staff re-define
the goals of treatment.

This question also addressed the concept of need and the need for the project
in re-defining the goals of treatment. All fourteen staff responded to this
question with a majority of staff supporting it. Two staff strongly agreed
with the statement while a further eight staff agreed with it, indicating

a strong need for the agency to help staff re-define the goals of treatment.
Two staff were undecided about this statement, while two others disagreed
with it. Overall 72 per cent of the staff responded positively to this

statement and agreed that the agency needed to help staff re-define the
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goals of treatment. This left 14 per cent of staff who were undecided about

this statement and a further 14 per cent who disagreed with it.

Question 24:

The project was needed to help re-establish
the goals of the agency.

-~ This question was designed to measure staff commitment to the project and
the role that it could play in helping re-establish agency goals. This
question is almost a repeat of the previous question with the major differ-
ence being that Question 23 refers to the goals of treatment and this ques-
tion refers to the goals of the agency. Again, all fourteen staff were
able to respond to this question with only minor variations from the
answers provided to the previous question. One staff member strongly
agreed with the project while a further nine agreed that it was necessary
to help re-define agency goals. One staff member was undecided and three
staff members disagreed with the statement. BAgain, 72 per cent of the
staff respondéd positively to this question, while 7 per cent were un—- -
certain about it and 21 per cent disagreed that the project was necessary

to help re-establish agency goals.

When the answers to these two questions are campared, it is interesting to

see that the percentages of staff responding positively to these two questions
are essentially the same with only slight variations in the distribution of
fhe answers between the categories strongly agreeing and agreeing. On the
reverse side of the coin, only one additional staff member disagreed with

the statement. As a result, there seemed to be a general coﬁsensus.of the

staff in 1977 that both the goals of the agency and the goals of treatment

had to be re-defined. The only difference that exists is in the wording of
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these two statements. Question 23 refers to the agency responsibility for
helping staff re-define the goals of treatment while Question 24 addresses

the project as a means of re-establishing agency goals.

Question 25:

The implementation of the project -encouraged
me to question agency goals.

This statement was designed to measure the staff perceptions of the need
for the evaluation project. Here, all fourteen staff were able to respond
to the statement. Eight staff agreed with the statement while four staff
disagreed. The remaining two staff were undecided about the statement. The
split between those who felt that the implementation of the project en-
couraged them to question agency goals and those who did not feel that this
occurred is 8 to 4, or 57 to 28 per cent respectively. Thus, while the
majority of staff seem to agree that the evaluation project encouraged

them to question agency goals, an equally large percentage of staff did

‘not believe this to be the case.

Questions 26 to 30 are prefaced with the statement "I can remember numerous
staff meetings during which:". This statement was designed to encourage
staff to recall any of the discussions at the agency that dealtlwith the
pertinent issues relating to the evaluation project. In addition the pre-
-face statement encouraged staff to'recall the nature of the discussions

that occurred at the agency in 1977.

Question 26:

All the concerns and benefits of the
project were discussed.
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This question was designed to measure the concept of discussion and the de-
gree to which staff believed that the concerns they had about the project

\
and the benefits it might provide the agency were discussed. The thirteen
staff who responded to this statement divided alrost evenly between
agreeing with the statement and disagreeing with it. Seven staff agreed
with the statement while five staff disagreed. Only one staff member was
undeéided_about this particular statement. The percentages for each response
were 54 per cent in agreement to 38 per cent in disagreement. As a result,
the qﬁestion of whether or not all the benefits and concerns that staff had
about the project were resolved during the discussion periods remains un-
resolved. For a number of staff the discussions did resolve all the concerns

and discuss all the benefits of the project. For an almost equal number of

staff the discussions did not address all the issues.

Question 27:

I was able to contribute towards the implementation
of the project. ‘

This particular question was designed to measure the degree to which staff
felt involved in the project. The responses to this éuestion span the

whole spectrum of possible responses, however, the majority of staff felt
that they were able to contribute towards the development of the evaluation
project. Three staff strongly agreed with the statement, seven staff
agreed_with it while two staff were undecided. On the negative side, one
bstaff member disagreed.with the statementvand one staff member strongly
disagreed with the statement. Overall the response was positive with 71

per cent of the staff either agreeing or strongly agreeing with the statement.
Only 14 per cent of thé staff disagreed with this particular statement. In

addition, 13 per cent of the staff were undecided about the gquestion.
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Question 28:

I expressed my concerns about the project
without fear of reprisal for what I might say.

This particular question was designed to measure the degree to which staff
felt the discussions were open and they were able to express their concerns
about the project. Generally, staff responded positively to this question
with two and nine staff_strongly agreeing and agreeing with this statement
respectively. One staff member was undecided on the statement while two
staff members disagreed with it for a total of fourteen staff who responded
to this question. 2As a result, 79 per cent of the staff responding to this
question responded positively campared to 7 per cent who were unable to
respond to it and 14 per cent who responded negatively. The overall con-
clusion from this particular question is that staff seemed to feel comfort-
able in expressing their concerns about the project without fearing reprisals
for their statements.

Question 29:

I was encouraged to participate in the
developrment of the project.

This particular statement was designed to measure the Concept of involvement
and the degree to which staff felt they were encouraged to beccome involved
in the project. Generally, the fourteen staff who responded to this question
responded positively indicating that they felt they were encouraged to par-
ticipate in the development of the project. Two and seveh staff responded
to this question by strongly agreeing and agreeing with it respectively.
Three staff were undecided about the statement, while two staff disagreed.
The percentage breakdown demonstrates that 64 per cent of the staff either

agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, while 22 per cent were
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undecided and only 14 per cent disagreed with the statement.

Question 30:

I was never hesitant in expressing my
opinion about the project.

This question was designed to measure the degree to which staff felt
comfortable in expressing their opinions about the project. Again, staff
responded positively to this particular question with two and nine staff
strongly agreeing and agreeing with the statemen£ respectively. Two staff
Qere undecided while one staff member disagreed with the statement. This
represents 84 per cent of the staff:who felt that they were able to indicate

any reservations or opinions they had about the project.

When this particular question is compared to Question 18, whith also
addresses the question of hesitation about expressing concerns about the
project, the results are basically the same. For Question 18, ten staff
‘either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement presented.

Since this statement was negativély worded, saying that staff were hesi-
tant to express their concems, the strong trend to disagree with this
statment indicates that staff did not feel they were hesitant about express-
ing their concerns. Consecuently, the results for Question 18 campare
favourably with those from Question 30 in which the staff again expressed
their belief that they were not hesitant in expressing their concerns or

opinions about the evaluation project.

Questions 31 to 36 are preceded with another statement from the evaluator's
report. The initial statement idicates that there was a gradual trend in

residential treatment facilities towards a six month treatment period.
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This introductory statement suggests that as a result staff felt it was

important to re-assess and re-define the goals of the agency.

In addition to the statement fram the evaluator, this researcher presented
staff wifh a further qualifying statement which introduced the series of
questions below. This researcher presented this following statement:

"As I think back over the many changes that occurred in the agency in 1976
and 1977, I remember feeling that:". This statement was designed to en-
courage staff to recall a number of the changes that occurred in the agency
during the time period that the evaluation project was being developed._
In addition, it was-hoped that staff could recall some of the major philo-
sophic changes that had occurred in the agency during the years immediately
prior to the introduction of program evaluation in the agency and during the
time that program evaluation was being discussed. In fact, seven of the
fourteen staff have worked with the agency in excess of six years, with
four staff having worked longer than ten years. Consequently, these staff
would be aware oonther changes that had occurred in the agency over the

years.

All the questions in this section with the exception of’Question 35 were

more negatively worded and in computing the group scores for the bivariate
analysis discussed later, these questions had to be reverse coded for the
statistical analysis. As a result, this researcher expected that many of

the staff would disagree with these negative statements as a routine response.

Question 31:

The agency had lost sight of its goals and y
priorities.
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This particular question was designed to measure the need that staff
perceived for the evaluation project. As expected the majority of staff
disagreed with this statement. Nine of the total fourteen respondents
disagreed with the statement. Four staff were undecided whether or not the
agency had lost sight of its goals in 1977 (according to their feelings).
One staff member agreed with the statement. Consequently, in interpreting
this question the majority of staff did not feel that the agency had lost
sight of its goals. 1In fact, 64 per cent of the staff disagreed with this
statement. 29 per cent, however, were undecided about this particular
question leaving only 7 per cent of the staff responses in agreement with

this statement.

Question 32:

Changes had occurred in the past without
staff involvement.

This question addressed the concept of involvement and the degree to which
staff believed that changes that had occurred in the agency in the past
were made without the involvemént of staff. The responses to this question
divided equally among those who agreed and disagreed with the statement.

One staff member strongly agreed with the statement while five staff
members agreed with it, indicating that they felt the staff had not been
involved in changes in the past. On the reverse side of this question,

five staff disagreed with the statement and one staff member strongly
disagreed with the statement. The final two staff members who responded.to
this particular question were undecided about the statement. Thus, the split
between those agreeing with it and disagreeing with it is exactly équal. 43
per cent of the staff responses agreed with the statement and 43 per cent of

the staff disagreed. This left 14 per cent of the staff who were undecided
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on this particular question.

Question 33:

The project would collect evidence to
demonstrate that same of the recent
changes in the agency were detrimental
to the program.
This statement was desighed to measure the resistance of the staff to the o
evaluation project. If staff responded positively to this particular
question, it would indicate that they were viewing the evaluation: project
as a means of returning to the status quo of a few years of even a few
months previous to the introduction of the evaluation project. Of the
fourteen respondents to this question, eight staff disagreed with the
statement while a further five staff were undecided about it. Only one
staff member agreed with the statement indicating that they felt that the
project would demonstrate that the past agency practices were best. This
indicates that a majority of the staff felt that the evaluation project was
not désigned as a means of demonstrating that the old ways were the best.
57 per cent of the staff disagreed with this statement, representing a
majoriﬁy of staff who felt that the project would not be used to demonstrate
the errors of past decisions. However, a significant number of staff re-
presenting 36 per cent of the responses were undecided about! this particular
question. Consequently, if these responses indicate their views in 1977 as
this researcher believes they do, it indicates that a number of staff were
uncertain as to whether or not this evaluation project would demonstrate
that some changes had been detrimental to the program. This percentage
represents a large majority of staff who were undecided on the question of
the role that the evaluation project would play in décﬁmenting previous

decision errors. .
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Question 34:

Changes in agency policy had occurred in
a haphazard way.

This question was designed to measure the need for the evaluation project.
If staff agreed with this it would indicate a need for a more effective
way of planning changes in agency policy. Again, if staff felt that the
evaluation project would document probléms with recent changes, this re-
‘searcher felt that staff would also see these éhanges as having occurred in

a haphazard way.

Of the fourteen respondents to this question the majority either strongly
disagreed or disagreed with the statement; ohe and nine staff members re-
spectively. This left three stéff members who were uncertain about the
statement and one staff member who agreed with the statement. This repre-
sents 71 per cent of the staff who disagreed with the statement that changes
had occurred in a haphazard way. Only 22 per cent of the staff were un-
decided on this question and only 7 per cent agreed with the statement. As

a result the majority of staff did not believe that previous changes had

occurred in a haphazard way.

When the results to this particular question are compared with those to the
previous question, i£ demonstrates consistency among staff responses. In
this particular questioh 71 per cent of the staff‘did not feel that changes
had occurred haphazardly. In the previous question, 57 per cent of staff
did not believe that the evaluation project would demonstrate that recent
changes had been detrimental to the agency program. As a result, these

two percentages demonstrate that generally staff did not believe that

changes had occurred haphazardly and that the changes oceurring most-récently
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had been detrimental to the program. The overall response to these questions
demonstrates that staff believed decisions were being made in an appropriate

fashion.

Question 35:

The project would demonstrate the effectiveness
of our program.

This positively wordéd question was designed to measure the concept of need
and the degree to which staff felt that the evaluaFion project would fulfil

a need by demonstrating the effectiveness of the program. As expected a
majority of staff responded positively to this question with one staff
member strongly agreeing and twelve staff members agreeing with it. Only

one staff member was undecided on this particular question. As a result

93 per cent of the staff either strongly agreed or agreed with this statement
and responded positively. Staff, as a result, viewed the evgluation project

as a means of demonstrating the effectiveness of their program.

Question 36:

I would be unableito influence the development
of the project.

This particular question was designed to measure the degree to which staff
believed they were involved in the evaluation project and would be able to
influence thevdirection of its develcpment. Again, this particular state-
ment was negatively worded and as expected a significant number of staff
disagreed with thé statement. However, the staff respoﬁses on this gues-
tion were split almost evenly between those agreeing with it and those
disagreeing with it. Of the fourteen respondents to this question, six
staff responded negatively indicating that they did believe they were able

to influence the evaluation project as it developed. One staff member
/
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responded by strongly disagreeing with thé statement, while six staff
members disagreed with it. Two staff members were undecided about this
statement and five staff members agreed with the statement. As a result,
50 per cent of the staff exactly disagreed with the statement and as a
result reflected their belief that they were able to influence the de-
velopment of the project. On the other hand, 36 per cent of the staff
indicated that they did not believe that they were able tovinfluence the
development of the project. This left only 14 per cent of the staff who

were undecidéd about this particular question.

It is interesting to compare the responses to this question with those
responses to Question 32, in which_staff were asked about changes occurring
without staff involvement. - Again, the responses are split almost evenly
between those who felt that they were able to influence the development &f
the project and those who felt they were not able to influence the devel-
opment. In Question 32, 43 per cent of the staff responded negatively to
the question indicating that they felt staff had been involved in previous
agency changes. When this is compared to this particular question it
demonstrates that 50 per cent as ccmpared to 42 per cent of the staff

felt that they were able to influence the project versus the 42 per cent
who felt that the changes had occurred involving staff input. On the
negative side of these questions, 43 per cent of those responding to
Question 32 indicated that the staff were not involved in previous agency
changes as campared with 36 per cent of the staff responding to Question 36
who felt that they were unable to influence the development of the evaluation
project. As a result, these questions tend to suggest an exact split be-

tween staff who believed that changes occurred without staff input and that
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staff were unable to influénce the developrent of the prbgram and those staff
who believed that they had been involved in agency change and would be able

to infiuence the development of the evaluation project.

Questions 37 to 40 are prefaced with a statement from the evaluator and from
this researcher which were both designed to encourage staff to recall the
discussions about who should do the evaluative study of the agency. The
quotation from the agency's evaluator suggests one process possible in con-
ducting an evaluation would be to hire an outside evaluator to camplete a
report. The statement from this researcher on the other hand builds on the
discussions about who should do the evaluation and encburages staff to
think back to those discussions and their feelings about the question of
who should evaluate the agency. The introductory statement from this re-
searcher suggests that "As we discuséed who should do the evaluation of
our agency, I can remember thinking that:". This prefacing statement en-
courages staff to think back to their feelings about the selection of the

evaluator.

Question 37:

'I had very ambivalent feelings about
participating in the project.

This particular question was designed to measure staff resistance to
participation in the evaluation project. Of the eleven staff who were able
to respond to this statement, one staff member strongly disagreed with the
statement while four staff members disagreed with it. Three staff were
undecided about the statement while three staff agreed.with'the statement.
Consequently, the totals represent 46 per cent of the staff responses as

-either disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with the statement as compared
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with 27.per cent of the staff who were undecided about the evaluation pro-
ject and 27 per cent of the staff who did have ambivalent feelings about
participating in the project. When the staff who responded negatively to
this statemént are campared with those who responded positively, i.e. who
had ambivalent feelinas about participating in the evaluation project,

the percentages are 46 per cent of staff who did not have ambivalent feel-
ings about the project cdmpared to 27 perlcent of staff who did have ambiva-
lent feelings. As a result while the majority of staff appear to have had
no ambivalance about participating in this project, an ecqually large number

of staff were ambivalent about participation.

Question 38:

I did not believe an outside evaluator

would be as open to staff participation

as an in-house person would be.
This particular question was designed to measure staff involvement in the
evaluation project. Of the thirteen staff who responded to this question,
one staff member strongly agreed with the statement while six staff members
disagreed with it. Three staff were-undecided about the statement while
three staff agreed with it. Consequently, it appears that the staff at
Children's Foundation did not see the use of an external evaluator as in-
hibiting their ability to participate in the evaluation project. The
majority of staff, 54 per cent, felt that this statement did not reflect
reality and that they believed an outside evaluator might be as open to
staff participation as an internal evaluator. On the other hand, 23 per
cent of the staff were undecided and-a furtheér 23 per .cent agreed with the
statement. As a result, the camparison between those staff who believed

that an outside evaluator would inhibit their ability to participate as

campared with those who did not believe this would be the case is a
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comparison between the percentages of 23 per cent to 54 per cent who

believed that an outside evaluator would be as open to staff participation.

Question 39:

It was important to involve all the staff
in designing the project.

Once again this statment was designed to measure the degree to which staff
felt they should be and were invoived in the evaluation project. The
question asks staff to respond to the concept that staff involvement in
designing the project was important. The majority of staff agreed with
this statement with six staff strongly agreeing and four staff agreeing
with it. The three remaining respondents to this question involve two
staff who were undécided and one staff member who strongly disagreed with
this statement. Overall the respondents who either agreed or stronoly
agreed with the statement represented 77 per cent of all staff responses.
15 per cent were undecided and 7 per cent disagreed with the statement,
believing that not all staff should be involved in the design of the

project.

" Question 40:

We should use an internal evaluator for
our project.

This question was meant to measure staff feelings about whether to use an
internal or external evaluator and thereby also address the concept of
involvemént of the staff in the evaluation project. Interestingly enough
staff responses on this question are éplit evenly, with one staff member
each strongly agreeing and strongly disagreeing with the statement and four
staff members each agreeing or disagreeing with the statement. Only three

of the thirteen staff who responded to this question were undecided about
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the question. 2As a result, 38.5 per cent of the staff responded positively
to this question, and 38.5 per cent responded negatively. This represents
an even split between the staff who believed that an internal evaluator
should be used and those who believed that an internal evaluator should

not be used. : ’

This suggests in conjunction with the responses to Question 38 that staff
feelings about the use of an internal or external evaluator were evenly
split with no strong reservations on either side of this question. Since
staff split evenly on this question about whether an internal evaluator
should be used and on Question 38 about the openess of an in-house or
external evaluator to staff participation, it is possible to conclude that
staff had no strong feelings about either method of conducting the evalua-

tion project.

Questions 41 to 45 wefe prefaced with the statement "Once we reached the
decision to use an in-house evaluator and he started to work on the project,
I remember that:". This statement encouraged staff to think back to the
initial phases of the evaluation project when Doyle Clifton first began to
design it. The statement was designed to ehcourage staff to recall their
feelings at the time and determine the degree to which they wanted to part-

icipate in the evaluation project.

Question 41:

The idea of evaluating my work encouraged rme
. to became more involved in the project.

This question was designed to measure staff cammitment to the evaluation

project. Twelve staff responded to this question with the majority of staff,
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seven in all, agreeing with the statement. Three staff were undecided about
the statement while two staff disagreed with it. It appears that the idea
of evaluatingvone's own work encouraged 58 per cent of the staff to became
more involved in the evaluation project. Only 17 per cent of the staff did
not believe that this was the case and 25 per cent of the staff were un-

decided on this particulair question.

Question 42:

Doyle was able to resolve many of my
concerns regarding the project.

Aside fram measuring thé degree to which staff felt comfortable with
Doyle's responses to their concerns and issues, this question also con-
tributes to the sense of cammitment of the staff to the evaluation project.
A1l fourteen staff responded to this question with two staff strongly
agreeing with it and seven staff agreeing with it. Four staff were un-
decided about the question while only one staff member disagreed with the
statement. Consequently, 64 per cent of the staff felt that the evaluator
did resolve their concerns about the evaluation project. 29 per cent of
the staff were undecided while 7 per centzof the staff felt that the

evaluator did not resolve many of their coricerns about the project.

Question 43:

Even Doyle had difficulty addressing all
our concerns.

This question attempts to measure staff involvement in the project and the
degree to which Doyle was able.to address the concerns that staff had about
the evaluation project. Of the fourteen respondents to this statément,
eight agreed with the statement indicating they felt that Doyle did have

some difficulty in responding to and resolving their concerns about the
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project. Three staff were undecided about thié statement while three staff-‘
disagreed, indicating that they felt that Doyle did not have any difficulty
in aadreSSihg their concerns about the project. The percentage breakdown
of staff responses indicates that 57 per cent of the staff believed that
Doyle did have difficulty in addressing all their concerns. On the other
hand, 21.5 per cent of the staff were undecided on the statement and a
further 21.5 per cent disagreed with it. As a result, it appears that staff
did believe that Doyle had same difficulty in addressing all their concerns

about the evaluation project.

Quéstion 44:

No matter how many times I talked with

- Doyle, I still believed there were un-

stated motives for the project.
This particular question was designed to measure staff resistance to the
evdluation project and their suspicions dbout unstated motives for the
project. Fourteen staff responded to this question with two staff strongly
disagreeing with it and two staff agreeing with‘it;. The majority of the
staff, however, were undecided about this statement with ten staff falling
.into that category. The percentage breakdowns indicate that 14 per cent of
the staff respectively agreéd or disagreed with this particular statement
'leaving a total of 72 per cent of the staff who were wncertain about this

guestion. As a result staff were undecided about whether or not there were

unstatéd motives for the evaluation project.

Question 45:

Doyle was wiliing to listen to my concerns
about the project.

This particular question was designed to measure the degree of staff in-

volvement in the evaluation projéct and their feelings apout their apility
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to discuss their concerns with the evaluator. All tourteen statf responded
positively to this question, with five staff strongly agreeing with it and
nine staff agreeing with it. As a result, the staff obviously felt that
qulé was open to discussions about the eValuatiqn project and open to
reviewing staff concerns about it, since 100 per cent of the staff responded

positively to this question.

Questions 46 and 47 were prefaced with a quote:from Doyle's progress report
which was designed to raise the question of improving services at the agency.
While this quote admits thét not all units had the opportunity to discuss
this question, Doyle mentions that it is worth discussing the question in
his progress report. This quote sets the stage for the two questions

which deal with the ccncept of improving services at the agency and staff

willingness to participate in the evaluation project..

Question 46:

I cannot remember discussing the need to
improve services at the agency.

This particular question was designed to measure the concept of discussion
and the degree to which staff were able to remember:whéther this.particu—
larly.important issue was discussed at the agency. Of the fourteen staff
who responded to this statement two staff strongly disagreed with it and
eleven staff disagreed with it, inidicating that a majority of staff seem

to believe and remember that they discussed improvement of services ét the
Chliildren's Foundation. Only one staff member was undecided about this
particular question. As a result, a total of 93 per cent of the staff either
disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement indicating that they do

remember discussing the need to improve services at the agency. Only 7 per
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cent of the staff were unable to remember discussing the need to improve

services at the agency.

Question 47:

I participated reluctantly in the
project.

Once again, this particular question was designed to measure staff resis-
tance to the project and participation.ip.thg project. Of the fourteen
respondents to this statement, fwo staff'sﬁfongly disagreed with it while
nine staff disagreed. Two staff were undecided about the statement while
only cne staff member of the fourteen respondénts agreed with the statement.
As a result, a total of 79 per cent of staff responses indicate that they
indeed participated in the project without reluctance since they disagreed
with this particular statement. 14 per cent of the staff were undecided
about this particular statement and only 7 per cent of the staff agreed with

the statement.

Questions 48 to 52 were prefaced with the statement "When the question of
‘improving services was raised, I thought that:". This statement set the
stage for the following five questions, which address issues around

accountability, motives and the general improvement in agency services.

Question 48:
Every unit - should have had the opportunity
to discuss whether or not services needed
to be improved. :
This question was designed to measure the degree to which staff believed

discussions occurred and to contribute towards an understanding of the

cohcept of discussion as formulated by this researcher. Staff responses to
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this particular question once again covered the whole spectrum of possible
responses, but the majority of responses were positive. Three staff
strongly agreed with the statement while seven staff agreed with it. Of
the remaining fourteen respondents, one staff member was uncertain about
the statement and two staff members. disagreed with it. The final member
of staff strongly disagreed with this particular statement. The percen-
tage breakdown inidicates that 72 per cent of the staff responded positively
to this question indicating that they believed every unit should have had
the opportunity to discuss whether or not services needed to be improved.
7 per cent of the staff were undecided and 21 per cent of the staff dis-
agreed with this statement indicating that they did not believe that every
unit should have had the opportunity to discuss whether or not services
needed to be improved. Consequently, the feelings at the agencyabout
discussing whether or not services needed to be improved, and whether

each unit should have had the opportunity to discuss these improvements,
varied significantly. Although the majority of responses were positive
indicating that each unit should have had the opportunity to discuss im—

proving servites, some staff members felt that this was not necessary.

Question 49: _ :

The project was an attempt to document
agency problems.

This particular question was designed to measure staff resistance to the
project and the tendency to adopt a negative view of the project as a
means of documenting problems. Again, on this statement the fourteen
respondents were evenly divided. One staff member strongly disagreed with
the statement and six staff members disagreed with it, representing 50

per cent of the staff responses who felt that the project was not an attempt
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to document agency problems. Three staff were undecided about this state-
ment and four staff agreed with it. When the comparison is made between
those who agreed and those who disagreed with the statement the percentages
involved are 28 per cent disagreeing with the statement campared to /50 per
cent agreeing with the statement, indicating a significant division among
staff on the question of the purpose of the evaluation project. 50 per
cent of the staff did not believe that this project was designed to document
agency problems, while 28 per cent believed that the project was an attempt
to document agency problems. 22 per cent of the staff were undecided on this
question. As a result, same of the staff at the agency must have felt in
1977 that the evaluation project was indeed an attempt to document agency
problems, and that this was one of ’t'he motivating factors behind the initia-

tion of the evaluation project.

Question 50:

The discussions were most heated when
we talked about improving services.

Ohoe again, this question was designed to measure the concept of discussion
and the degree to which staff believed the discussions were heated around
the issue of improving services. Of the fourteen i‘esponderits to this
question, the majority disagreed with the statement. One’staff member
strongly disagreed with the statement, while nine staff members disagreed .
with it. One staff member was undecided and three staff members agreed,
indicating their perception that the discussions about improving services
were heated. Nevertheless, 71 per cent of all staff responses still did
not agree with this statement compared with 7 per cent who were undecided

and 22 per cent of staff who agreed with the statement.
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Question 51:

Our agency should be accountable for
the services we: provide families.

This particular auestion was designed to measure the commitment of staff
to the evaluation project. Of the fourteen respondehts to this question
all respondents requpded positively with six members of staff strongly
agreeing with the statement and eight staff members agreeing with it.
Consequently 100 per cent of staff responses indicate that staff believed

the agency should be accountable for the services it provides families.

Question 52:

The project might rewveal that I was
failing with families.

This particular statement was designed to measure the resistance of staff
to the evaluation project for fear thaf the evaluation project would reveal
the failure of staff members to deal adequately with families. Of the
thirteen respondents to this question the majority disagreed with the
statement. @wo staff members:strongly disagreed with the statement while
eight staff disagreed. Two staff members were undecided on the statement
and one staff member agreed with it. Consequently the majority of staff
did not feel that the evaluation project would reveal that they were fail-
ing with families and consequently did not feel threatened by it. The
percentage breakdown on this particular question indicates that 77 per cent
of the staff disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement and as a
result revealed their belief that the project would not indicate that they
were failing with families. 15 per cent of the staff were undecided on

this question and only 8 per cent of the staff agreed with it.

Questions 53 to 58 are prefaced with the statement "As I think back I
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remenber that:". This statement was really designed to assist staff in
recalling their feelings about a number of subjects. It also helped to re-

focus staff responses to their feelings in 1977.

Question 53:

The idea of having my work evaluated was
quite threatening.

This particular guestion was designed to measure staff resistance to the
evaluation project and their feelings about being threatened by the concept
of evaluating their work. Of the twelve respondents to this question,

one staff member strongly disagreed with the statement and eight staff
disagreed with it. Two staff were undecided about the statemenmt:and-one
staff member agreed with it. As a result, 75 per cent of the staff responses
indicate that the staff were not threatened by the evaluation project and
the idea of having their work evaluated. 17 per cent of the staff were

undecided on this question and 8 per cent of the staff agreed with it.

Significantly, this question immediately follows a preceding question which
was also designed to test staff fears about the outcomes of the evaluation
project. Both Questions 53 and 52 maintained similar response rates re-
inforcing the conclusion that staff did not feel threatened by the evaluation
project and were confident that the work they do at the Féundation was
valuable. In Question 52, 77 per cent of the staff did not believe that

the evaluation project would reveal that they were failing with families.

In QUestion 53, 75 per cent of the staff did not feel threatened by the idea

of having their work evaluated.
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Question 54:

I had many informal discussions with my
co~workers about the project.

'This particular question was designed to measure the concept of discussion
and the degree to which staff discussed the evaluation project informally
with other staff members. Significantly the division between staff on this
question was equal, with seven staff agreeing with the statement and five
staff disagreeing with the statement. Two further staff members strongly
disagreed with the statement. AS a result it appears that half of the
staff did have informal discussions about the project and half did not.

The percentages are divided equally with 50 per cent of the staff indi-
cating that they had many informal discussions with their co-workers and
50 per cent of thé staff indicating that they did not have informal dis-

cussions.

Question 55:

I was concerned. about the impact that the
project would have on nmy job.

This question was designed to measure staff resistance to the evaluation
project and once again assess the degree to which staff were concerned
about the impact that the project would have on their jobs. Of the thir-
teen respondents to “this question, one staff member'Strqngly disagreed
‘withthe statement and seven staff membéers disagreed with it. One staff
member was undecided about the statément and four staff members were con-
cerned about the impact of the evaluation projeét on their jobs and agreed
with the stateinfent. As a result, 62 per cent of the staff were not ‘con-
cerned about the ifpact that the evaluation project would have én‘their

jobs, while 31 per cent of the staff were concérned. This left 7 per ‘cent
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of the staff who were undecided about this particular statement. As a

result it 1s possible to conclude that some ‘staff were concerned about the

issue of impact that the evaluation project would have on their jobs.

Question 56:

I was interested in being involved in the
project.

This particular questiop‘was designed to measure staff involvement in the
evaluation project. Generally staff responded positively to this statement
with two staff strongly agreeing with it and eight staff agreeing with it.
Only three of the thirteen respondents were uncertain about how they felt
about participating in the evaluation project. As a result a total of 77
per cent of the staff responded positively to this question indicating
that they were interested in being involved in the project while only 23

per cent of the staff were undecided about this statement.

Question 57: .

Despite the numerous meetings about the

project, I still felt uncilear about the

purpose of the project.
This question was designed to measure the degree to which staff felt in-
volved in the evaluation project. The fourteen staff who responded to this
question generally disagreed with if, indicating that they were clear about
the‘purpose of the project. One staff member strdngly diissagreed with the
stafement and eleven disagreed with it. One staff member was uncertain
about the statement and one staff member agreed with it. As a result 86
per ecent of the responses to this question either disagreed or strongly

- disagreed with the statement and indicated that staff felt that they were

clear about the project and its purposes. The remaining 14 per cent of
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staff responses were divided equally between the two staff members, one
of whom responded by agreeing with the statement and the second staff mem=

ber who was undecided.about it.

When this question is compared with the results from Question 6, which also
asked about the staff's understading of the project, the results are similar
with 85 per cent of the staff responding to that question by disagreeing
with it. Consequently.it is possible to conclude that the staff did have

a clear understanding of the purposes of the project at the agenéy. In

both questions, 85 per cent of the staff responded by indicating that they
disagreed with the statements in Questions 6 and 57. In both these questions
the staff responded by disagreeing with the statements indicating that in

fact they did have a clear understanding of the purpose ot the project.

Question 58:

I decided to wait and see how the project
would develop.

This particular quote was designed to measure the degree staff were ac-
tively involved in the project. In responding to this question staff

would revéal whether or not they were involved in the project or were pre-
pared to stand on the sidelines to see how it developed before committing
themselves to the project. In the thirteen responses to this question, the
majority of the staff agreed with the statement with one staff member strong-
1y aéreeing with it and nine statf members agreeing with it. On the other
extreme, three staff disagreed with this statement. As a result, 76 per cent
of the responses from staff either strongly agreed or agreed with this par-

~ ticular statement, indicating that they decided to wait and see how the

project would develop. On the other extreme, 23 per cent of the staff
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responded negatively'to-this particular question.

While this particular question was designed to measure staff invélvement

in the project by seeing how many staff would "wait and see" about the
project, the responses seem to indicate a lack of resistance to the pfoject
since the majority of the staff were prepared to wait for the evaluation

project to develop.

At this point in the questionnaire, this researcher introduced a second
report of Doyle Clifton's to change the focus of the questionnaire and the
focus of staff responses. Initially, in reviewing the evaluator's reports,
this researcher noticed a change in the tone of the reports to indicate that
the evaluator after working with the project for about one year was better
able to name staff concerns about the project. As a result this researcher
was interested in attempting to determine if substantial changes in staff
attitudes occurred after this period of time. This researcher thought that
after a period of time staff might reflect a more positive attitude towards
the evaluation project if they felt that they were involved and had an oppor¥

tunity to express'their concerns about the project.

Questions 59 and 60 were prefaced with an excerpt from this second progress
report discussing the need for feedback as a means for implementing more
rational change in the agency. The preceding cuote from the evaluator's
1978 progress report suggests the importance of feedback for more rational

decision making and better case planning.

Question 59:

I was interested in obtaining feedback on my
work through the project.
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This question was designed to measure staff commitment to the evaluation
project and interest in obfaining feedback on their work. Staff responses

to this particular question were generally positive, with a majority of

the thirteen staff responding by either agreeing or strongly agreeing with
the question. Ten staff agreed with this particular statement while two
staff strongly agreed with it. Only one staff member was undecided about

the statement, representing the total of thirteen responses. As a result,

93 per cent of the staff whoiresponded to this guestion were interesetd in
receiving feedback on,their work, while only 7 per cent of the staff responses

were undecided about this particular question.

Question 60:

I gppreciated having feedback from the

evaluator on the progress we had made

with the project.
This particular question was designed to measure the concept of discussion
and the degree to which staff appreciated having feedback from the evalu-
ator. 2Again, thirteen staff respondéd to this question and responded posi-
tively. Three staff strongly agreed with the statement while nine staff
agreed with it. Only one staff member'wgs uncertain as to how to respond
to this question. BAs a result, 93 per cent of the staff responded positively
to this question by either agreeing or strongly agreeing with the statement.

Only 7 per cent of staff responses were uncertain about this particular

question.

Questions 61 to 66 were prefaced with the statement "While we were de-
veloping the evaluation project, I felt that:". This statement introduced

a nurber of questions designed to réview general issues at stake in the
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in the development of the evaluation project. The responses to these
statements when analyzed comparatively can be used to compare general
responses to the questionnaires designed to measure the five variables
before and after this second progress report. This comparison allows
this researcher to determine if any changes in staff attitudes occufred
between the initiation of the project and one year after the project had

been running.

Question 61:

Our working experience at Children's

Foundation would be helpful to other

agencies working with children.
This particular question once again attempted to measure staff commitment
to the evaluation project. Again, staff generally responded positively to
this statement with two staff strongly agreeing with it and nine staff
agreeing with it. Of the femaining three staff who responded to this
question, two were undecided about the statement and only one staff mem—
ber disagreed with it. Consequently, 79 per cent of the staff responded
positively to this statement and indicated that they believed the Children’s
Foundation experience would be helpful to other agencies working with chil-

dren. 14:-per cent of the staff were undecided about this question and 7

per cent responded by disagfeeing with the stetement.

Question 62:

The project would help us consolidate
our treatment philosophy.

This question was designed to measure the concept of need and staff per-
ceptions of the need for this project in consolidating the treatment

philosophy. The responses to this question can be compared loosely to the
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responses for quéstions 23 and 24 which also addressed the question of

agency goals and treatment goals.

The responses to Question 62 were generally positive with staff believing
that the evaluation project would assist staff in consolidating agency
treatment philosophies. Three staff strongly agreed with this statement
while eight staff agreed with it. The remaining responses to this question
included two staff who were_undécided about the statement and one staff
member who disagreed with the statement for a total of fourteen responses.
This represented 79 per cent of the staff who responded to this particular
question positively, with 14 per cent undecided and 7 per cent disagreeing
with this statement. In comparing the results of this question with Questions
.23 and 24 it is possible to see that 79 per cent positive responses to this
particular question compare favourably with the 71 per cent positive responses
in Question 23 and the 71 per cent of positive responses in Question 24. In
Question 23 the majority of the staff agreed with the statement that the
.evaluation project would help re-define the goals of treatment. Similarly
the positiVe responses dn Question 24 indicate that the majority of staff
felt that the evaluation project would help re-establish the goals of the
agency. The consistency of staff responses to these questions suggest that
staff did view the evaluation project as a means of consolidating, clarifying

or re-defining agency goals.

Question 63:

The project would offer me an opportunity
to improve my helping skills.

This particular question addressed the concept of commitment and attempted

to measure the degree to which staff were committed to the project as a
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means of improving their helping skills. The thirteen staff who responded
to this question responded positively with one staff member strongly agree-
ing with the statemént and eleven staff members agreeing with it. This
left only one staff member who was undecided about this statement. As a
wesult, 93 per cent of the.staff responded ﬁositively and agreed with the
statement indicating that they believed the evaluation project would offer
an opportunity to help them improve their helping skills. Only 7 per cent

of the staff responses were undecided about this statement.

When the responses to this question are campared with the responses to
Question 1, which asked staff about their feelings about improving services
to families, the response:irates are similar. In Question 1, 85 per cent
of~the staff felt that the evaluation project would assist the agency in
improving services to families. Similarly, in this particular question,
the majority of the staff felt that the evaluation project would help the
individuél to improve his helping skills. The consistency between these
two questiqns and £he underlying themes of improving services to families
and helping skills suggests that staff did see the evaluation project as

a means of improving services to families.

Question 64:

The project generated alot 6f discussidn.
This particular_question was designed to measure the anﬁunt of discussion
that occurred in the agency as a result of the evaluation pfoject. The
responses to this question again spread across the whole spectrum of possible
responses, with one stéff menber strongly agreeing with it, seven staff

members agreeing with it, five staff members being undecided about the
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and one staff member disagreeing with the statement. As a result 58 per
~cent of the staff responding to this question responded positively, :agreeing
with the statement that the project generated alot of discussion. On the
other hand, 35 per cent’of the staff were undecided about this questirn

and 7 per cent of the staff disagreed with it.

When the responses to this question are compared to the responses to
Question 54, regarding informal discussions that occurred between co-
workers, the camparison is interesting. It appears in Question 54 that

50 per cent of the staff remember having informal discussions about the
evaluétion project and 50 per cent dc not recall any such discussions. In
comparison with the response to this question, the percentage of staff who
recall there being many discussions or a great deal of discussion is again
58 per cent. ‘As a result, the staff division on responses to these state-
ments over the amount of discussion about the evaluation project is con-
sistent through these two questions. It appears that 50 per cent of the
staff recall having informal discussions and 58 per cent of the staff re-
call there being alot of discussion about the project. Whether these are
the same staff it is unclear and the degree 6f discussion according to

staff perceptions is also unclear.

Question 65:

The project would provide more insight
into how to help families.

The responses to this question were generally positive with two staff
strongly agreeing with the statement and eleven staff agreeing with it.
Only one of the fourteen respondents was. undecided about this question.

As a result, 93 per cent of the staff were in agreement with this statement
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and indicated that they believed the evaluation project would provide
insight into how to work with families. Only 7 per cent of the staff were

undecided about this statement.

When the results of this question are campared with the results of Questions
5 and 7, similar trends can be éeen to exist. 1In both these cuestions 100
per cent of the staff responses indicated that staff believed that the evalu-
ation project would help identify new alternatives for.. working with families,
assist in planning for families and provide more insight into how to help
families. Thus, the underlying trends in these questions about providing
improved services, identifying new methods and gaining more insight into

how to help families are consistent. Staff did view the evaluation project
as a means of improving services and developing new techniques for working

with families.

Whén this question is campared with Question 21, the trend remains the same
with §3 per cent of the respondents to Question 21 indicating that they
felt the project would provide direction for working with families. It is
possible to conclude as a result of all these camparisons that staff viewed
the evaluation project as a means of improving services and saw this as a

positive aspect of the project itself.

Question 66:

The project offered me an opportunity to
help formulate policy for the agency.

This question again attempted to measure staff involvement ifi the project.
The responses to this question varied significantly across the spectrum of

pessible responses. One staff member responded by strongly agreeing with
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the statement while five staff agreed with it. Six staff were undecided
about the statement while one staff member disagreed with it. A final
staff menber strongly disagreed with this statement. As a result, 43 per
cent of the staff responses agreed with this statement indicating that they
felt the evaluation projectvwould offer them an opportunity to help formu-
late agency bolicy. On the other hand, 43 per cent of the staff were un-
decided about this particular question and 14 per cent strongly disagreed

or disagreed with the statement.

When the responses to this question are compared with earlier questions about
agency policy and staff roles in helping to define these policies, inter-
‘esting camparisons develop. Question 2 also asked staff views on the role
that the evaluation project offered staff in defining agency goals and
priorities. The results were samewhat different with 56 per cent of the
staff feeling that the evaluation project offered staff such an opportunity.
On the other hand, 29 per cent of the staff were undecided on this question
compared to the 33 per cent of the staff in Question 66 who were undecided
about what opportunities the evaluation project might offer them in formu-
lating agency policy. Again; the camparison between those who did not see
the evaluation project as such an opportunity are comparable. 14 péen cent
of the staff responding to this question disagreed with the statement while
19 per cent of the staff responding to Question 2 disagreed with the state-
ment in that question. As"a result there are significant differences between
these responses by staff. These differences may reflect changes over time
from the initiation of the evaluation project to the publication of this
second progress report. Significantly, the differences increase over time

rather than decrease. As a result it appears that staff were less positive
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about what role they might have in formulating agency policy as time rolled

an.

‘Qgestions 67 to €9 were prefaced with the statemént "Contrary to many of my
co-workers, I did not believe that:". .In presenting this series of questions
to the staff, it became obvious to this researcher that the wording of this
introductory statement and the subsequent wording of the questions them-
selves created difficulties for staff in answering the questions. As a
result, in the bivariate analysis of these questions, these questions are
routinely scored as zero since their reliébility~cannot be trusted. In this
univariate analysis it is worth commenting on these questions with the
cautionary note that the interpretation of these three questions is very
tentative.

/

Question 67:

The prdject would provide a more objective
‘basis for making changes in the agency.

This gquestion was designed to measure staff resistance to the evaluation
project. In responding to this question staff responded by stating that
they did not believe the evaluation project would provide a more rational
basis. for making changes. at the agency. Of the thirteen staff who responded
to this statement, eleven staff disagreed with it and two staff were un-
decided. As a result 85 per cent of the staff responses disagreed with this
particular statement while 15 per cent were undecided. If this reéearcher
interprets the double negatives in both the leading statement and the staff
responses, this statement appears to indicate that staff did believe that
the project would make a more cobjective basis for making changes in the

agency. The lead statement to this particular question suggested to the
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respondents that many of the respondents' co-workers might have felt that
the evaluation project would provide a more objective means for making
changes in the agency. The lead statement, however, asks the staff member
to respond stating that contrary to the beliefs of his co-workers this
individual did not believe that the project would provide a more objective
basis for making changes in the agency . By disagreeing with this statement
the staff indicate that in fact they must have believed that the evaluation
project would provide a more rational basis for decision making. Again,
this interpretation is tentative because of the double negatives involved

in the lead statement to this question.

Question 68:

The project would provide a means of making
~ better decisions in the agency.

This particular QUestion was designed to measure staff perceptions of the
need for the evaluation project. Again, the negative in the lead statement
to this question created difficulty in interpreting the results to this
question.. In respénding to this statement staff should be indicating that
they did not believe that the evaluation project would provide a better
meané for making decisions in the agency. Offthewfourfeen responses to
this statement, one staff member agreed with the statement while two staff
members were undecided about the statement. Nine staff meméers disagreed
with it and two staff nembers strongly disagreed with fhe statement. The
inte;pretation of these results seems to indicate that the majority of the
staff did believe that the evaluation project would provide a better means
of making decisions at the agency, since they disagreed with the statement

in the question. In other words, they disagreed with the statement that

they did not believe that thevthe evaluation project would provide a better
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means of making decisions in the agency. 14 per cent of the staff responded
to this question by indicating they were undecided about it and 7 per cent

of the staff agreed with the statement, and 69 per cent disagreed with it.

Question 69:

' The discussions we had about the project

affected the decision to implement the

project.
This particular question was initially designed to measure staff involvement
in the evaluation project and the degree to which they felt they were able
to affect the dec¢ision to implement the evaluation project. In presenting
this particular question to staff this researcher was forced to chance the
presentation of this question and re-word it to read "The discussions we
had about the project did not affect the decision to implement the project"”.
In addition, this reséarcher had to direct staff to respond to this particu—
lar question as a flat statément, ignoring the previous lead statement.
Despite this re-direction for this particular question, this researcher

interprets the results and responses to this question cautiously because of

the difficulties in presenting the statement to staff.

Thirteen staff responded to this question with nine staff disagreeing with
the statement, one staff membér being undecided and.three staff members
agfeeing with it. The nine staff who:disagreed with this statement indicate
that they believed that the discussions about the project did affect the
decision to implement the project and that their contfibutions to the
evalﬁation project were considered in designing it. As a result this ques-
tioﬁ seems to indicatée that staff felt they had an impact on the project.
The results indicate that 69 per cent of the staff disagreed with this

statement and believed that they had an impact on the evaluation project.
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8 per cent of the staff, on the other hand, were undecided about this

gquestion and 23 pef cent of the staff disagreed with it.

Queétions 70 to 72 were preceded by a statement from the evaluator in-
dicating that one of the concerns of evaluation studies is frequently the
question of accountability for services provdided by agencies. This is
clearly one of the issues that the evaluator considered in designing the

project .

Question 70:

I was pleased that thé agehcy was conducting

research into the work we do with emotionally

disturbed children and their families.
This particular question was déSigned to measure the degree to which staff
‘were committed to the concept of évaluating the services the agency pro-—
vided. Of the fourteen responses to this particular statement, all the
responses were positive with five staff strongly agreeing with the state-
ment and niné staff agreeing with it. As a result 100 per cent of the
staff responses indicated that the staff were pleased that the agency was

doing research into the services the agency provided. As a result this

demonstrates an overall commitment of staff to the evaluation project.

Question 71:

I wanted to learn more about working with
families, but was afraid that the prOJect
would put ny jcb on the line.
This particular statement was designed to measure staff resistance to the

evaluation project and their fears about their job security. Twelve staff

responded to this particular question with the majority of staff disagreeing
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with the statement, indicating that-they were not afraid that the evaluation
project would threaten their jobs. Three staff strongly disagreed with the
statement, seven staff disagreéd with it and the remaining two staff were
divided equally between being uncertain about the statement and strongly
agreeing with it. As a result, 83.3 per cent of the staff disagreed with
this statement or strongly disagreed with it indicating that they were not
afraid that the evaluation project would result in the loss of their jobs.
8.3 per cent of the staff were undecided about this guestion, and the

last 8.3 per cent of the staff strongly agreed with the statement.

When the results from this question are compared to the results for Question
10 it is possible to see a different pattern of responses. Question 10
asked staff if they were concerned about what would happen to the agency
if families were shown to be :doing poorly at the Children's Foundation.
Although this particular question focused on the period after discharge,
staff were none the less not as positive in their responses about the
potential dangers to the agency if families were failing after discharge.
Of the thirteen responses to this question, 62 per cent of the staff ex-
pressed concern about what would happen to the agency if families were
shown to be doing poorly after discharge. On the reverse side of the coin,
83 per cent of the responses to Question 71 :: showed that staff did not
fear the loss of their jobs over the results of the evaluation project.

As a result, in Question 10 staff were expressing concern akout what would
happen to the agency if families were shown to be doing poorly and yet in
Question 71 staff did not seem to be afraid about the evaluation project

placing their jobs in jeopardy.
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When this question is compared with the responses to Question 55 a
similar divergence in staff responses occurs. In Question 55, 62 per
cent of staff responses indicate that staff were not concerned about the
evaluation project on their jobs. This compares somewhat favourably to
the 83 per cent of staff responding to this question who showed no.fear
about the loss of their jobs. However, 3l.per cent»Qf the‘Staff responses
to Question 55 did ex?ress concern about the impact that thé evaluation
project would have on their jobs ét the Children's Foundation. As a re-
sult a lafge proportion of staff were concerned about‘the impact of the

project on the program at Children's Foundation.

If these three questions are considered together, it is possible to see
that a percentage of staff were concerned about the effects of the evalu-
ation project on the agency and their jobs but they did not appear to be
directly threatened about the possible loss of their jobs. While the
questions are not directly comparable due to the different content of
each question, the general differenceé in staff responses may be campared.
These results reveal two possible findings. By 1978 the staff may not
have been as afraid about’ the impact of the evalﬁation project since it
had qperateq over a one year period without producing any dramatic changes
in the agenéy operation. A second possible conclusion is that staff were
not threatened about the possible loss of their jobs over the evaluation
project although they might still have concerns in 1978 about the impact
that the evaluation projeqt would have on their jobs. In addition, it is
possible to see that staff expressed concems about the impact on the

agency but did not apparently personalize it in terms of a loss of job

security.
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Question 72:

I felt that the project would make us more
accountable for our services to families.

This particular question was designed to measure staff perceptions of the

need for the evaluation project. Fourteen staff responded to this question

with the majority of the responses being positive. Two staff strongly-agreed

with the statement while nine staff agreed with it. Three staff were unde-

cided about this statement. As a result, 79 per cent of the staff responded

positively to this question, indicating that they felt the evaluation project
y

would contribute to agency accountability. Only 21 per cent of the respmnses

to this question were undecided.

When the responses to this question are compared to the responses to Question
51, it is obvious that staff believed that the evaluation project would
address issues of accountability for services. In responding to Question 51,
all staff felt that the agency should be accountable for the services it pro-
vides families. Once accountable for services, Question 72 indicates that

a majority of staff believed that the evaluation project would increase the

degree of agency accountability.

Questions 73 to 75 were prefaced with a statement from Doyle's progress
report in 1978 mentioning the cutbacks and closures that had occﬁrred in
many residential centres. fhe quote also indicates that many agencies were
feeling particularly vulnerable‘due to the many closures that had occurred.
This researcher then prefaced these final three questions with the statement
"I thought that:". This was designed'to encourage staff to reconsider the

concepts of assisting workers in working with families, the motives for the
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project and the willingness of the agency to review the services it provides.

Question 73:

The project would assist me in working
with families.

This particular, question was designed to measure staff commitment to the
concept of using the evaluation project to assist staff in working with
families. Of the thirteen staff who responded to this statement, one staff
strongly agreed with the statement and eleven staff agreed with it. Only
one member of staff was undecided about whether or not they thought the
evaluation project would assist them in working with families. As a result
the résponses to this particular question indicate that 93 per cent of staff
responses were positive, indicating that staff believed the evaluation pro-
Ject would assist them in working with families. Only 7 per cent of the

responses were undecided.

When the results of this questioﬁ are compared to earlier responses to
similar statements, it is possible to see that trends do occur. In res-
ponding to Qﬁestion 11, 100 per cent of staff responses were positive and
staff agreed with the statement indicating that they were interested in
evaluating their own work. Question 65 obtainéd a positive reswonse rate
of 93 per cent in which staff agreed that the evaluation project offered
them an opportunity to gain more insight into how to help families. These
two questions compare favourably to this particular question in which 93
per cent of the staff agreed with the statement that the evaluation project
would assist staff in working with families. As a result it is possible to

conclude that the staff at the agency did believe that the evaluation
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project would contribute to their abilities to help and work with families.

Question 74:

The real motives for the project were to

demonstrate the effectiveness of our

service and to prevent the closure of

the agency.
This particular question was designed to measure staff resistance to the
evaluation project. Staff were almost equally divided in their responses
to this statement. . Six staff disagreed with the statement and one staff
member strongly disagreed with it. On the opposite side of the coin, two
staff strongly agreed with: the statement and four staff agreed with it.
Only one of the fourteen respondents was uncertain about this particular
statement. As a result, staff responses are split on this statement with
43 per cent of the staff agreeing with the statement and 50 per cent of the

staff disagreeing with it. This represents a significant split in staff

opinions about the supposed motive for the evaluation project.

When the results of this particular question are campared to those of
Questién 44, a different patterm emerges. In Question 44, twelve of the
fourteen staff,-or 86 per cent of staff responses disagreed with the
statement that there were "unstated motives" for the evaluation project.
As a result, Question 44 seems to indicate that staff did not believe that
there were unstated motives for the evaluation project. As a result the

~ staff split on the.statement that the real motive for the project was to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the agency and prevent its closure is
interesting, since the responses to the previous question on motives does

not seem to indicate any split in the staff about the motivations for the
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evaluation project.

Question 75:

The project demonstrated our willingness to
review and improve our program.

This particular question was designed to measure staff commitment to the
concept of reviewing and improving the agency program. In responding to
this particular question staff were generally positive with six.staff
strongly agreeing with the statement and seven staff agreeing with it.

Only one staff member of the fourteen respondents was uncertain about this
particular question. As a result, the overall responses to this particular
question indicate that 93 per cent of the staff believed that the evaluation
project would demonstrate the agency's willingness to review and improve its

services. Only 7 per cent of staff responses were uncertain on this question.

Basically, this concludes the initial univariate analysis, excluding the one
additional question that the‘evaluator asked all staff to respond to. This
question related to the format used to present and review staff experiences
of the implementation of the evaluation project. This researcher asked staff
to respond to a statement worded roughly "The format helped me recall my
feelings about the evaluation project!. This statement was designed to
measure staff feelings about how well they were able to recall their ex-
periences of the evaluation project and gave this researcher some measure

of reliability in staff responses. Staff were asked to respond on a simple
yes/no scale. The responses indicated that thirteen of the fourteen res-
pondeﬁts found the format helpful in recalling their experiences of the

introduction of program.evaluation into the agency. Only one staff member
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N

did not believe that this method of aided recall helped them in remem-
bering their feelings about the implementation of the project. Finally,
eleven of the fourteen respondents indicated on the separate sheet that
they had no previous experiences with evaluation studies, while only
three staff members had had such experiencés. Consequenfly, the majority

of the staff were new to the concept of program evaluation.
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b) Results: Bivariate Analysis

The bivariate analysis performed by this researcher is designed to measure
staff responses by occupational grouping to the five variables defined
earlier in this research project. This analysis involves the use of the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov signifiéant test to determine whether the differences

in the responses are significant and reflect different population feelings
about the evaluation project. The seventy five questions presented to the
staff are divided according to the five variables with each question repre-
senting a specific variable that it is designed to test. These tests and
the responses to these five variables provide some of the answers to the

tentative hypotheses developed by this researcher.

The scores for staff responses to each of these five variables are added
to obtain total scores for staff on all the questions relating to each of
the variables. These scores are then presented broken down by occupational
grouping to demonstrate the opinions staff expressed on each of the five .
variables. The purpose of this type of analysis is to determine the degree
to which the variables that this researcher developed explain the im@le—
mentation of the evaluation project at Children's Foundation and staff

responses to this project.

For some of the hypotheses, specific scores are computed. for specific
questions in the questionnaire. These scores are based on the degree of
agreement or disagreement with the statements relating to major concepts
presented by this researcher - the five variables of resistance, commitment,

need, discussion and involvement. These scores are used to determine the



degree to which staff responses indicate that the staff were resistant or
committed, for example, to the concept of the evaluation project. These
scores are presented as totals out of the total number of possible responses
that staff could make for each variable, and then presented in percentage
format. In addition where scores are missing or unavailable, these scores

are identified.

To present staff responses to specific questions this researcher opted to
present positive or supportive responses as those "agreeing" with the
guestions or statements in each variable and negative responses as those
disagreeing with the particular statement. If this project presents a group
of staff responses as agreeing with a statement, basically what is meant is

that the staff were not expressing negative reactions to the project or to

the concept being measured.

1. Resistance

Resistance is defined by this researcher as the "disinclination of staff
to support or become involved in the evaluation project". As a result the
questions in the questionnaife that relate to this concept are designed to
measure the degree to which staff were unwilling to be involved in the

evaluation project.

In the problem definition section of this research project this researcher
presented five hypotheses relating to the concept of resistance. Each of
these hyptheses explore the degree of resistance in the staff to the evalu-

ation project in 1977. This researcher hypothesized that, based on the
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literature on loss and change, the introduction of program evaluation to
the Children's Foundation represented a significant change in agency function-
ing and as a result was resisted. The five hypotheses presented an attempt to

¢

determine the validity of this general thesis.

a. Hypothesis 1

The degree of resistance to the evaluation project
varied according to occupational group.

In analyzing the staff responses, this researcher identified fifteen

specific questions which related directly to staff acceptance of or re-

sistance to the introduction of program evaluation in the agency. (These
fifteen questions are outlined in Appendix 4). The next step in the ex-

ploration of this particular problem is to examine the staff responses
by occupational grouping to determine the degree to which staff groups

felt or expressed resistance to the evaluation project.

The application of the Kblmbgorov—Smirnov statistical test requires the
development of cumulative frequency tables for the two occupational groups
available for analysis in this résearch project_; fhe child care counsellors
and the supervisors. As a result this researcher developed the following
table which provided the cumulative frequency distribution plus the state-
ment of the significance of these calculations according to the.Kolmogorov—

Smirnov tests.

The table provides a summary of the cumulative scores for each occupational
group. The numbers across the top row indicate the cumulative score for

each individual on the questions being added. The next two rows indicate
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‘the occupational categories being compared'and the fourth rovarovides the
cunulative frequency differences for the use in Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.
In the second and third rows the whole numbers indicate the number of in-
dividuals who cbtained the score in question while the decimal figures

provide the sumulative frequencies.

As an example Table I provides this information. By reading down the second
column (the first colum merely provides the identifying data) it is possible
to seé that one supervisor (ni) obtained a score of 21. The frequency for
this case is .250 (one out of four individuals). In the second colum one
child care worker (category n,) obtained a score of 27. As a result the
cumglative frequency for this individual is .100 (one out of ten child care
staff). The bottom line idenfifies the step function (frequency) which for
thé colum with a score of 21 is .250 and for the colum with a score of 26
this figure is .150. (.250 from the previous colum - .100 for this column).
In the case of Table I the highest difference step function is .600 under
~the score of 31. The calculation of statistical significance is based on -
the difference between these two scores.
N E TABLE I

BIVARIATE TABLE FOR: Resistance by Occupational group
_ (General, Resistance) !

Frequency Table

21 l2s 126 127 s 131 l32 134 |35 |36 1|39 |43 |motals
T b O (N (N A 1 4
o] 250 _ | _ _[.s00l7sofo f o] I I R
. o b It fo o [2 11 [z [2 |2 |2 [ [
n, 3% .100}.200 .300 }.400 | .s00d .700| .800| .900{1.0
N [ At IR AN hip el nagy e (i Rsets Bl S
. . 0 |14
D 250 1.150] . 050].300/.450(.700|.600 |. 500 |.300 }.200] .100
* - Supervisory Staff Significant @ .10p

** - Child Care Staff Calculation 109
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Table I demonstrates that the child care counsellors scored generally

'higher and therefore more negatively on the fifteen questions relating to
the concept of resistance. Consequently it is possible to state that the
child care counsellors expressed more concern and resistance to this evalu-
ation project when it was introduced to the Children;s Foundation. The
Rolmogorov-Smirnov test indicates that the differences in staff responses
are significant at the .10p level of probability which is a $ignificant

. difference in the scores. By simply looking at the table if is possible to
see that the majority of child care workers' scores under category 3 are
higher than the supervisory scores under category 1. Consequently it is
possible on the basis of these results to reject the hypothesis of no
difference between these two occupational groups and accept the hypothesis
presented by this researcher, that the degree of resistance varies by
occupational group. The child care workers were clearly less receptive to

the evaluation project as it was introduced to the Children's Foundation.

b. Hypothesis 2

Child care staff at the agency responded more
negatively to the evaluation project than other staff.

By referring to Table I it is possible to see that this hypothesis can also
be accepted since the child care staff scores are significantly higher

than the supervisory scores indicating that the child care workers did
respond more negatively to the evaluation project. As a result it is
possible to accept the hypothesis presented by this research project and
reject the hypothesis that no difference exists between the scores of the
child care workers and supervisors. Child care workers were cleafly less

receptive and more resistant-:to the evaluation project in 1977.
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~c. Hypothesis 3

Child care staff at the agency felt more threatened
by the evaluation projéct.

To answer this question thi$ researcher examined the impéct that staff
believed that the evaluation project would have on the staff at Children's
Foundation. The concept of impact indicates the degree to which staff felt
that the evaluation pfoject would change or impact their jobs at the

Foundation.and as a result the degree to which staff felt threatened by

the evaluation project. This researcher developed the analysis presented

in Table IT which presents staff responses by occupational group around

the question of the impact that the evaluation project would have on the

staff at the agency.

Resistance by Occupation

o (Impact Of Pro-—"ect)

Totals

S ER 21 89} 10
1 11 ]o 1| o] 1 0 4 .
n 1* . ‘ L
. 2s0l.s00] _ _{u7s0) - faed o fo ol ool -1 -
————— | 1 ; | 10
' ) 1
«* o | o |2 2| 3| 2 ]
np .200|.400].700f .90d.oo | _ 1 - |- -} - -f--F -
o 14
D 1 250l .500}.300}.350}.050| .109 ©
*x - Gunervisory Staff Significant @ .30p

J

** — Child Care Staff Calculation 113

i f TOoUm.,
M.B. Decimal ficqure represents cumilative frequency ror each grou
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This table demonstrates that the child care workers generélly scored higher
on the questions relating to the potential impact that the evaluation
project would have on their jobs at the Children's Foundation, but that

the differences in these scores according to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
were not statistically large enough to be significant. The same results
may occur by chance significantly often enough to rule out the existance of
any significant differences between the occupational groups. Consequently,
it is not possible to reject the null hypothesis of no difference in favour
of the alternate hypothesis présented by this researcher. Although the
child care staff did score higher on the questions of the impact of the
evaluation project, these differences were not large enough for this
researcher to be able to conclude that the child care staff were more

threatened by the evaluation project than the supervisory staff.

d. Hypothesis 4

The introduction of program evaluation was
met by general resistance from the staff.

To determine the level of general resistance to this evaluation project

this researcher totalled the scores for all staff across the fifteen ques-
tions that related to the concept of resistance. By arriving at a total
number of scores that either agree, disagree or are undecided it is possible
to determine to wﬁat'degree staff were generally resistant to the evaluation
project. It is important in totalling‘these scores to femember which .
questions are to be reverse scored since this will vary the totals according
to the number of staff agreeing and disagreeing with the specific statements.
In other words, for some statements, by agreeing with the statement the

staff member is expressing resistance or concern about the introduction of
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the evaluation project. On other questions, however, by agreeing with the
statement the staff member is demonstrating acceptance of the evaluation
project. The total number of scores possible is two hundred and ten. (four-—
teen staff members times fifteen questions relating to the concept of re-
sistance equals two hundred and ten). Of this total, one hundred and eleven
staff responses were positive indicating agreement with the statements re-
'lating to the evaluation project and as a result showing acceptance of the
introduction of the evaluation project. Forty staff responses of the total
were undecided and thirty-one staff responses disagreed with the statements
indicating that the staff members were resistive to the evaluation project.
This left a total of twenty-eight staff who were unable to respond to some
of the statements in this research project. Consequently, 52.8 per cent of
the staff responses were positive and supportive_of the evaluation project
while a total of 14.7 per cent of staff responses were negative or expressing
resistance to the evaluation effort at the Children's Foundation. Fven if
all the staff responses in the undecided, disagree and blank (unavailable)
responses are added together to represent all those who were directly re-
sistant or passively resistant to the evaluation project this still shows
that only 47.2 per cent of the staff could not or.would not support the
evaluation effort and were therefore resistant to its development. As a
result it is possible to reject the research hypothesis that the evaluation

project would be met by general resistance.

e. Hypothesis 5

The staff at the Foundation expressed concern
with regards to the mctivation for the evaluation-
project.
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TARLE TII

EIVERIATE TABLE FOR: Resistance by Occupational Gronwo, -
o Motives for Project !

Frequency Table
' 10 |12 |13 1a |15 | Totals
1 0 0o |2 0 4
nl 1x } _ |
_____ o5 |-s00) - |- - o0 f- -4 --]--1--d--F--}--F--.
: 0 3 1 3 1 2 10
n 3** .
2 .300{.400|.700].800 p.oo | | | | _L__{__l_._
D- . 250 ] .200].100}.2004.200} 0 14
* - Gunervisory Staff Significant @ .70p

%.PB. Decirmal ficure reorésents cumlative frequency for each croun.

Table III presents the results of staff responses by occupational group to
the motives for the pfoject. The totals for the staff responses to questions
about the motives for the evaluation‘project are also provided by occupa-
tioﬁal group to see if either of the two occupational groups had any more
" specific concerns about the motives for the project. These total scores

are a result of the camputer program totalling the scores for Ouestions 6,

33, 44, 49 and 74.

As Table IIT demonstrates, the results for these two occupational groups
are insignificant with the probability of .70p which indicates that the
séme results could be obtained with egual likelihood by chance alone 70 pef
cent of the time. There are no significant differences between staff per-
. ceptions about the motives for the evaluation project. As a result it is

possible to reject the research hYpothesis that staff concerns about the

)]
Py
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motives for the project. In addition it is possible to conclude that

no differences exist between the two occupational groups.

When this researcher examined the totals éuestion by question, out of a
total of seventy possible staff responses (fourteen staff times five
questions), forty-six staff responses agreed with the statements indi-
catiné that the staff did not feet any concern about the motives for the
evaluation project; twenty-one staff responses disagreed with the state-
ments and three staff responses were undecided about the statements on the
motives for the evaluation project. Again, these scores are reverse scored
to represent the positive scores as showing no resistance or cbncern about
the evaluation project and the negative scores to represent concerns about

the motives for the evaluation project.

The only significant score in this particular series of questions is the
responée to Question 74 ébout the real motives for the evaluation project
being to demonstrate the effectiveness of the agency proaoram to defend it
against closure. Here, the staff were divided evenly between agreeing with
and dlsagreelng with the statement 1nd1cat1ng some suspicions on staff
members part that the evaluaticn progect was motivated by a means of de-

monstrating agency effectiveness and fending off agency closure.

These results when turned to percentages show that 65.7 per cent of the
staff responses were not concerned about the motives for the evaluation
project, while 30 per cent of the staff responses had some concerns and 4.3

per cent of staff responses were undecided about the motives for the evaluation
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project. Once again, staff responses did not vary significantly by

occupational grouping.

2. Commitment

This concept was developed by this researcher to measure the degree to
which staff were willing to make a commitment to the evaluation project
and work constructively towards its implementation. As the definition
states, commitment represents staff willingness to make "a commitment to

the development of the evaluation project”.

a. Hypothesis 6

The degree of commitment to the evaluation project
varied according to occupational group.

TABLE TV

BIVARTATE TABIE FOR: Cormitment by Occupational Group
T T (General Commitment)

Frequency Table
21 124 |25 26 |28 29 | 30 | 31 | 32 33 |35 Totals

n, 1 2 1|1 |o (o ofo o fo o | o 4
1 .500 | .750] 1.00 |
oflolo 1 |r |2 1f2]1 |1 |1 10
n 3%k* _
2 100 | .200] . 400] .500].700].8001.900]1.0
5 |-500].750 f1.00 | .900] . 800] . 600] .500] .300].200].100] 0 14

* - Sumervisory Staff Signivficant .0lp
** - Child Care Staff Calculation 114

N.B. Deciral ficure represents cumlative frequency for each croum.
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Table IV presents the degree of cammitment to the evaluation project by

~ occupational group. 2s the table indicates, there is a significant differ-
ence in staff responses to the fifteen questions which were designed to‘
measure the camitment of staff to the evaluation project. Consequently,
on the basis of this table, it is possible to state that the null hypothesis
of no difference in comitment to the evaluation project by the different
occupafional groups can be rejected and the hypothesis presented by this

r esearcher accepted. Hypothesis 6 can be accepted since it is obvious from
reviewing the results of this table that the child care workers and the
supervisors varied in the degree of their commitment to the evaluation pro-
ject. The variation is significant at the .0l level of probability. 2As a
result, it is possible to accept Hypothesis 6 that.the degree of commitment

to the evaluation project did vary according to occupational grouping.

b. Hypothesis 7

The child care staff at the agency demonstrated

less commitment to the evaluation project than

other staff.
Once again, on the basis of Table IV it is possible to reject the null
hypothesis and accept this alternate hypothesis. Table IV demonstrates
thét the child care staff scored higher and therefore more negatively on
the questions relating to cgmmitment to the evaluation project.” As a-
result it is possible to state that the child care staff were less committed
to the evaluation project. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test'in—

dicate that this variation in staff camitment is significant at the .01

level of probability.

c.  Hypothesis 8

The degree of cammitment to the evaluation program
was generally low among staff.
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To answer the question raised by this hypothesis this researcher again re-
sorted to the totalling of staff responses on the question of commitment.
Of the possible two hundred and ten responses to this question, one hun-
dred and eighty-one responses were positive indicating a high level of
staff commitment to the evaluation project. This represents a total of
86.2 per cent of the staff responses indicating that the staff were highly
committed to the concepts of the program evaluation project. 10 per cent
of the staff were undecided about the evaluation proiject, representing_
twenty-one responses and 4.8 per cent of the staff responded negatively to
the questions on commitiment, representing ten reéponses. As a result of
these findings it is possible to accept the null hypothesis and reject
the hypothesis presented by this researcher that the degree of commitment
would be low. 1In this case, the commitment to the evaluation project was

high among staff.

In addition to the general level of cammitment, this researcher also examined
four additional concepts explored in the questionnaire which are staff
commitment to reviewing agency goals, improving services, improving indivi-

dual work and interest in participating in the evaluation project.

i. Interest in Pq;ticipéting in Evaluation

This category represents the cumulative totals for Questions 11, 14 and
59. Of the total number of possible responses (forty-two), thirty-six
staff responses were positive, indicating a desire to participate in the
project while two staff responses were undecided. This left four staff

responses which were unavailable for this particular question. When these
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results are camputed in percentages the staff who were interested in par-
ticipating in the evaluation project represented 85.7 per cent of the staff
while those who were undecided represented 4.8 per cent of the staff and
those who were unable to respond to thése questions represented 9.5 per
cent of the pbssible responses. Consequently, it is possible to cénclude

' from the analysis of these three questions that staff were interested in

partlclpatlng in the evaluatlon prOJect.

TABLE V

VARIA 1E FOR:Commitment by Occupatlonal Group
BI TE TAB.‘.‘ —(Irterest i Participationm i Evaluation)

Frequency Table

0ol 3145 |6 |7 Totals
n 1% 14 1] 2 4
L _lasofsoofioo | b |1 fo oo foolo oL
. ofofo |1 1 10
2 oL proof.soofr.e) |l - |o_ 1.
D .250 .50 [1.00 }.900 | .100] © . 14
* - Supervisory Staff Significant @ .0lp

** — Child Care Staff _
Lalculation 117
N.B. Decimal fiqure represents cumlative frequency for each groun.

Table V provides the breakdown of staff responses to these questions by
occupational groups and demonstrates that the child care workers were
generally less interested in participating in the evaluation project.

The differences between these two occupational groups were significaﬁthat
the .0l level of probability indicating that the differences in interest

in participating in the project were significant.
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ii. Improving Services

This calculation represents the cumulative scores for Questions 1, 63, 73
and 75. Of the total number of fifty-six responses that were possible,
forty-nine of the responses were positive indicating that the - staff were
generally committed to the concept of imprc)vinq ‘services at the agency and
saw the evaluation project as a means of doing so. Five of the respondents
were undecided about this particular aspect of thé evaluation project and
one individual was unable to answer a question. By percentages, 87.5 per
cent of the staff responses wére interested in improving servioes’, 8.9

per cent of_ the responses were undecided and 2.8 per cent were unable to

respond to these statements.

TABLE VI

BIVARIA'IE TABLE FOR: Commitment by Occapatlonal Group
B (Inprovenent of Serwvices)

Frequency Table

3 5 6 7 11 Totals
n 1 1 N 1 0 4
Yo _lasol.seofmsojro | [0l oLl . |
, o |0 |1 4 1 [ 10
n, 3%%* '
2 .100/.500}.900]1.0
-— e e v e = e ’_____.'_r__..__. .._..._‘_-.___.....L._—.__.._.—
D }$250 | .500[ .650].600 .105 0 14
* - “u')ervisorv Staff ' s ses
W mna G st oo 6

N.B. Decimal ficure represents curulative frequency for each croun.

Table VI presents the breakdown of staff responses by occupational group.
By examining this table it is possible .to see that once again the supervisory

staff were more positively inclined to view the evaluation project as a means
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of improving services and were more cammitted to that concept. The results

of this table indicate that these differences were significant at the .10p

level of probability.~

iii. Improve Work

This dimension represents theicumulétivé'scores for Questions 11, 41, 59,
63, and 73. Of the total possible responses of &éventy, fifty-five responses
were were positive, séven were undecided and two were negative. This left
a total of six individuals who wefé unable to respond to this.particular
series of questioﬁé. The totals presented above represent all the possible
résponSes to these questions. The breakdown by percentage indicates ‘that
78.6.pei cent of staff responses viewed the evaluation project as a means
of improving their own work With'clients, 10 cer cent of the staff re-
sponses were undecided if this would be the case, 2.9 per cent of the staff
responses were negative to this series of questions while 8.6 per cent of
the staff responses were unavailable for this series of questions. As a |
result it is possible to conclude that a smaller majoritylof staff viewed

the evaluation project as a means of improving their own work with families.

Table VII presents the'reéuits of the questionnairé on’ this particular
dimension by occupational group. By reviewing the results on the table it
is possible to see that the child care staff once again responded more
negatively to this series of questions and that thé differences in the
response rates between the supervisors and the child care workers was
significant at the .05 level of probability. As a result it is possible to

conclude that the child care statf did not view the evaluation project as
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TABLE VI_I_

BIVARIATE ‘TABLE FOR: Commitment by Occupatlonal Group
"""" ' (Improve Work) =

Frequency Table

0ol 7 189 |10j11}12]13 Totals
1% 111 )l2r{1 )0 o o jo 4
_____ .250 |.500 | .750f 1.00
L1 (32 ]2 |1 10

3x* 100] .200} .500[.7004.900{1.00
1.250.500 | .650] .800] .500].300}.100( 0 | 14
- Child Care Staff Calculation 119

M.B. Decimal fiqure renresents cumilative freguency for each group.

positively as a means of improving their own working skills with families

as did the supervisors.

iv. Review Goals

This calculation represents the éumulative totals for Questdions 25 and 75.
The total fiunber of possible responses to these questioné is twenty-eight.
Of this total, twenty-one staff responsés were positive to these questions,
three stafffréspdnses were undecided and four staff responses were negdtive
to these ;qﬁestions. This represents percentages of 75.0}per cent of the
staff responses which indicated that the evaluation project offered them an

opportunity to review agency goals, 10.7 per cent of the staff responses
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which were undecided about these questions and 14.3 per cent of the staff

responses which were negative and did not see the evaluation project as a

means of reviewihg agency goals.

B -l . '
IVARIATE TABLE .F_OR-_ Commitment by Occupational Grouo
Review Goals | ' )

Frequency Table

5 6 . Totals
n, 1 0 1 | 4
_____ _.259 _ 1.00
- ¥} - -1- - ""“F""“"“»"" - -
nz Jun 1 4 2 3 10
______ -Jm,ﬂmrma;no,____ - ]--1 _
D. .650 | .250{.300| 0 ' 14
* - Sunervisory Staff Signifi
- G \ff gnificant @ .10p
** - Child Care Staff Calculation 120

N.E. Deciral ficure represents cumlative frequency for each croun.

" Table VIII presents the breakdown of staff responses to these questions by
occupational category. Again, it is possible to see that the child care
staff responded less positively to this series of questions than did the
supervisors and that the differences in these response rates were signifi-
cant at the .10 level of probability. This indicates that the child care
staff did not see the evaluation project as a means of reviewing agency

goals as positively as the supervisors did.
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This concept was adopted from the work of Glasser and Backer and refers to

the "encouragemerit of open discussion by staff".

The questions developed

to measure the degree of discussion that occurred at the Children's Founda-

tion were designed to determine the degree to which staff felt that open

discussion occurred at the Foundation.

Hypothesis 9

The degree to which staff felt that discussions

TABLE IX

were useful would vary according to occupational group.

ﬁIVARIATE TABIE FOR: Discussion by Occupational . Group

Frequency Table

26 31 34 37 {38 39 40 142 144 147 |54 Totals
ng 1+ 1 2 Jo. {1 fo Jo o o Jo fo Jo 4
A A T:1oN M Z-Tol0 NN JA, - Y AR D RSN FY R SR S (R
0 0 1 0 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 10
n Ik* .
2 100 .300].400 {.600 |.700 |.800 900 |1.00
D. 3250 |.750 }.650 }.900].700].600{.400 |.300{.200 £100 ] ©O 14

* - Sumervisory Staff
** — Child Care Staff

Significant @ .0lp
Calculation 121

N.B. Decirmal fiaure represents cumilative frequency for each crowm.

Table IX presents the results of the staff responses to the questions

relating to the discussions at the Children's Feundation. Once again,

it is possible to see by the staff responses that the child care staff



267

responded less positively to the questions of the openess of the discussions
at the agency. These differences are also significant at the .01 level of
probability. This indicates that the child care staff did not feel that

.the discussions were as useful as the supervisors at the agency.

As a result of the material presented in.this table, it is possible fo reject
the null hypdthesié and to accept the research hypothesisithat the child care
staff and the supervisory staff had different views on the usefulness of the
discussions at: the égency. The child care staff did not view the discussions
as positively as the supervisors did. Consequently, it is possible to con-
clude that the views on the usefulness of discussions about the evaluation

project varied according to occupational group.

TARLE X

Frequency Table . -

23 128 129 ({30 33 34 {35 |36 |37 |39 [42 |47 |Totals
n, 1« |1 [t fr o Jr jo-fo fo Jo o {o o |a
- - - - §250.500].750} ~_ [1.00]
n, 3 o Jo Jo 1 |o 1 g1 J10
RN A PR R e | .200].500 }.600 [.700 }.800 {.900 L.20
D {-250 [.500 [.750 | 650 | .900{.800].500].400].300 |.200 [.200 | 0 | 14
* - Sunervisory Staff Siqnifi
e _ gnificance @ .0lp
** - Child Care Staff Calculation 122

M.B. Deciral fiqure represents cumlative frequency for each growm
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Table X presents the results of the discussion questions specifically
relating to the discussions that occurred in 1977 when the project was
first introduced to the staff at the agency. This table demonstrates that
the child care staff felt less positive about the discussions that occur-
.red at the Foundation. In fact the analysis of this series of questions

produces results which are significant at the .01 level of probability.

In an attempt to clarify the meaning of the results on the question of

the discussions that occurred at the Foundation, this researcher cam—
pieted an analysis by occupational group of the sense that the staff had
about the openess of the discussions that occur;ed. Table XI presents

the data collected in this analysis and indicates that the child care staff

again responded less positively to the questions of the openess of the

discussions at the Foundation.

_TABLE XI

' BIVARIATE TABLE FOR: piscussion by Occupational Group
‘ " (open Discussion)

Frequency Table

3 4 6 7 9 10 Totals

: 2 |1 1|o]o]o 4

n; 1* | 500].750 [1.00 I R T O A
TT T Yo fo (el 221 | 10

n, 3** .600 |.800 |.900 | 1.00 N
D .500}.7501].400 |.200 [.100 | © ' 14

* - sumervisory Staff Significant @ .05p

*x* — (hild Care Staff Calculation 125

\.B. Decimal fiqure represents cumulative frequency for each group.
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The differences in the staff responses to these questions were significant
at the .05 level of probability indicating that the child care staff did
not feél as positively about the openess of the discussions at the agency
or about their ability-to influence these discussions. The results of
Table XI represent the cumulative totals for all the scores of Questions
14, 28 and 30. Of the total of forty-two possible responses, twenty-three
staff responses were positive to this question indicating that the discussions
were open. Two staff responseé were undecided‘while two staff responses
were negative. This leaves a total of fifteen staff responseé which were
unavailable for this series of questions. This represents a total of 55
per cent of staff respanses which indicate that the discussions were open,
4.8 per cent of the staff responses which were undecided and 4.8 per cent
of the staff responses which indicate that the discussions were not open.
Finally a significant percentage of staff responses, 35.7 per cent, were
unavailable for this question. Owverall it is still possible to conclude
that on the whole 55 per cent of the staff responses indicate that the
discussions were opeh.

/
An important consideration in interpreting the meaning of these results
is that the child care staff still felt that the discussions were not as
open .as the supervisors believed they were. Consequently, the 55 per cent
.of the staff responses that the discussions were open probably has an over-
representation of supervisors in that figure which further amplifies the
concerns that the child care workers had about the openess of the discussions.
Once again, this must be interpreted cautiously because a significantly
large percentage of staff responses are unavailable for this series of

questions. However, despite this fact the 55 per cent figure represents a
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lower percentage. of staff responses to the question of the openess of the

discussions about the evaluation project.

b. Hypothesis 10

Child care staff felt less positive about the

useﬁulness of the discussion about the evaluation

project. :
The material presented in the analys$is of Hypothesis 10 provides much of
the material to answer this quesfion. The data presented iﬁ.Table X under-
lines thé feelings of the child care staff who responded more negatively
to the questions about the discussions.: Table XI expands on their concerns
about the discussions énd.underlines their feelings that the discussions
wefe not as open as the supervisors felt they weré. As a result, in view
of the findings presented in Tables X and XI it is possible to accept the
research hypothesis and to reject the null hypothesis. The child care staff
did not view the discussions about the evaluation project as positively‘as
the supervisors did. Consequently, their responses to the questions about

the discussions at the agency were more negative than those of the super-

Visors.

c. Hypothesis 11
The majority of staff did not feel that the discussions
about the evaluation project were useful in helping
resolve their anxietiés about the project.
Table XII presents the cumulative results for Questions 22, 26 and 64, all
of which relate to the question aboﬁt how the discussions helped resolve

staff concerns about the evaluation project. Initially, it is possible to

see from this table that the child care staff again felt less positive about



271

— — = 1

Desolve Concerns

Frequency Table

5 6 8 9 11 11 12 Totals
n, s o |1 |1 {o o o ]o 4
_____ ISCIelo] IR P Z:ToT o3 AR U AU N AU [N AU N T
b 3 i
1 1 o |2 |1 2 11 |1 |1 10
n, 3** I 100}.200 400 | .500] .700}.800].900{1.00
D 1400 {.3004.550.600 {.500 | .390}.200].100] 0 14
* - Suervisory Staff Significant @ .20p
** — Child Care Staff Calculation 124

N.E. Deciral fiocure repreésents cumilative frequency for each crown.

the degree to which their concerns about the evaluation project were

resolved. These differences were significant at the .20 level of probability.

The cumulative frequencies for these three questions again demonstrate that
staff did not specifically feel that the discussions fully resolved their
feelings about the evaluation project. Of the total of forty-two possible
responses to this series of questions, twenty-one staff responses were
positive indicating that the discussions did resolve their concemns, whiie
nine staff responses were undecided and nine staff responses were negative.
This left three staff responses which are unavailable to this series of

~

questions.

When the percentages are presented the staff responées which are positive

represent 50 per cent of the staff.- This is a slim margin of staff who felt
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£hat the discussions resolved their concerns about the project. On the
other'hand, 21.4 per cent of the staff responses were undecided about this
series of questions and 21.4 per cent of the staff responses were negative

on this series of questions. This leaves 7.1 per cent of the staff responses
which are unavailable on this series of questions. As a result of these data
it is possible to conclude that staff were equally split on the question as

" to whether or not the discussions were useful in resolving their concerns
about the evaluation project. While 50 per cenht of the staff responses were
~ positive to this series of questions, 50 per cent did not feel their con-
cerns were resolved or were undecided about this question. As a result it is
possible to reject the research hypothesis since these results are incon-
clusive in either direction; The only valuable cbservation from this series
of data is that the child care staff once again viewed the discussions as

less valuable in resolving their concerns about the project.

As a final consideration this researcher also analyzed staff responses on
the question of the value of the discussions. This analysis was based on
. the responses to Questions 4 and 16. Table XIII presents the results of

this analysis by occupational group.

The results of this series of questions were insignificant with the probability
of obtaining similar results by chance alone béing .30p. (well above the
selected level of significance of .20p).: bn the analysis of the total
responses to this series of qgestions some interesting results do occur.

Of the total of twenty—eight possible responses sixteen staff responses

were positive while five and seven staff responses were undecided or ,
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N.B. Deciral ficure represents.cumulative freaquency for each croum.
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negative respectively to this series of questicns. These results repre-

‘seﬁt 57 per cent of the staff responses which indicated that the dis-

- cussions were valuable while 17.9 per cent of the staff responses were
undecided and 25‘pér cent of the staff responses were'negétive. Once
'agéin, the interpretation of these results must tske into éonsideration
the fac£ that the supérvisory responses in the 57 per cent of positive
responses must be considered carefully since the child care staff tended
to respoﬁdﬁmnrﬁ negatively although these response differences were not
statistically significant. Supervisofy responses may be over;represented

in the positive response category.
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3. Involvement

This researcher also adopted the concept of involvement from the work of
Glasser and Backer to determine the degree to which staff felt inwvolved in

the development of the evaluation project.

The definition of involvement that this researcher adopted from these
éuthors was the "staff involvement in participative decision making".
Table XIV represents the results of the questions relating to the staff's
sense of involvement in the development of the evaluation project and

their ability to affect its development and implementation.

TARLE XIV “

Frequency Table

29 39 |33 {34 136 f37 |38 |39 |41 |43 53 Totals
1 1 lo 1 o Jo o It o to |o 4
n 1
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ny 3** | 100 .200 _300| .400|.600}.700].800(..90¢ 1.9
D 1 .150| .5001.300].550 450 | .350] .150{.300} .290 .100| © 14
‘; - Sunervisory Staff Significant @ .20p
%% — Child Care Staff calculation 133

M.B. Deciral fiqure represents cumlative frequency for ecach croumn.

a. Hypothesis 12

The degree of involvement in the evaluation project
- was perceived differently, according to occupational group.
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Table XIV provides the answers to this particular question and demonstrates
that the child care staff viewed their involvement in the evaluation project
differently. ' The differences  in staff responses were significant at the

.20 level of probability once again demonstrating that the child care staff

did feel less involved in the evaluation project than the supervisory staff.

In reviewing the results of this series of questions it is possible to see
that the staff involvement in the evaluation project was viewed differently
be each occupational group. Consequently} it is possible to accept the
research hypothesis and reject the null hypothesis of no difference in thie
situation. The data collected demonstrates clearly that the different occu-
pationél categories at the Children's Foundation did view the degree of their

involvement differently.

b. Hypothesis 13

The child care staff felt less involved in the
evaluation project than other staff.

Again the results in Table XIV support this hypothesis and make it poséible
to reject the null hypothesis of no difference. Clearly the child care
staff responses to the questions about their sense of involvement in the
development of the evaluation prbﬁéct are more negative (less positive) than
those of the supervisors. BAs a result it is possible to accept the
‘research hypothesis that the child care staff did feel less involved in the

evaluation project than the supervisors.

c. Hypothesis 14

The child care staff felt less able to influence the
direction of the evaluation project than other staff.
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The answer to this research hypothesis lay in the cumulative totals of
Questions 27, 36, 56, 66 and 69. These five questiéns related to thé
qﬁestion of how staff felt about their ability to contribute to the
direction that the evaluatipn project assumed. Table XV presents.the

results of this calculation.

BIVARIATE 'TARLE FOR: Involvement by Occupatlonal Group
"""" 7 (Contribute to Direction) '

Frequency Table
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Calculation 136
N.P. Decimal ficure revpresents cumlative frequency for each growp.

Once again the responses of the child care staff indicéte that they felt less
able to influence the direction of the evaluation projecf. The differences
between their respbnses énd those of the supervisory staff are significant
at the .10 level of probability. This means that.it is possible to accept

+ the research hypothesis that the child care staff felt>less able to influ-

ence the direction of the evaluation project than the supervisors.
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When the specific staff responses to this series of questions are analyzed
it is possible to see that forty—tWo of the seventy possible staff responses
were positive while fourteen reséonses fall in the uncertain category.
Finally, twelve staff responses are negative leaving two staff responses
unavailable. When these figures are converted to percentages the results
are that 60 per cent of the staff responses indicate that staff felt they
were able to influence the direction of the evaluation program. 20 per cent
of the staff responses were undecided about this particular series of ques-
tions while 17.1 per cent of the staff responses were negative, indicating
that these staff did not feel they could influence the direction of the
evaluation project. Finally, 2.9 per cent of the staff responses were un-
available for this series of questions. Despite the overall positive
responées to this series of questions, the child care staff still felt less

able to influence the direction of the evaluation project.

5. Need

The final variable that this researcher opted to study was the concept of
need. This concept was alse selected from the concepts presented in the
work of Glasser and Backer for inclusion in this study. It was defined as

the staff's perception of the project as being "truly valuable and needed".

a. Hypothesis 16

The staff perceptions as to the need for the
evaluation project varied-according to occupational group.

The results of this research hypothesis are presented in Table XVI.
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TABLE XVI

BIVARIATE TABIE FOR: Need by Occupational Group

Frequency Table
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* - Supervisory Staff ‘Significant @ .05p
** - Child Care Staff Calculation 127

M.B. Decirmal fiqure represents cumlative frequency for each ¢grom.

The results in this table support the acceptance of this research hypothesis
since it is obvious that the staff perceptions of need did vary according
to occupational group; The child care staff responded less positively to
the éuestion for the evaluation project than did the supervisors. This
difference in the responses of the staff were significant at the .05 level
of probability. This data as a result comfortably supports the acceptance
of this research hypothesis. The child care staff clearly responded less

positivley to the questions relating to the need for the evaluation project

than did the supervisory group.

b. Hypothesis 17 .

The child care staff were less supportive of the
need for the evaluation project.
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The results presented in Table XVI support the adoption of this research
hypothesis since the child care staff did respond less supportively and
positively to the series of questions designed to measure the need for the

evaluation project.

In addition, this researcher examined three additional areas of concern for
staff to determine théir perceptions of the need for the evaluation project.
These additionél afeas of concem ingluded'the concept of staff to re-
examine ageﬁcy goals, to improve planning and to assess how families were

doing after discharge-fram the agency.
i. . Planning

This calculation represents the cumulative scores for all staff on Questions
5, 7, 21 and 65. Table XVIT presents the data collected on this area of
concern by occupational group.. The differences are again significant with
the child care staff presenting a less positive view of the evaluation
project as a means of improving planning for the agency. These results are

significant at the .10 level of probability.

When the results are analyzed by staff responses the results are significant.
Of the possible fifty-six responses to these questibné fifty-four responses
fall in the positive category indicating that the majority of staff viewed
the use of the evaluation project for planning purposes in a positive light.
Two responses were undecided about this particular series of questions. The
percentages for -these responses are 96.4 pef cent énd 3.6 per-cent respec=
tively. What is significant in these resqlts is that despite the overall

positive response of staff to use the evaluation project for planning purposes
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TABLE XVII

" BIVARIATE TABLE FOR: Need by Occupational Group_
: C

"""" (Planning)
Frequency Table
5 7 Totals
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** — Child Care Staff Calcualtion 130

N.E. Decimal fiqure represents cumlative frequency for each group.

the child care staff still viewed its usefulness in this area less positively

than did the supervisory staff.

ii. Information after Discharge

This series of questions attempted to measure the degree to which staff
were interested in obtaining information on the families after they were

discharged from the Children's Foundation. Table XVIITI presents this data

by occupational group.

Here the responses of the child care staff and those of the supervisory staff
were essentially the same with no significant difference in their response

rates to these questions. This series of questions represents the totals for
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TARTE XVITIT

EIVARIATE TABLE FOR: Need by Occupational Group
SR (ATtér Discharge)

Frequency Table
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M.P. Deciral ficure represents cumilative fremquency for each grom.

all staff answers to Questions 8 and 9 on the questionnaire. Of the total

. number of fwenty—eigﬁt possible responses twenty-five staff responses were
positive to these twb questions while three staff responses’ were unavailablé
for thése two questions. This represehts a positive response rate of 89.3
per cent to a non-response.rate of 10.7 per cent. Generally, it is possible
ﬁo see that all staffvwere interested in obtaining information on families
after discharge and viewed the evaluation project as a means of obtaining

this information.

iii. Re-examine Agency Goals

This analysis represents the cumulative scores for all staff on questions
19 and 25. - Table XIX presents the results of this cumlative score by

occupational group.
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TABLE XIX

al Group
VARIATE TABLE Etnz Need by Occupation
 BIVARIATE TABLE 3 “(Re—examine agency goals) -

Frequency Table
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3.B. Decimal fiqure represents cumlative frequency for each croup.

The:results here indicate that the differences between child care and
supervisory responses on this particular issue are insignificant with a
possibility of obtaining similar results of ;30p. Consequently, it is
- possible. to conclude that the supervisors and the child care workers both
viewed the evaluation‘projecﬁ positively as a means of examining agency
goals.. Thié conclusion is further sUppdrted when the analysis of the specific
responses to these questidns is done. TWenty—one of a possible twenty-
eight responses to this series of questions were positive while only four
were negative. This left three staff responses who were unable to decide

on these two questions. The percentages are 75 pef cent, l4.3kand 10.7
respectively. Coﬁsequently, a majority of staff believed that the evaluation

project would assist the agency in re-examining its goals and priorities.
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6. Analyses Over Time

Hypotheses 18 to 21 inclusive refer to “differences in attitudes towards

tﬂe evaluaﬁion projectIOVer time. Each of these hypotheses suggest that
staff attitudes towards the evaluation project changed over time. 1In
addition, eech of the hypotheses suggest that these changes represent
significant decreases or increases in staff reactions to the evaluation
project over time. This researcher attempted to explore cﬁanges in staff
attitudes over time by dividing the questionnaire into two clear time di-
visions. To achieve this division in time, this researcher used the second
progress report presented by the-egency eveluator since it refilected a more
open reporting of staff concerns and also represented the passage of
approximately one year between the initiation of the eveluation project and
the second progressvrepérﬁ. By‘referring Specifically to this report in

the questionnaire this‘researcher attempted to get,staff to think of their
reactions to the evaluation prOJect in 1978, the time of the second progress
report. If staff were able to recall their feelings about the evaluatlon
project in 1978, this researcher felt that these staff feelings would
represent significant chahges from their initial reactions to the evaluation

project.

a. Hypothesis 18

As the evaluatlon project developed, resmstance
to the program declined.

To measure this hypothesis this researcher compared the results of staff
responses to the questions on resistance in 1977 to questions'asked about

this concept after the introduction of Doyle's second progfess report and
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specific reference to the 1978 time period. This analysis will at best

be tentative, but by reviewing the differences in the responseé to the

questions relating to resistance in 1977 and 1978 it may be possible to

conclude that staff resistance reduced over‘time.

IPARIE XX

XX
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TABLE XXI
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These two tables (Tables XX and XXI) present the staff responses to these
questions in 1977 and 1978 respectively. The degree of resistance in the

- staff in 1977 is . " significantly different for each occupational group
and the results for 1978 are significantly different. The reéults for Table
XX represent‘thé cumulative totals for Questions 3, 6, 10, 13, 33, 37, 44,
47, 49, 52, 53 and 55. The results in Table XXI represent the cumulative
totals for Questions 67, 71, and 74. (N.B. Question 71 was scored as zero
in this particular analysis because it proved difficult to analyze in the
univariate analysis). The 1978 results indicate that the staff appeared to
be more resistant-to the evaluation project than they were in 1977. Again,
any conclusions drawn from this anatysis are at best tentative since theéé
results cannot be directly compared becéuse of the many factors that could
cause this type of variation in results over the year. The conclusions from
these results appears to indicate that resistance to the evaluation project
increased over the years rather than declined since the results of the 1978
questions indicate that child care staff were less positive about the evalu-
ation project in 1978 than in 1977. This suggests that in fact the resistance
increased between 1977 and 1978. Thié hypothesis, which suggests a decrease
in'the resistance over timé, can be rejected. Again, this researcher
cautions that this conclusion is very tentative since the comparison being
made here_is betwéen the staff responses to two separate series of questions

and based on the variances between occupational groups at two points in time.

b.  Hypothesis 19

As the evaluation project developed in the agency,
the staff commitment to the evaluation project
increased.
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'TABRLE XXII

Frequency Table
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 NL.E. Deciral fioure reoresents cumlative frequency for each croum.

TABLE XXIII
BIVARIATE TABIE FOR: Commitment by Occupational Group, 1978
Frequency Table
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Tables XXIT and XXTIIT provide the results for the analysis of this research
hypothesis. Table XXII presents the cumulative results for Questions 1, 11,
12, 14, 20, 24, 41, 42, and 51 while Table XXIII prowvides the data for
Questions 59, 61, 63, 70, 73 and 75.° When the results of these two tables
are compared, the cammitment of the staff to the evaluation project appears
to be ﬁnchénged over time since both the timg periods represented in these:
tables show that fhe child care staff are less‘positive in their responses
"to the questions;relating to staff commitment to the evaluation project.
The differences are significant ih'both cases indicating that commitment
seems to be unchanged over time. Consequently, this research hypothesis
must be rejected since there does not seem to be any increase in staff

camitment over time.

C. Hypothesis 20

As the evaluation project developed, staff supported
the neéd for the evaluation project.

Tables XXIV and XXV p;esent the results for this particular research hypothesis.
In examining theée two tables it is possible to cbserve that the apparent
differences between the responses of the supervisory and child care staff
réduces over timewhich suggests that the staff are beginning to accept the

need for the evaluation project.

The fesults presented in these two tables represent the cumulativé totals
for Questions 5; 7, 8, 9, 19, 21, 23, 25, 31, 34, and 35 for the 1977 time
period and 52, 65, 68 and 72 for the 1978 time period. The statistical
‘differences between the responses of the supervisors and the child care

staff decrease from .05p to .20p from 1977 to 1978 which does suggest that
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TABLE XXIV

Frequency Table
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TABLE XXV

Need by Occupations Groun, 1978

Frequency Table
. 3 7 mntals
0 |1 4
n, 1* ,
_-"?9J®___LP“___-"__ . S U P
0 > la {2 1 |12 10
n, 3** 200| .604.800].900 ] 1.00
> 250 |.550} .15¢.200}.100| O 14

* — Sumervisory staff
*% — Child Care Staff

N.B. Decﬁval ficure represents

Significant @ .20D
Calculation 129

camlative fr

equency for each croun.



289

the staff are beginning to accept the need for the evaluation project.
Again, this conclusion is at best tentative and only suggests that this
research hypothesis may be accepted indicating that. the staff over time

have started to see and support the need for the evaluation project.

\

d. Hypothesis 21

As the evaluation project developed, staff in-
volvement in the project increased.

TABLE XXVI

24 |26 120 |3g 32 133 434 135 13g 139 las Totals
n, 1x o (1 1 |1 0 (1 Jo }Jo Jo Jo o 4
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N : } ] i
1.B! Deciral ficqure represents cumilative frequency for each croun.

Tables XXVI and XXVII present the data analyzed by occupational group for
these two hypotheses. The staff involvement in 1977 was measured by summing the
responses for staff to Questions 2, 27, 29, 32, 38, 39, 40, 43, 45, 56, and

57 while the responses for 1978 were obtained by totalling the scores
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N.B. Deciral fiqure represents cumilative fréquency for each groum.

for Questions 66 and 69. These two tables indicate that the staff perceptions
of their involvement in the evaluation project decrease over time since the
staff in 1977 indicate that the child care staff felt less involved than the
supervisory staff with a level of significance of .20 while the staff responses
to these questions in 1978 decreased to .05p or in other words staff percep-
tions of their involvement in the evaluation project significantly declined.
Again these conclusions must be viewed very tentatively since the population
involved in this comparison is small and the time periods‘éannot be directly

i

campared. Only the differences in staff responses can be compared.

e. Hypothesis 22

Staff opinions about the evaluation project .
varied less by occupational group over time.

The results presented for Hypotheses 18, 19, 20 and 21 provide the data to

refute this particular hypothesis. The tables that present the data for
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these four hypotheses ihdicate that staff opinions about ithe evaluation
project continued to vary over time since on all four variables the results
differed significantly from both occupational groups. Consequently, the
data providesvenough evidence to reject this research hypothesis since the
data show that the staff opinions about the evaluation project continued to
vary over time. Again, this researcher cautions that this interpretation
is very tentative since once again the data collected on these two time
periods is based on the retrospective recoilections of the staff. In addi-
tion the,staff‘opinion differences‘are based on staff interpretations of

_ different questions in the questionnaire. However, if staff recall is
accurate it is possible to state that these results indicate that staff
attitudes about the evaluation project remained divergent even after the
passage of time and the iﬁvolvement of staff and the evaluatér in the

development of the evaluation project.

Essentially_this concludes the analysis performed by this researcher on the
data collected through.the staff survey. Much of the material presented
here is significant for other evaluators dealing with'the inmplementation
of evaluation projects in an agency. The implications of these findings

are presented in the oconclusions to this chapter.
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E. Conclusions

4

As indicated in Eért B of this particular chapter, this researcher de-
cided to use the progress reports presented by the agency evaluator as a
means of checking the validity of same of the findings of this research
project. These reports identified a number of the issues exploied hy this
research project through the staff questionnaires. As a result an analysis
of these reports and a comparison of these reports to the findings of this
research project proYide a means of checking the validity of some of the

findings.

On March 28, 1977, Doyle Clifton presented his first report to the staff at
Children's Foundation. This report represents an attempt on the evaluator;s
part to present to staff in written form a sumary of some of the issues
discussed at thé agency. As a result, this report identifies some of the
concerns and issues that staff identified in their discussions about the

evaluation project.
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One of the first issues that the évaluator identifies as a concern for

staff was the lack of information in 1977 on how families were doing after
discharge. Staff had raised a number of.questions about what happened to
families after they were dischérged from the agenéy. This was especialyy
important in view of the findings reported in the liferature on the failure
of parents and children‘to maiﬁtain what they had been taught in a treatment
setting. The evaluator's report notes that frequently the oﬁly‘feedback

an agency gets is through obtaining information on families who are doing

poorly in the cammmity.

A seoond concern for staff at the Children's Foundation related to the
goals and priorities of the agency. In this progress report'the evaludtor
notes that many of -the goals and priorities of the agency needed to be

clarified as a result of a number of changes in the agency.

... we felt that the gradual shift in
residential care from two years to about

six months, created a need for us to

re-examine some of the agency's goals

.and priorities. We thought that a re-

assessment and re-defining of goals plus .
an improvement in the commnication around

them, would help to establish our own

priorities and expectations for decision-

making. 1 :

As a result it is possible to see that staff concerns. about agency priorities

and goals was an issue in 1977.

Finally, this progress report presents the concept of improving services
which the evaluator admits had been raised by some staff members. In this

report he indicates that not all staff had discussed the need to improve
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services, but that staff were aware of the need to account for what the
agency' was doing and explore alternative means of >a'chieving these goals in
view of the limited resources no;v. available to treatment societies. As é
result, the evaluator indicates that his role in the agency is to collect |
- staff 'ideas and views and develop a program that would enable the agency -

to answer these particular quéstions.

As the progress report continues, it describes the use of goal attainmen£
scaling at the agency as a means of identifying ‘goals and recording system-
atically the achievements that each family makes while at the Children's
Foundation. The use of this parﬁwlar method, the report suggests, pro-
vides the Children's Foundation with a means of measuring the goals on a

longer term basis. #s a result the evaluator concludes that:

The information we collect at follow-up,
can tell us a number of things. We are
beginning to -discuss the difficulties
that people have in maintaining what

- they have been taught, once they leawve
a treatment program. Our information
may or may not support these findings.
It will also have the potential of pro-
viding us with an insight into some of
the pressures that families do experience
once they leave us.,

As a result this initial progress report identified three particular issues
that staff were dealing with in 1977. Initially they were concerned with
obtaining feedbéck on families after discharge, re—assessing aéency goals
and priorities and improving services. As a result the evaluator: was hired
to dewvelop a program which would enable staff to collect this information .

and answer some of the staff's particular concnems about the program at
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Children's Foundation.

On_April 4, 1977, the agency evaluator campleted a second progress report
entitled "Introduction of Program Evaluation to the Children's Foundation".
This report is describéd as a working baper which identifies a number of
the issues that staff were dealiﬁg.with in 1977. Although it was coampleted
only a few days after the initial progress report, this report provides
more detail into some.of the concerns that staff had at Children's Founda-

tion.

The wbrking'péper identifies the ' agency constitution as a souroe.of

support for research at the Children's Foundation. As a result the working
'éapef'describeé this evaluation project as a "program of research and evalu-
ation". The specific reasons for the evaluation project that this working
papéer identifies are program development, staff development and accountability.
Under the title of program develcpment, the evaluator identified three stages
-that the Children's Foundation had developed through'over the seventeen

years of its operation. It notes that a number of the changes in these |
philosophies have been as a result of subjective or intuitive impressions

in staff. "Seldom has change been based on a careful collection of factual

data concerning what the agency was doing" As a result the evaluator notes

-3 |
that for any agency toAdevelop it must build into its operations this method
of data collection which will enable the agency to make more rational and

objective decisions.
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StaffideQelopnent was the second issue idenitifed by the evauator in
1977. In this progress réportbhe notes that treatment staff must have inf
formation about families after discharge. Such information is useful to
treatment staff in dealing with families and in reviewing their own atti-
tudes and values. |

: {
A third issue that the evaluator identified as a concern of the staff in
1977 was' the question‘of being accountable for the services that the agehcy
provides. This working paper notes that resources are becoming limited and
that resources should monitor the way their funds are spent very carefully
in order to be able to demonstrate the effectiveness of their'serviéés. As
a result the evaluator suggests that an improvement in the accountability
for the services that the agency provides must be expected in view of the

limited dollars available for treatment resources.

In this report the evaluator goes on to describe the purpose of the evalua-
tion projedt atvChildren's Foundation. Initially he describéd the need for
information about the maintenance of skills and behaviours after discharge.
The follow-up study proposed by the evaluator in 1977 offered the Children's
Foundation ‘an opportunity to begin collecting_informétion about families
after discharge. .Such a program also provided the agency with information
about the supports that families need in the ccmmpnity_after discharge.

. This particular information would be particuiarly usefui to the agency in
view of the negative findings in fhe literature on the maintenahce and
generalization of new behaviours across environments. Once this information
is collected, the evaluator argued, it would be possible to make decisions

for the program and staff development in improving the services.
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In designing the evaluation project for the agency, the evaluator noted

that the primary focus of the research pmject in the agency in 1977 was to
develop a measure of follow-up successes. The report notes that measures

of process, i.e., who does what in the agency, would also be required for

a ccz_nprehensivé evaluati.on.‘ However, the framework adopted by this evaluator
in 1977 was designed to provide feedback to the agency and.staff on .agency

successes.

This'.:ﬁprogress report then goes on to describe the process through"which
agency staff would set goéls at discharge and follow—up on these goais six
months after discharge occurred. ‘Initially the evaluator was to provide

- follow—up by ,xe—éohtacting each family and conducting a final. interview
with the family once the six months had lapsed. The focus of this follow-up
study was to be the goals set at discharge plus a client satisfaction

: queétionnaire.- On the basis of these goals it was argued that it would be
possible to determine how the family was doing after _’discharge and how Qell
the family managed to maintain the new skills that the staff at Chiidren's

Foundation had taught the family.

To conclude this working paper the agency evaluator provided staff with é
series of appendices on the techniques to be used in goal attatim_nent :
scal:i_ng and goal setting with the families. It also provided staff with a ‘
description of how to calculate the successes. of the agency using' the goal
attainment scaling methods and how to determine and weigh the scores for
each client. While the initial focus of this evalﬁation project was to
implement a method of goal aftainment scaling as the means of providing

follow-up measures, this research project did not review the concept of
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goal attainment scaling since the agency has long since abandoned this
technique. Consequently, the balance of this particular paper is of little
‘use to the preeent'research project sinEe goal ettainment scaling has not
been used at the agency since the inception of this evaluaeien project. As
 a result it is possible to see that in this second progress report the
agency evaluator has :e—identified some of the same issues regarding the
need for informatien after discharge,_staff development and learning and

program development.

The next progress report that is worth examining was published September 14,
1977. In this report the agency evaluator re-discusses a number of the issues
identified by agency staff as important to the evaluation project. .In -this
report the evaluator identifies five questionnaires which were designed to
collect the data necessary for this agency to analyze the successes of its
treatment program. The first questionnaire wés designed to meaeure the
pérents' perceptions of their child's behaviour. The second questionnaire
wae designed to measure the child's self concept. A third questionnaire was
designed to measure parenting self concept and a fourth.questionnaire was
designed to obtain information on parental attitudes towards children(
Finally, a fifth qﬁestionnaire was developed to present a series of»vignettes
to parents describing parent/child interactions and asking parents to indi-
cate how they would handle each of the situations described. These Five
questionnaires provided the initial focus of the agency's evaluation program.‘
The probes or questionnaires described just now were to-be administered to
the children and the family during the time that the family was resident

at Children's Foundation. After each probe or series of questionnaires were

campleted by the child and his family, the evaluator undertook to feed that
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information back to staff as a means of contributing to the understanding
of the family and to the planning for the treatment program for the family.
Once these probes were campleted the evaluator would undertake to complete
a follow-up probe six months after the family was discharged from the
agency. ‘As a result, these'five qﬁestionnaires provided fhe basis for the

- evaluation project at the Children's Foundation.:

By August 9, 1978, the five questionnaires had been reduced to three question-
naires as described by the agency evaluator in an update progress report.

‘The first questionnaire on rhe parents' perceptions of the child's behaviour
remained'sdbstantially the same. Questionnaires 3 and 4 were combined and
relabelled into Questionnaire 2 which was. designed to measure parental pro-
blem solvingvtechniques, parents' feelings about parenting and parents’'
attitudes to ohildren; The fifth questionnaire or series of vignettes was
provided to family consultants and Cottage supervisors as a means of pro-
viding parent'training~for the families. The second questionnaire was re—.
labelled to become Questionnaire 3, which was designed. to measure the

childfs feelings about himself, or self_cOpcept. These three new question-
naires provided the basis for the current e&aluation project at the Children's

Foundation.

As a result through the analysis of these series of reports it is possible'to
see the develooment of the evaluation project from 1977 to 1978. This devel-
opment included an initial definition of the goals of the evaluation project
and the development of a series of questionnaires or probes for the collection
- of data on families in treatment. As a result, the evaluatioﬁ project devel-

oped to its present from.
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Iﬁ September, 1978, the evaluator presented another progress report en-
titled "Introducing Program Evaluatibn to an Agency: Reflections on a

~ Process". 1In this particular pamphlet, the evaluator identified a number
of major issues and concerns that he dealt with during the development of
the evaluation process. As a result it is a useful paper to analyze for
later camparison with the results of this research project. The evaluator
approached the writing of the report by identifying key steps in the de-

velopment of the evaluation project.

Initially, the evaluator described the first step in the evaluation process
which is the decision to evaluate. 1In the case of Children's Foundation,
the evaluator identified three key issues which encouraged the development
of the evaluation program. First, the agency's constitution supports‘the
use of research and angoing evéluation.in the agency. Second, ﬁany treat7

" ment agencies were feeling particularly vulnerable at the time that the
evaluation project was introduced due to cutbacks and closures in the treat-
ment field. . Finally, agency staff members expressed a genuine desire to
improve the treatment program. Thesé ‘three factors were considered major
reasons for the implementation of the evaluation project at Children's
Foundation. In addition to the akove reasons, the,board'of directors of
the agency and the executive director had decided to allocate resources to
support such an évaluation. During this time period, the agency staff
discuséed the use of an in-house evaluator as opposed to an external

e valuator. The evaluator identified the first‘lesson he learned in the
implementation of this evaluation project. He believed that the evaluator
must have a system's viewpoint in order to approach the evaluation of any

agency. He described the complexity of the decision making process in any
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agency and argued that the system's viewpoint helped the evaluator deal

with these complexities and develop a viable evaluation program.

The second step thaf the agency evaluator identified in the process of
'implementing evaluétion.is the definition of evaluation. Here, he identified
three processes which wefe important in the developnent.of the evaluation
project at Children's Foundation. First, the second step of the evaluation
process must provide pebple'a forum to discuss evaluation and their feelings
about it. Once this forum has been provided and staff are able to express
their concerns or fears about evaluation, it is possible to move to the
second phase of this process which is the definition of evaluatiQn for the
agency. This includeé the 'development of the details of how the’evaiuation
material is to be used. Finally, the evaluator must consider the third
-phase in developing the evaluation project which is to assess the feadiness

of the agency for evaluation.

As a result of this process the evaluator was able to develop and campile a
list of staff concerns about evaluation. The major concern that the evalu-
ator identified here was fear that "their job might be unfairly on the line

if findings were not positive". In addition the area that staff identified

4
as most important to them was the fact that the agency lacked a great deal
of.imforﬁation about how families do after dischafge. As a result the .
‘evaluator was able to deteinine that a follOWHup evaluation was the type

of evaluation that would be moét‘beneficial to the agency. In addition

such an evaluation would enable the agency to use the information in planning

its policy. In identifying the type of evaluation that the agency was ready
/ .

for, the evaluator deterndned from the article by Frances Ricks, that the
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agency was at the initial stage in its readiness for evaluation. As a
result the evaluator was able to idenitfy a number of further lessons that
were beneficial to him in working with the staff on the development of

the evaluation program.

The second lesson that the evaluator learned was that motivation can vary
with individuals. Consequently, it is important to be aware of some of the
individuals' reasonings for becoming involved in an evaluation project.
Unless an evaluator is aware of this, the‘agency evaluator feels, the

evaluation would quickly die.

The third lesson that the evaluator learned was to involve staff early in
the process. He argped that the sooner staff are involved the more likely
they are to support the evaluation process. If staff are not involved early
there is a likelihood that.they will adopt a "wait-and-see" attituae towards
the evaluation project, if not resist it actiwvely. The evaluator maintained
that he believed the wait—and;see attitude was the normal attitude that most

staff would adopt in an evaluation study.

The fourth lesson that the evaluator learned in developing the agency's
evaluation program was that agency goals are frequently ambiguous and un-
- clear. - As a result -he concluded that the goals must be established or re-
viewed early in the process of defining the evaluation study as this would

determine the type of evaluation conducted.

A fifth lesson that the evaluator learned in developing the project was to

determine how the data is to be used prior to it being collected. He

‘
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described a nunber of staff concerns about the use of data as a means of
checking up on staff in the agency. If the evaluator is cautious and de-
termines how the data will be used prior to collecting it, this type of

problem will not occur.

A sixth lesson that the evaluator learned was that evaluators are often
viewed with suspicion. Both the staff and the administrators in an agency
tend to see evaluators as separate from the agency itself. As a result an
A evaluator may feel isdlated in an agency and this isolation is in fact a

real position in which many evaluators find themselves.

The third step that the evaluator describes in this particular repdrt is

the design of the evaluation itself. He noted in this progress report that
the designvof the evaluation program is determined by the definition of
evaluation. As a result in designing an evaluation it is importaﬁt to
have a clear definition of what evaluation means fo the evaluator. There

is a danger for some evaluations to be confused with research which in

fact services another purpose entirely. The evaluator identified evaluation
as a‘program designed to fit the agency's particular neéds for Specific
answers. On the other hand, researgh tends to be an experimental project
designed to test particular hypothéses with or without consideration for the
agency's needs. In additibn, a research project often involves random
assignment of clients and staff to various test groups and adherence to a
strict code of procedures in collecting data. 2An evaluation, on the other
hand, does not involve random assignment of staff or the use of strict
procedures. As a result the evaluator concluded that research and evaluation

are two different activities which must not be confused during the process
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of designing the evaluation.

A second confusién-that‘can arise at the design stage of.the development
of an evaluation project is the cdnfusion that might occur betwéen evalu-
ation and treatment. An evaluator could quickly become confused about ‘the
type of.instruments»that he shogld be developing and result in developing
forms that collect information on' treatment rather than on outcomes. As a
result, it is inporfant that the evaluator identify areas of concern that

\ - .
relate to agency and/or treatment goals rather than to treatment processes.

As a result of the process of designing the evaluation project for Children's
Foundation, the agency evaluator learned another series of valuable leséons.
First he recommends that the evaluator look at the agency information system
to avoid a duplication of unnecessary work. Second, the evaluator should’
keep in mind the agency's needs and not attempt to do more than he can
possibly achieve. A further valuable lesson is that the‘evaluator feels
there is no single truth about evaluation and how it should be done. As a
result the development of his project reflects a process of adjustment,
revision and adaptation for the particular needs of the agency. Finally,
the evaluatbr.learned a valuable lesson to not confuse tieatnént with evalu-
ation in desigﬁing forms. The evaluation program is designed to provide
feedback ‘on what is currently being done as treatment. Treatment, on the
other hand, is the responsibility of the direct service staff. This is

one source of confusion mentioned earlier which is important in the design

of the evaluation project.
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The fourth step that the evaluator at Children's Foundation identifieé is
the»implemEntation of the evaluation design. This step in the evaluation
process involves two processes which are actually doing the evaluation and
providing feedback to staff. The evaluator noteé that it is important to
ensure that staff receive feedback as sdon as possible aboutﬁtherevaluation
project. in addition,_the evaluator at this stageiof the project must
implement the project to collect the data necessary to provide the feedback.
As a result of this process of implementing thé evalﬁétion project, fhe

evaluator leamed a number of further valuable lessons. -

First the evaluator learned that tables and‘graphs are the best way of
providing . feedback to- staff and administrators. The use of significance
testing or statistics is often confusing. A second valuable.lesson is

that- the evaluation data cannot stand on its éwn and is not the final .
judge in the decision making process, but merely an aid. A third important
lesson is that the use of volunteers and'stﬁdents in the evaluation process
has a number of benéficial'aspécts, including correcting and tabulating
data and saving stéff-time and effort.” Finally the evaluator learned that
regular channels of cammunication should be used in implementing an evalua-
ﬁion. If kéy individuals in the agency are bipassed the evaluation may be

dropped or eliminated.

In October, 1978, the evaluator wrote the second report-cited in the re-
search questionnaire developed for this research projéct; As a result,
many of.the items discussed and reviewed in this past féw pages were dis—
cussed in the tiné period betweén the implementation of the evaluation

project and the campletion of the Octcber 17, 1978 report to the board of
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govermors of Children's Fouﬁdation; This report identifies the key issues
of feedback; accountability and cutbacks that were cited in the questionnaire
presented to staff. As a result in reviewing these papers the shift between
vthelinitial'report on the evaluation project and the report completed in
OCtober, 1978 seems slight. However, over this time period the evaluation

- project developed to a stage that the evaluator was able to name very
specifically the concerns that staff had about the evaluation project. As
a result by Octobér, 1978, this researcher belieyed'that tﬁe evaluator was
able to more clearly identify staff ooncerns and issues about the evaluation
prOject'without‘fear of creating a great deal of staff anxiety about evalua-
tion. As a reSult.the“queStionnaire'developed py this researcher attempted
to separate the two time periods of 1977 andfl978 to determine if, in fact,

staff feelings about evaluation at these two times did change significantly.

In this report the evaluator describes four benefits that were obtained
through the introduction and ‘discussion of ongoing evaluation in the agency.
First the introduction of program evaluation to staff allowed staff to be
involved in the definition of what evaluation meant to them and the agency.
Second, the introduction of program evaluation allowed staff to discuss
their oconcerns as they saw them about evaluation. Third, the introduction
of program evaluation to the agency encouraged staff to review agency
goals. A final benefit of the introduction of program evaluation was the

discussions that occurred about the data collection methods.

The discussion about goals was particularly beneficial to the agency since
it revealed at times how ambiquous and unclear the goals were. As a result

many staff benefitted through these discussions while learning more about
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b ehavioural philosophy and the treatment goals and priorities of the agency.
In addition a number of the agency's goals were re-examined, which was

)
overdue as a result of the shift from long-term to short-term care at the

agency.

- As a beginning the agency evaluator identified two particular focuses for
the evaluation program. First the staff were interested in knowing how
families were-doing~after‘diécharge from the agency. Second, staff wanted
to obtain more feedback on how these families were doing as an aid to
future case planning with clients. As a fesult of these staff concemns
the evaluator began looking at the information system that existed in the
agency to determine what information currently existed that would assist
in answering these two staff concerns. As a result the evaluator realized
that the agency was collecting nothing systematically that could be used
for the evaluation-prdject. Consequently, the evaluator was able to develop
a new recording technique that would address the specific needs of the
agency and the staff involved. This recording technique involved the de~
velopment of the three questionnaires which are administered at specific
times during the family's involvement at the Children's Foundation.v As a
result of the introduction of program evaluation to this agency, the
agency was able to review its goals and priorities and establish a method

for systematic recording of case record data.

Overall these collected papers record the gradual developnent.of the evalu-
ation program at Children's Foundation. Through an analysis of these papers
it is possible to see how the evaluation project gradually developed to its

present form. As a result of this analysis it is also possible to develop a



309

greater understanding of some of the dynamics measured by this research

project and their implications for other evaluations.

The five variables identified by this researcher in tne problem definition
section of this project are useful tools for understanding the impect that
evaantien.has on an agency. Each of these variables describes an area of
concern for an evaluator who is attempting to involve staff in an evaluation
project. Consequently, it is useful to examine each of these variables

individually.
a. Resistance

As hypothesized this research project demonstrates that staff resistance to
the introduction of the evaluation project at Children's Foundation varied

by occupational group. The conclusions that may be reached from these
findings are that each occupational group at an agency being evaluated must

be considered in implementing the evaluation project. The results of this
research project indicate thet the child care staff were less supportive of
the evaluation project and therefore felt more threatened by it. Consequently
an evaluator, in addressing the question of staff resistance, must consider
carefully the impact that the project will have on staff. If the evaluator
hopes to involve steff in the project, it is important to consider their

views on evaluation.

The literature on loss and change suggests that individuals are resistive
to change in their lives. The impact of this resistance to change on

evaluation research can be important. It can mean the difference between
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a cooperative and inVolvea staff and a resistive and hostile staff. 1In

the case of Children's Foundation, the analysis of the feports by the
evaluatbr during the development of the program indicate that staff certainly
raised a number of concems about the evaluation prcject. Consequently it

is possible to conclude that the results identified by this fesearch project

campare favourably with the experiences of the evaluator.

In his:progress reports the evaluator frequently identifies staff oconcems
about loss of job, the impact of the evaluation and the misuse of evaluation
to make changes or terminate staff. In addition a number of the reports
identified staff's fear about the impact that evaluation would have on their

jobs and the agency.
b. Commnitment

As hypothesized commitment represents the opposite reaction to resistance
and involves staff willingness to participate in the evaluation project.

If an evaluator hopes to have staff committed to a project and willing to
support it, he must ensure that staff becare involved aﬁd are involved in

the development Qf the project.

At the Children's Foundation where the evaluator séent a great deal of time
involving child cére staff in the develcpment of the evaluation project,
this researcﬁ project reveals that their level of commitment to the project
was less than that of their supervisors. Consequently.commitment is an
important concept to consider in dewvelcdping and implementing an evaluation

project. Since the staff are ultimately involved in how the project evolves,
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their participation or lack of participation in the project can affect

the reésults. This concept is therefore useful in considering the imple-
mentation of any evaluation project. The results of this research project
demonstrate that the child care staff were less committed to the evaluatiqn

project than their supervisors.

In his research reports, the evaluator does not specifically refer to any
occupational groups, but he aoes identify the issue of involving staff in

the evaluation project. In his research report titled "Introducing Program
Evaluation to an Agency: Reflections on a Process", the evaluator identified
the importance of invoiving staff early in the process. ﬁe indicates that
this early involvement will determine whether or not staff "wait-and-see"

hqw the project develops or whether they actively resist the evaluation
project. He concludes that early involvement of staff will determine
whether or not staff support the evaluation project. This, of course, will

affect their comitment to evaluation.
c. Discussion

This research préject also demonstrates that staff perceptions about the
discussions that occurred at Children's Foundation varied by occupational
group. Again, the concept of open discussion is an important consideration
for any evaluator who is attempting to encourage staff to discuss issues
and contribute towards the development of the evaluation project. 2n
important part of this discussion which the evaluator identifies in his
report of September, 1978, is the discussion about how the data is to be

used once it is collected. It is at this stage that staff may reveal a
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numnber of their fears about the way data will be used. Consequently the
evaluator at the agency concluded that discussion was useful in determining
the goals of the evaluation project and in allaying staff fears about the

use of the data.

d. Need
\

The concept of need is another important consideration in the implementation
of an evaluation program. This research project demonstrates that staff
viewed the need for the evaluation project differently. The occupational
status of the staff member apparently affects his view of the evaluation
project and its need. This research project demonstrated that the responses
of child care staff and supervisory-staff about the need for the evaluation
project differed significantly. Once again, in his progress reports, the
agency evaluator identified a number of staff concerns that were important
in detemmining staff perceptions as to the need for the project. In his
very first report to the staff the evaluator idenfified three specific needs
which included information on families after discharge, discussion around
goals and priorities of the agency and improving services. These needs
specifically seem to have been raised by staff members themselves. As a
resulf in the Children's Foundation staff seemed to perceive the heed for
the evaluation project. What this research project has identified is that
the perception of need may vary from one occupational group to another and
that any evaluator must consider the occupational groupé in working with
the concept of need. In addition, fhe agency evaluator noted in his report
"Introducing Program Evaluation to an Agency: Reflections on a Process",

that motivation for evaluation studies varies with individuals. As a result
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the awareness of staff as to the need for an evaluation project may also
vary. Consequently in developing a program of evaluation for any agency
an evaluator must take into consideration the perceived need for the

evaluation program from staff.
e. Involvement

This concept contributes to the understanding of the impact that evaluation
has on different occupational groups at an agency. This research project
has demonstrafed that staff perceptions as to the degree to thch they were
involved in the evaluation project at Children's Foundation varied by
occupational group. Once this concept is recognized as important, any

evaluator can encourage staff to becare involved in the evaluation project.

In workipg with the agency, the agency evaluator learned another valuable
lesson which he recorded in his report "Reflections on :a Process". He
stated that it was important to involve staff’earLy in the evaluation
process if the evaluator wants to have staff support or at least adopt a
"wait-and-see" stance vis a vis the evaluation project. Unless the evaluator
does so, .the agency evaluator believes that staff will actively oppose the
introduction of program evaluation. In addition in this same report the
evaluator notes that evaluators are often viewed with suspicion by both
staff and administrators. As a result staff involvenent in the development
of the evaluation project can assist in reducing fhis suspiciousness on the .
part of staff. A final important considération in involving staff is that
vstaff can be helpful in designing the evaluation project and determining

~what specific aspects of the agency need to be evaluated.
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f. Time Analysis

Finally the analysis of these five variables over time suggests that the
differences in staff perceptions about the evaluatiqn project on each
of these five 'variables does not decrease over time. The occupational
grouping of one particular staff. n‘emberA still:appears to influence his
or her opinions aboUtveach of these variables over time. When these con-
clusions are considered in the light of the literature and the reports
prepared by the agency evaluator, their implications to the field of

program evaluation are even more significant.

In reviewing the literature reports from the agency evaluator, it. appeared
that staff involvement and resistance and camitment to the evaluation pro-.
ject reduced ovér time. The evaluator was able to make more specific
statements with regard to the nature of the evaluation program at the .
agency. As a result this res'efacher assumed that this more open stance on
the part of the evaluator>represented his ability to be more forth?:ight
with the issues addressing the staff. As a result, this researcher assumed
that the reports as they developed over time reflected the ability of the
evaluator to name the issues facing the agency more specifically without

contributing to excessive paranoia in the staff.

Unfértunately the results in the time analyéis presented by this research
project' -do not seem to support this conclusion. 'It appears that staff
occupational categories continue to influence their views of evaluation
projects. As a result it does not appear in comparing _the two different

time periods that staff concerns about the. evaluation project reduced.
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As noted in the analysis of these particular dynamics, these conclusions

are very tentative since this project is both retrospective and attempts

to compare staff recollections at two different points in time. In addition,
the questions asked staff and used for this comparison afe different at each
point in time. Consequently, the comparison between these two points in time
are comparisons on different:questions asked at the same specific time, i.e.
the group interviews. However, despite these methodological problems, the
assumption that staff attitudes over time would ameliorate and that occu-

pational differences would no longer exist cannot be supported.

g. Issues from the Literature

The vast literature review suggests several important aieas that any evalu-
ator must consider in developing and implementing program evaluation. All
of these issues must be considered in the light of this research project
and its findings on staff differential responses to the introduction of an
evaluative program at this agency. Consequently this research project con-
siders some of the major issues raised in the literaturé review in light

of the findings df'this research report.

The first question is the use of evaluative‘findings in the decision making
process. The authors reviewed in the literature survey strongly suggest that
the question of decision.making is an rmportant issue for any evaluation
project. Not only should the evaluator consider the decision making process
in designing the evaluation project, but he should also consider the needs
of the agency persomel or decision makers for data to support decisions.

This is important if the evaluator wishes to see the results of his evaluative
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study used. If the evaluation project is to be used to make decisions,

the impact that these decisions have on staff must also be considered. The
authors who describe the use of e&aluation for senior level decision making
in an agency overlook some of the implications of such decisions to staff
working below these decision makers. While Wildavsky describes.the ideal
self-evaluative organization, this ideal does not yet exist. Consequently
the impact that evaluation has on decision making is important for all staff.
Wildavsky'sreview of the ideal organization presents an accurate picture of-
tbe-type of organization that one ﬁight expect whefe evaluation occurs as a
routihe._ He mentions staff ability to cope with change, the continuous
review of agency goals; and the quasi-allegiance of the evaluator who is

. prepared to abandon the agency and its‘goals in favour of pursuing more
accurate data collection for: the decision making process. Such an agency
would obviously flourish dn change and staff would have to be able to cope

with the: constant routine of change.

In copsidering implementihg an evaluation study of any agency, the evaluator
must therefore be aware of the impact that his evaluation will have on lower
echelon staff. This research project suggests that on those variables
studied, the views of different occupational categories within an agency
differ with respect to an evaluation project. Consequently it is equally
obvious that where an evaluation project is aimed at décision making, staff
views on the types of decisions to be made will also vary. This will affect

all five dimensions studied by this research process.

Where staff feel alienated fram the decision making process or the evaluation
process, their resistance to or comitment to the evaluative effort will be

‘problematic. The findings of this research study suggest that since different
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occupational groups have different views on evaluation, an evaluation pro-
cess, which is designed to make specific decisions, will undoubtedly gener-
ate a great deal of staff anxiety. Staff may be extremely resistive to

the evaluative process or may nhot be willing to commit the time and effort
to collecting the data necessary for the evaluation project. Their per-—
ceptions as to the need for the project will differ from those of their
managers or decision makers. Their sense of their involvement in the
evaluation proéess will_also vary. Finally, the ability of staff to
“discuss the évaluation,process will vaiy. While the evaluator may feel k
that staff are raising all the issues related to an evaluation projéct,
staff views on this will vary according to their occupational status in the
agency. . It is therefore not a great leap in logic to assume that the degree
to which staff are Willing‘to discuss a project openly will vary according
to their occupational category. As a result; the impact that staff can have
on an evaluation'process is likely as great as thé impact that any evalu-

ative study may have on the staff.

Anbther theme presented in the literature is the process of project design
and the formative research process. The material that Leonard Rutman presents
- suggests a process for designing an evaluation pfoject. The findings of

this research project underline the importance of this process and the need
to examine the agency not only from all thsical and operative aspects but
also from the Variousboccupational group views of the agency. An evaluator
must. not only deal with the stated goals of the agency and his purpose for
evaluatiﬁg, but he nmsf also deal with its latent or unstated goals.
Similarly the evaluator must riot only consider the sﬁpervisory Oor management

views of the agency and its goals, but must also be prepared to review its
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goals through thé e&es of same of the lower echelon staff. Since these
views are different, it is important for the evaluator £o consider these
divergent views of the agency prior to implementing an evaluation pchess;
Both the results of this research project and the reports prepared by the
agency evaluator suppdrt and elaborate on this process. Staff must be
involved in the evaluation process if the evaluatdr‘hopes to obtain staff

support for the evaluation.

The findings of this research project alsc have same im@lications for
Frances Ricks' "chart of readiness". The readinesé of staff to evaluate
is'an important aspect éf this particular chart. In this agency there were
two sets of clinicians, both of whom were likely at different stéges of
‘readiness to evaluate since their views on the evaluation project differed.
Conseqﬁently, their views on the benefits of the evaluation, motives for
evaluation and their invoivement in the evaluation process all differed.
Similarly, these different views on the impleﬁentation of this agency's
evaluation process affect thé type of evaluative effort possible in an
agency. Consequently, in considering the area of clinician readiness or
even administrative, political or organizational stability, the evaluator
must look at what levels of staff or what occupational gfoups might be
afféctedlby the evaluation prodess. This is an important consideration in

implementing any evaluation project.

As a final conclusion it is possible to state that the impact of evaluation
varies according to each occupational group at the agency. This research
project has demonstrated that different occupational groups have different

s

feelings and views about evaluation. These views should be considered in
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the implementation of any evaluation project in the agency. No matter how
positively staff appear to view a change program, it is possible to see that
these views differ significantly from one '6CCLlpational group to another and
that these differences can affect the outcame of the evaluation project
depending upon how staff reépond to the proj’ect. As a result, one of the
lessons learﬁed by the agency evaluator in this particular case study

cann'ot. be understated. "Involve staff early in the process ....". 5 This
clearly ié a cardinal rule for the evaluation of any agency. It is, however,

understated. since it is important to involve staff from the different occu-

pational groups in order to ensure the success of the evaluative effort.
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CHAPTER IV:

DATA ANALYSIS OF CASE: RECORD MATERTAL

A. Probler Definition

Chapter I sumarizes the work of Michel Hersen and David H. Barlow on
single-case experirmental designs. Thése authoré prdvide the second focus
of this research project which is the analysis of the data that Children's
Foundation have collected as a result of their evaluation project over the
last five years. In their book, the authors provide some of the arguments
for approaching this data at a single-case level. A further review of
single-case experimental designs provides a more complete explanation for
the adoption of a single-case approach in the analysis of the data in this

research report.

This section of this research project proposes to change the previous data
analysis techniques of the evaluation project from a comparative, parametric
statistical ﬁeasure to a single—cése,‘non—parametric measure. This researcher
feels that single-case analysis offers the agency more valuable information
on their clients than comparative desigﬁs do. As a result, this researcher
agreed to take the pre-existing data collected by agency staff and formulate

a single-case analysis for that data. The analysis of this data is based
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on the work of Hersen and Barlow in conjunction with additional theories
underlying nonparametric statistics. While these particular areas of data
analysis are more fully explored in the literature survey in this part of
this research project, it is useful here to summarize a few of the
articles that provide the basis for this approach to the Children's

Foundation data.

In analyzing the data for Children's Foundation, it is important to recog-
vnize that this data represents repeated measures on the same individuals
or clients. As a result the single-case approach involves an analysis of
repeated-measures on the same clients. The Children's Foundation evalua-
tion project has adopted a repeated-measures design in its data collection

approach to evaluation.

Lester C. Shine and Samel M. Bower provide same of the best arguments for
the use of statistical analysis in single-case designs. In their article
they indicate that the conflict between single-subject and multisubject
research centres arouﬁd whether or not statistics are useful in single-
subject research. They cite a number of authors who have taken opposite
sides of this controversy in an attempt to demonstrate the use or inapplic-
ability of statistical analysis in single-subject research. In the view of
these authors, the analysis of variance is an acceptable statistical tech-
nique for single-subject research. As a result they present a number of
the arguments in favour of, the use of anélysis of variance or ANOVA in

single-subject research.

The authors argue that the standard ANOVA test can be used for single-

subject design. The only significant difference in this particular approach
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to research is that instead of repeated measures on a group of subjects,
the researcher is taking repeated measures on a single subject. In single-
éubject design the only difference is that the repeated measures are being
taken on an individual. The authors also note that standard repeated
measures' designs allow for the fact that researchers do take repeated
measures on the same group of subjects. To allow for the effects of re-
peated measures the group researcher introduces a random factor which is

designed to "absorb any correlation between paired colums of measures on

subjects".'

1 In other words, in standard group studies the researchers

commonly allow for the effects of repeated measures by having a group of

samples on which the repeated measures are taken. The assumption is that
the effects of repeated measures will vary from subject to subject and

that this variance will be averaged out through the group statistical

analysis of all subjects.

The authors argue that in their view the single-subject is viewed as a
"response generator" in which the responses of the individual "to a particulér

stimulus are statistically independent and normally distributed about a central

response value".., As a result the authors feel that in single-subject re-

2
search the effects of taking repeated measures may be assured to be negligible.

As.a result they go on to discuss four of the major objections to single-subject

research and their assumption that repeated measures will not affect a
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subject's response.

The authors describe the first objection to this assumption relates to

the belief that a subject's possible responses to a treatment may be
correlated to his response to the same treatment at a later time. They
argue, however, that it is well known that any subject's response to a
stimulus situation will vary at random around "a central response Value“.3
This variation may be due to different psychological variables, perceptual
differences or physiological variables. For a single-subject, thus, simi-
lar effects may occur at random over time. It is therefore reasonable to
assume that the effects of reéeated measures on a single-subject can be
equated to the effects of repeated measures on any group of subjects which

will average out over time.

The second and third objections to the assumptions that a single-subject's
response to stimuli are independent relate to the belief that there may be
a correlation between the colums of data or rows of data under one treat-
ment and those same colums or rows under a second treatment. Once again
‘the authors arqgue that when one assumes that the individual's responses
are statistically independent it is possible to demonstrate that the
independence of these responses will not affect the significance of the

outcomes under repeated measures.

Finally the authors review the objection that there may be an interaction
between treatments and trials. The authors note that the learning process
is a sequential process and that the response values under one treatment
ocondition cannot be equated to the exact response values under a similar

]
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but second treatment period. The authors state that it is possible to
counter the effects of this learning process through the introduction of
an "error term". This error temm will allow for the effects of repeated
measures on individuals. The authors note that "the main effects for
trials change slowly from one trial to the next".4 To account for this
slow change it is possible to introduce "a modified error term for testing
effects".5
As a result of their arguments the authors feel that the use of single-
subject design is an appropriate experimental technique. The problems
encountered by single-subject design are similar to problems encountered
.in group designs where repeated measures are taken on the same subjects.
It is possible, the authors feel, to demonstrate that single-subject de-

sign can provide valuable information on the effects of treatment.

Donald T.Campbell and Julian C. Stanley provide the concept of time series
experiments. They define time series designs as designs where periodic
measurements of a group or an individual are taken. During these measures
or observation periods experimental treatment is administered which results
in a differentiation between the measurements taken before and after the-

introduction of this treatment.

As indicated earlier the Children's Foundation is not using a trué time
series design but is using the repeated measurement techniques. As a

result, what Campbell and Stanley have to say about time series designs
is useful in addressing some Of the problems that repeated-measures de-

signs face. Conseguently it is worth reviewing these particular arguments
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A
keeping in mind that Children's Foundation is not using a true time-

series design.

The authors note that the experimental design typified by the time-series
experiment was the basis of much early experimental exploration in the
physical sciences and in biology in the early nineteenth century. Scien-
tists tended to note changes in the weights of objects or in the behaviours
of subjects after the introduction of an experimental technique. As a
result of the introduction of the.experimental technique scientists observed
changes in the subject being studied. In these circumstances the researcher
would make a supposition about the effect of the experimental technique on

the. subject.

In their article Campbell and Stanley address some of the factors affecting
the validity of this particular type of experimental design. They note that
one of the problems of the time-series experiment is that it is impossible to
control for the effects of history on the subjects being studied. In other
words, changes that are observed before and after the introduction of thé\
experimental ﬁechnique could equally be'claimed to be the results of events
that have occﬁrred in the normal life cycle of the subject. This change-
producing event occurred between the observation before the introduction of
the experimental technicque and the observation after the experirmental tech-
nique.. In other words, one of the problems of the internal validity of this
type of research study is that the changes could in fact be as a result of

events outside the experimental design.

In Children's Foundation, history is an important consideration in deter-

mining the effectiveness of the program at Children's Foundation. Since the
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child has continuous contact with his family on weekends and through family
sessions it is important to consider any changes in the family that’may
occur between the probes administered at the Foundation. For example, in
some 'cases the family is reconstituted between the time that the initial
probes are corpleted and the time that subsequent or final probes are con-
pleted. 1In a number of cases parents haﬁe separated or re-coupled during
the time period that the child and family are receiving treatment from the
Children's Foundation. These represent significant changes in the family's
life history and obviously will affect the child's behaviour in the family.
Consequently it is important to consider the effects of history on a child's

behaviour at the Children's Foundation.

History is a threat to the validity of inferences that can be made about
céusal effects. However, in view of the chronicity éf the problem being
experienced by the subjects in this study it is most irmplausible that a
sudden run of good luck would happen to coincide with the period-of treatment.
Consequently it is possible to conclude that changes observed in the clients
are not due to history effects. Therefore most, if not all sicde effects can

be consicdered part of the treatment variable.

A second interference with the time-series design is the effect of matura-
tion that occurs auring the periodic measurements of the individual or the
. group. As a reéult of the simple process of maturing or growing more
adult-like or independent, the conlusions that are reached in time-series
designs aré equally subjec£ to distortiqn. The only counter balancing
argument against the use §f maturation as an alternative explanation for

changes in behaviour is that it is not a smooth and regular process.
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Consequently, a sudden change in behaviour as a result of maturation could

occur at any point during the time-series design. Therefore it could occur
equally as frequently before the intfoduction of any experimental treatment
as it could after or during the introduction of the experimental treatment.
BAs a result the effects of maturation on a time-series design can be mini-

mized to the extent that éne would expect it to occur by chance at any

point during the time-series experiment.

Once again, the effects of maturation on a child's behaviour could be sig-
nificant. The degree to whiéh a chiid's behaviour changes through the
sirple maturation process may be significant. As a result, in considering
the results from the Cﬁildren's Foundation care has to be taken to consider
the effects that maturation may have on the child's behaviour, both at home

V and at Children's Foundation.

Another threat to the internal.validity of such an experirent is the effect
of testing on.the subjects. However, the authors note that one would expect
testing to affect the subjects at each of the observational veriods if the
subject is aware that observation is occurring. In this case, however,
testing is part of the assessment and treatment of the family. It is in-
tended to provide an oppoftunity for stocktaking which will likely show
improvements. Instrumentation, on the other hand, refers to changes in the
method of measuring, observing or scoring a particular individual's response
fo an experimental treatment. These changes in scores or measuremrents may
be confused with natural changes in’behéviour. Thus, if a researcher is not
careful in ensuring‘that testing and instrumentation threats are removed

from the experimental'design, it is possible to confuse the effects of these
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two variables with the actial effects of the experimental treatment.

These two procedures represent significant threats to the validity of the
Children's Foundation results. First, the question of the effects of re-
peated testing on the results of those tests is a primary concern. Since
the parents and the child continue to complete the Same test instruments
there is a qﬁestion as to the effects of repeated testing on the outcomes
of those teSté. Although the tests are campleted several months apart and
in some cases perhaps as much as a year apart, the question as to the effects
of repeated testing on the results is stiil insignificant. Since the probes
that parents corplete are the only sources of data currently used by the
Children's Foundation in their evaluation project, the reliabiiity of these
results is a serious question. Consequently, it is important for Children's
Foundation to be able to address to sane degree the effects of repeated

testing or test outcames.

A further threat to the internal validity of such a design is what the
authors refer to as regression effects. Ry regression effects the authors
refer to situations were the particular client or study group has been
selected on the basis of its extreme scores 1n one particular area of
functioning. As a result it might be expected that these extreme scores
would regress or change simply as a result of time lapse. 2Again at
Children's Foundation statistical regression may be a serious concern for
the evaluation project. Certainly the chiidren who are admitted to
Children's Foundation are selected on the basis of extreme behaviours. As
a result there may be a tendency for-these children or their families to

demonstrate sare degree of statistical regression or amelioration of their
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extreme behaviour towards more normal and acceptable behaviour. This may
pe a more difficult area for Chiidren‘s Foundation to address in the evalua-

tion project. ' \

Finally, the chances that individuals may drop out or self-select out of a
time-series design can be minimized by ensuring that the study group is
based on single members of the group. Thus, the mortality rate would not
affect the outcome since the outcomes would not be listed as products of

the overall group. If the researcher attempts to provide an overall
measurerent of a group's response to a particular experimental design,

then absenteeiSm; quitting or replacement of missing subjects by new

subjects will definitely affect the overall outcome of the research pro-
ject. It could be expected that those who do disappear during the process

of é time-series deéign could be expressing negative reactions to the ex-
periméntal treatment or might be withdrawing as a result of other factors
unrelated to the experimental treatment. However, it is important under
these circumstances where group camparisons are being attempted to note

why individuals withdraw as this may be a direct reflection on the experiment-—
al treatment itself. A researcher may obtain results that reflect positively
on a program while in fact the people who really require the particular
treatment have withdrawn fromAthe program. VWhen a researcher considers the
individuals who stay in the program and those who withdraw, the true effect- .

iveness of the program may become more apparent and may appear less effective.

Again, the effects of experimental mortality are important for Children's
Foundation. 2 number of clients fail to corplete the probes or withdraw

from treatment prior to the treatment contract being carpleted. These
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| individuals have not been studied by the Children's Foundation since data
is not available on them. Consequently, it is important to consider what
patterns of withdrawal emerge since this will reflect the true effectiveness

of the program.

Campbell and Stanley review sorme of the threats to the external validity_of
a research project. Again, the external validity of any research project
reflects the ability of a researcher to generalize his findings from one
aroup to the population as a whole. Uhile the Children's Foundation evalua-
tion project is not attempting to make generalized staterents about the
implications of its findings from its evaluation project to any other popu-
lation, it is important to consider some of the factors that the authors
identify since it will affect any descriptive comparisons that may be

drawn between different units at Children's Foundation or between single

and two-parent families. The authors claim that if the researcher is hoping
to use a time-series design then the researcher must specify in advance the
relationship he expects to find between the introduction of the experimental
variable and the manifestation of some effect of reaction to this variable.
Thus, if the experirentor feels that a delay in response to the experimental
treatment will occur, then it is important to specify this in advance of
the treatment. Otherwise,lit will be impossible to generalize the effects
of the treatment without being aware of the fact that the response time will
be delayed. If the researcher is not able to specify this in advance then a
particularly effective treatment might be disregarded simply because the
researcher is unaware that there will be this delay in response time. He
may erroneously conclude on the basis of no response that the experimental

. treatment is ineffective.
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The first threat to external validity which is a concern for Children's
Foundation Campbell and Stanley refer to as the reactivé or interaction
effect of testing. The authors are referring to the tendency of pre-tests
to increase or decrease an iﬁdiVidual's sensitivity to an experimental
treatment.l The individual learns what appropriate answers may be required
* on the questionnaires. In this situation the observed differences between
the pre-test and subsequent tests may be as a result of the individual's

reactive effects to testing.

Again, this reactive effect is important to the Children's Foundation
evaluation project since the same instruments are used on three or>four
different bccasions: While this particular research project is not attempt-
ing to make comparisons between the results of Children's Foundation and
any other organization, it is important to consider the reactive effects of
repeated testing since the same instruments are used a nurber of times by
the Foundation. In addition, the Children's Foundation may have been in-
terested in originally designing the evalﬁation project in a statistical
comparison between the effectiveness of their program and other programs.
If, in fact, the threat of closure motivated the Children{s‘Foundation to
introduce evaluation to demonstrate the effectiveness of its program, then
the impact of any threats to external validity is to reduce the apparent
effectiveness of the program. By failing to control for the threats to
external validity, the ability of the agency evaluator to generalize his
findings to other agenciés or make camparisons between thé»findings of the

evaluation project and the results of other agencies is limited.
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A second threat to externmal validity which is impor£ant to the Children's
Foundation is the effect of multiple-treatment interference. This particular
issue is problematic for single-case and repeated measurement designs. The
question is what effect prior treatment has on the individual. However,
there is also a concern about the effect of previous treatments that the
family or the child may have received from other agencies prior to coming
to Children's Foundation. The effects of these treatments may not be eras-
able and the impact that previous therapists had on the family or family
functioning may determine the degree to which the farily appears to improve
br hot improve in treatment at the Children's Fouﬁdation. It is indeed
possible that the children that arrive at Chidlren's Foundation are in fact
the 'last chance' children or families. In other words, these families may
have been offered all altefnatives that seem feasibly possible and Children's
Foundation may be the last stop in a search for appropriate services. This
has irplications for the eventual outcomes of treatment. If, in fact, the '
Children's Foundation is dealing with children who have failed at many other
treatment programs, then it may be expected that the results that Children's
Foundation obtains may be low simply because of the nature of the difficult
population that the Foundation works with. In this particular case it may
not be surprising to find a low sucéess rate in the families with which the
Foundation works. In addition, the family may also be :eceiving other
treatments outside what is happening at the Children's Foundation through
regular contact with their own social worker, for example. Once again, the
treatment that the family receives through other sources may confuse the
treatment goals that the Foundation is wofking towards. As a result it is

important to consider what the effects of prior treatment are.
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The inmportance of these items to the internal and external validity of any
research program are Numerous. The failure to control for these variables
creates problems for a researcher in claiming thatAthe"changes in behaviour
are as a direct reéﬁlt of the treatment that the family receives. Secondly,
a researcher will not be able to state categorically that the same treatment
will produce similar results in another population. Unless a researcher
makes every effort to control for these particular threats, his ability to
make general statements about the effectiveness of his treatment and how it

can be applied in other situations is seriously limited.

Another area of concern is the instrumentation effects. This is perhaps the
more serious of the two procedures involved in the administration of tests
since the unstrurentation of the test can easily change from one probe to
the other. Perhaps the most significant conoern is the manner in which the
questionnaires are completed at each probe. Since the same family counsellor
may or may not be conducting the completion of the questionnaires there is a
serious concern over the manner in which these questionnaires are explained
to parents and in which parents complete these questionnaires. Since the
questionnaires are completed at such extensive time intervals there is a
distinct possibility that the original family counsellor may have resigned
and moved on to a new job, so that subsequent probes are being conducted by
a different family counsellor. In addition, the probes are completed in
different environments and as a result under different environmental influ-
ences, i.e. at the agency or at home, supervised by a family counsellor and
unsupervised. Consequently, the question of instrumentation is a serious
concern in the interpretation of the results that the Children's Foundation

obtains from the cormpletion of these probes.
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Another threat to. the internal validity of any study is statistical re-

gression. Campbell and Stanley describe statistical regression as a situ-
ation in which groups who are studied are selected for study on the basis
of their extreme scores in one particular area of behaviour. As a result
of their extreme scores there may be a tendency for this type of individual
to regress towards more normal behaviour. This change in behaviour can.

then be confused with the effects of the experimental treatment.

The time-series design presents particular problems for tests of significance.
The authors note that generally tests of significance assurme that there is
little or no relationship between the various measurement points in an experi-
ment. However, the touble with time-series designs is that it is not possible
to assert that the observational periods or measurements taken between ob-

servations are independent measurements.

The authors address the queétion raised by Shine and Bower earlier. The
problem of independence in statistical tests is a problem for researchers
who use tirme-series designs or who are making repeated measures. As inci-
cated earlier, however, Shine and Bower feel that the measurements taken on
a group or an individual are allowed for in the analysis and therefore
statistical tests are available for assessing the significance of the re-
search findings. The dependence of data in repeated measures is allowed for
in calculating error variance. In the view of Shine and Bower even non-
parametric statistics are not necessarily required techniques since they
still arqgue that the observations obtained through a repeated measures or
time-series design can be assumed to be independent of each other and that

there are means of building in ways of accommodating for any correlation



336-

that might exist between the observation periods.

The problem addressed by this researcher in the plan of analysis of this
research project was to develop a statistical test for the analysis of the
data collected by Children's Foundation. The resolution of this problem
involved consideration of the type of experimental desion that the Children's
Foundation evaluation project assumed. By viewing it as a repeated measures
design in Which measuremrents were taken at four different times during the
treatrent process, this researcher was able to resolve the problem of which
statistical test to use. The Children's Foundation takes measurements at
intake, transfer to Access, at discharge and six months after discharge, or
the follow-up measure. This research technique looks suspiciously iike a
time-series design, but it is in fact a repeated measures design. The
Children's Foundation has made no attempt to provide control or non-treated
groups for comparison. Consequently, the data they are collecting represents
a series of Qbservations on the same group of individuals or the same indi-
vidual. This is a repeated measures design with all its inherent problems
of establishing significance of the measures ofvchanqe that are obtained.

As .a result the repeated measures design faces many of the same problems

as the time-series design described by Campbell and Stanley.

To resolve the question of which statistical test to use in the analysis

of the Children's Foundatibn data, this researcher decided to opt for a non-
parametric test of significance. Robert Johnson provided some support for
,‘this decision in his brief description of the characteristics of non-parametric
statistical tests. He described non-parametric tests as tests that are

generally known as "distribution free tests".6 Johnson notes that non-pararetric
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statistics, as opposed to parametric statistics, do not make assumptions
about the distribution of the parent population. On the other hand, para-
metric tests tend to rely on assumptions about the‘paxent population and its
'distribution across the normal curve or around a centfal limit. Non-
parametric tests, on the other hand, make fewer aésumntions about the dis-
tribution of the sam@le population and do ﬁot depend as much upon the concept

of parent population distribution.

Most of the statistical procedures that

we have studied in this book are known

as parametric methods. . For a statistical

procedure to be parametric, we either

assume that the parent population was at

least approximately normally distributed

or we relied on the Central Limit Theorum :
to give us a normal approximation.7

Since non-parametric tests place fewer restrictions on the type of material
required to make judgments about a population, these types of tests are
better used with the Children's Foundation data where it is not possible to
make any assumptions about the nature of the distribution of this population.
Non-pararetric tests have the additional benefits of being easier to apply
in providing analyses of the sample population. Despite these differences,
Johnson notes that non-parametric statistical tests are only slightly less
efficient than the more routiné parametric tests. Consequently, this re-
searcher cpted for non-parametric statistical analysis since it did not
require any assunptions about the nature of the popuiation being studied

or about the nature of the population's distribution around the variables
being studied. Non—parametfic methods seem to offer the greatest opportunity
of achieving accurate results from the data collected by the Children's

Foundation.



338

FOOTNOTES

CHAPTER IV

A. Problem Definition

1. Lester C. Shine and Daniel M. Bower, "A One-Way Analysis of Variance

’ for Single-Subject Designs". Educational and Psychological Measurement,
Volurme 31, 1971, p. 106

2. IBID., p. 107

3. IBID., p. 108

4. IBID., p. 110

5. IBID., p. 113

6. Robert R. Johnson, Elementary Statistics. Duxbury Press, Massachusetts,
1976, p. 513 :
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B. Plan of Analysis of Case Record Data

As part of the evaluation project at Children's Foundation, the agency
evaluator developed a series of questionnaires to be administered to the
children and their parents involved in the Children's Foundation program.
The purpose of these questionnaires was obvious. For any evaluation to be
done, it was necessary to take some measurements. Since the initial thrust
of the evaluation attempted to analyze the outcome and the effectiveness
of the program, it was obvious that measurements of the problems that
families face when they come to Children's Foundation were necessary.
Consequently the agency evaluator‘developed three questionnaires which
families complete. These questionnaires provide the basic data for
neasuremeﬁt of change in families and for the measurement of the effective-

ness of the program at Children's Foundation.

The initial concern of the staff at Children's Foundation was to obtain
information on how families were doing after discharge from the Foundation.

Consequently the questionnaires were designed to obtain information on how
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families were doing after discharge. The agency evaluator quickly recog-
nized that in order to measure ¢hange in families it was also necessary to
take measurements on families when they first arrived at the agency. This
provided a measurement against which to make camparisons from future
measurements. As a résult, the agency evaluator decided to administer the
questionnaires to families four times during .their involvement with the _
Foundation and after the child's discharge. Each questiomnaire is referred
to as a probé and is designed to measure a variety of behaviours and atti-
tudes that parents and children have about themselves when they come to
the Foundation. These qgestionnaires are subsequently used to demonsti:ate
progress that families have made during treatment, and to measure the
degree to which families are able to maintain their improved or changed

behaviour patterns after discharge.

The questionnaires are administered at three specific occasions during
the time that the family and child are directly involved with the
Children's Foundation. First, the family is asked to camplete a
questionnaire at intake. This measurement provides the Foundation

with baseline measures as to the specific problems that the family sees
in the child. Subsequent measures are taken some months later when the

. child is transferred to 'the Access program. Finally, a third probe or

- series of questionnaires is administered at discharge. These three seriés
of probes provi_de' the Foundation with the measurement of progress that
the family has made during the time that it is working with the Child-

ren's Foundation. These probes should demonstrate significant
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improvement in the child's behaviour from the time that the child and
family are seen at intake to the time that the child and family are seen

at discharge.

In addition a fourth probe is mailed to the family six months after the
child has been discharged from the Foundation. The purpose of this probe
is to measure.the degree to which families are able to maintain their new
problem solving behaviours after discharge. 1In addition to the fourth
probe is a client satisfaction questionnaire which is mailed with the
three origihal questionnaires. The obyious purpose of this questionnaire
is to see to what degree families were satisfied with the services at the

Foundation.

The first questionnaire is composed of a series of twelve statements re-
lating to the child's particular behaviour. The parents are asked to
respond to statements about the child's behaviour and rate the behaviour
on a scale of one to five. The écale represents the degree to which the
child demonstrates a particular problem. It runs from "all the time" to
"never". Parents are asked to rate the frequency with which a child

demonstrates a particular problem behaviour on this scale.

The construction of the questionnaire involves an initial positive state-
ment in which the parents are able to indicate whether or not the child
behaves in an acceptable manner. Where the child behaves in an acceptable
manner, the parents are not required to camplete any of the balance of the

questions. Hence, the problematic parts of the questions are ommitted
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since.the child does not demonstrate any problematic behaviocur. Where the
child does not behave in an acceptable mamner, the parents are presented
with a series of problematic behaviours which they are asked to rate on
the same scale. As a result, when the child does not do as he is told,
the parents can rate the specific behaviours that their child demonstrates.
The questionnaire provides the Foundation with a measure of the child's
problem behaviour. Over tiﬁe, the questionnaire should reflect a change
in the child's behaviour seen through the parents' perspective as the
child and family go through--the treatment process.

The second questionnaire is designed to measure the parents' feelings
and'attitudes.to parenting. The twenty-four items on the questiqnnaire
are rated from "completely true" to "never true". Parents are asked to
respond to a series of statements and rate them on this scale of one to
five. The twenty-four behaviours then campress into three specific parent-
al attitudes or feelings about parenting. This questionnaire is designed
to measure the parents' problem solving techniques, their attitudes to
parenting and their attitudes about children. Through the treatment pro-
cess, .meetings and discussions with the parents these attitudes should
reflect a movement fram negative perspectives of parenting and children

to more positive attitudes.

Finally, the child is asked to camplete a questionnaire about himself.
This third questionnaire is a simple yes/no scale, in which the child is
. asked to respond to twenty specific statements indicating the way he

feels about himself. The scale provides Children's Foundation with
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 information about the child's self-esteem and perception of self. The
twenty items attempt'to measure five specific variables which include
school, happiness, family, popularity and competence. These specific
scales should reflect improvement over time as the child and family work

with staff at Children's Foundation.

These three questionnaires form the basis of the evaluation project at
Children's Foundation. As parents and children complete these scales
during the treatment process, it is possible to trace improveﬁents in
behaviour and attitudes. The subsequent measure obtained six months
after the family and child are discharged from Children's Foundaticn
provides information about the degree to which parents and cﬁildren are

able to maintain their new behaviours after discharge.

The fourth scale, the client satisfaction scale, is designed té measure
parents' perceptions of the services they received at Children's Founda-
tion. The client satisfaction questionnaire provides the agency with in-
formation about its ability to share with the parents information about
the program at Children's Foundation. . In additicn, it gives the staff at
the. Foundation some feedback on the method with which services are pro-
vided to families at the Foundation. Finally, the questionnaire also
provides the Foundation with information about the child's behaviour after

discharge.

Since your involvement with the Children's
Foundation, how do you view your child's
behaviour at home?l
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This question, for example, allows the parent to indicate whether or not

their child's behaviour has improved or worsened since contact with the

agency.

These questionniares represent the basis of the data collection for the
evaluation project at Children's Foundation. This research report analyzes
this data. The analysis of these questionnaires involves a Friedman two-
way analysis of vériance by ranks. This particular ﬁonparametric test
provides a way of testing the hypotheses of change over time. The
Friedman test involves matching the subjects of the study under a variety
of conditions.  In this particular evaluation project, the same subjects
are studied and matched according to variablés generated by the agency
evaluator at the Children's Foundation. For example, the parents are
compared at four separate points in time across the same variable per-
taining to parenting. The subjects remain the same while the différent
conditions involve the length of time that the parents and the child are
exposed to parent training and behaviour modification technicues at the
Foundation. As a result the data analysis demonstrates that parents'
response to parenting questions change over time and that these changes

represent a significant improvement in parental attitudes.

The statistical data analysis techniques determine whether the results
obtained may be attributed solely to chance or whether, in fact, the
results reflect the operation of some other factors in determining the
outcames. The statistical tests used by this researcher indicate
whether the change that has occurred is substantial enough to be greater

than what could be explained by chance alone.
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The Friedman test helps determine whether the changes that are observed in

parent and child responses to the questionnaires at four points in time are a

result of chance of a result of same other factors operating either at the

agency or outside the agency.

TABLE 1

FRTEDMAN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BY RANKS

MOTHER ~ |SCORE 1 . RANK 1. . SCORE 2. RANK 2.  SCORE 3 . RANK 3 . SCORE 4 RANK 4
PROBLEM 63226§ 2 63327§ 3 \63125§ 1
FERLINGS 9 4_7 38 3 8 * 1 2 5 D2

ATTITUDES |, % o 2.5 7 . 35 2.5 5 * 4 1 i

soM oF 7.5 6.5 4

RANKS .

The above table provides a sample of the type of analysis involved in

using the Friedman test. The Friedman test involves ranking four separate
scores that the parents and children obtain when they complete the question-
naires at each probe. This.rankinq process provides a system of establishing
change over time. The number of ranks available represents the number of
times that measures are taken. In this particular study at Children's
Foundation, three or four ranks are possible depending on the number of

probes available on each family.
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In the table which is presented three ranks are possible since this
particular family obviously campleted three probes - one at intake, one
at transfer to Access, and one at discharge. The table presents the
mother's.responses to three particular variables - problem solving, her -
feelings about parenting and her attitudes to parenting. The scores of
each test are located on the left-hand side of the vertical dotted line
while the rank is provided on' the right-hand side of the same vertical
line. In this example case the particular parent .achieved a score of 32
at the first probe, 33 on the second probe and 31 on the final probe, on
the variable of problem solving. The ranks for these probes are 2, 3 and
1 respectively. As a result it is possible to see that this parent re-
ceived different scores for each of the other variables relating to her
feelings about parenting and her attitudes towards parenting and the

ranks for these scores vary accordingly.

The first step in the use of the Friedman test, thus, is to total the
scores for each of the questions in the questionnaires. These score
totals can then be ranked in order of smallest to largest. If the con-
ditions affecting the scores are operating totally by chanoe, then the
distribution df ranks should be equal. If, however, same other factors

are affecting the scores, the ranks should not be equally distributed.

In the particular'sanple provided it is possible to see that the sum of
ranks .at the bottam of this table demonstrate that the ranks are not
evenly distributed. In fact this particular parent received highér scores
“for the sum of ranks on the first probes and the lowest on the final series

of probes. As a result it is possible to observe that this particular



347

parent's responses to the probes varied over time. The Friedman test can
now be used to determine whether the difference between the sum of ranks
at prcbe one and the sum of ranks at probes two and three are large
enough to indicate a significant difference in her responses to the
questions on problem solving, attitudes.fo»parenting and feelings about

parenting.

The steps in .camputing the Friedman test .are quite simple. First, for

each prabe .the .responses of the parents must be totalled on each variable
that has been measured. For example, in questionnaire one, question 1,

the parents are asked to respond to the statement "child does as told

when directed to do something". When the child does not do as he is

told, the parents are able fo.specify a number of problematic behaviours

and the degree to which the child demonstrates these behaviours when
disobeying. . For this first question, then, the sum of the parents'

_ response represents the score for question 1. The same score is camputed
for the second, .third and-fourth.probés,. As .a result the researcher will
obtain four scores for the child's.response to directions at four differ-
ent times during his involvement with the agency. These scores can then

be ranked 1, 2, 3,.4, moving from the lowest score to the highest score.

The ranks represent the movement .of .the child fraom a very low score in the
parents' perception to a high score . and indicates an improvement in be-
haviour. For each questionnaire, the behaviours that the child demonstrates
are scored.and then ranked accordingly. As.a result, one expects that the
totals of the scores down each column for each probe would be approximately
equally distributed if chance alone were operating. If, however, same other

factor is affectihg.the scores then one.expects the scores to be unequally
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distributed and hence the ranks to be unequally distributed.

In the case of fhe table presented which in.fact reflects the data
collected .from the second questionnaire, it is possible to see that the
ranks .are .unevenly distributed. In summing the ranks down each column
the sum of ranks for the mother's scores at times 1, 2 and 3 or probes
1, 2.ard 3 are 7.5, 6.5, and 4 respectively. Thus, it is possible to
conclude that chance alone cannot be operating in this particular case

since .the. ranks are. unequally distributed.

In analyzing the data for Children's Foundation, this research project
divides the data into five separate analyses. First, all the problem-
atic behaviocurs are divided according to the parent responding to the
questionnaire. For example, the father and his responses to the twelve
problematic behaviour areas on questiomnaire cne are analyzed separately
from those.of the mother. Similarly, the father's responses to the
questionnaire about feelings on .parenting are analyzed separately fram

the mother's. This represents a .total of four separate analyses. Finally,

the child's behaviour is analyzed separately fram both parents.

This results in five different Friedman tests for each of the families
involved at the Children's Foundation. The:first test measures the
father's perceptions of .change over time in the child's behaviocur. The
second .test performs a similar analysis for the mother. The.third Friednan
test measures the father's change in his attitudes about parenting over
time and the fourth measures the mother's changesf. The . final Friedman

test measures the change in the child's respanse -to his self-perception
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over time. As a result, this researcher developed a Data Record Sheet
on which the varying scores.for each parent and child are recorded.

(Appendix 8).

This Record Sheet is used in the camputation of the sum of ranks for each
family's response to the probes. The sum of fanks on.this Data Record
Sheet reflect or.should reflect a progressive improvement or increase in
the size of the sum of ranks over time. For instance, in table 1 the
sun of ranks does not increase over .time, but decreases.. Consequent;y it
identifies an.apparent decline in the parent's feelings about parenting
over time. In normal sitations, however, the sum should increase for
each subsequent probe which would indicate that the scores on each probe
improve over'time.‘-If, on the other hand, conditions are operating
totally by chance, the sum down each column on the Data Record Sheet
would be approximately equal for each probe-. This indicates that the
likelihood of the parent respondihg in a positive way or negative way to
any cne of the questions asked at each probe is approximately equal.
Ccnsequentiy, it is possible to conclude that changes in the parent's
attitudes about parenting or in the parerit's measure of the child's be-
haviour are occurring solely by chance. In other words, the parent is
just as likely to say that the child has improved when in fact he has not
as it is for the parent to say that the child has not improved when in

fact the child's behaviour has demonstrated an improvement.

This process raises the question of significance testing in research. The,
purpose of significance testing is to demonstrate that the results ob-

tained by any statistical test are not likely to be obtained by chance
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alone. In other words, the statistical test demonstrates that chance
alone will not produce the same results that are obtained by the test.
Once this is done a researcher is able to conclude that same other fac-
tors may be affecting the outcome results of the test. In addition it is
possible that significance may arise from large differences in which no
steady trend is apparent. It is therefore important to use statistical
tests to check the data for the significance of such variations in the
data. For example, with the Children's Foundation it is possible to con-
clude that treatment that families receive at Children's Foundation
contributes to a more positive attitude of the parents on parenting. If
the significance test does not rule out chance as the contributing factor
to the change in scores on each of the probes, then it is impossible to
say whether or not the change in parental attitudes is as a result of the
program at Children's Foundation or as a result of other unaccounted for

factors, such as chance.

On the Data Record‘Sheet, the rows across represent the various conditions
on which the subjects are measured. For example, in the case of the male
parent, the Data Record Sheet provides his responses to the question of

the child's willingness to comply with directions at three or four separate
points in time. On the Data Record Sheet, score 1 represents the measure
of the father's perceptions or male parent's perceptions of the child's
behaviour at intake. Score 2 provides the same individual's response

to the same question about the child's willingness to comply with direc-
tions at the point at which the child is being transferred from the regu-
lar program at the Foundation to the Access program. Score 3 provides

the same measure at discharge and the fourth score, where it is available,
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represents the measure of the same variables six months after the child

has been discharged from the Children's Foundation.

The differences between the scores from‘proﬁes 1, 2, 3 and 4 should reflect
either improvement or deterioration in the child's willingness to camply
with directions from his father. Over time these scores ideally should
improve. Hence, if the program at Children's Foundation is effective,

one expects the scores or the ranks for each score to increase for each
probe. At intake, the scores for the child's behaviour or willingness to
camply should be low and six months after discharge that same child's
willingness should reflect improvement. Consequently, in looking across
the Data Record Sheet one expects the father's score to be ranked highest
at the six month follow up or on the last available probe. As a result

in looking at the Data Record Sheet, the scores obtained by each parent
and child should increase from left to right across the variables méasured.
This process of ranking the scores for each probe provides a system of

establishing change over time.

In the example provided it is possible to note that in fact the scores
decline over time as the parents-answer the probe about their feelings on
parenting. In this case it is significant to observe the downward trend

of this particular parent and her feé€lings about parenting. As a result

this reveals important information about this particular parent.

At this point it is possible to see the significance of earlier arguments
about the single-case approach to research. Each case at the Children's

Foundation is treated separately and analyzed separately. Each case
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generates its own data and, through the use of the Friedman test,
demonstrates improvement of the child or family over time. As a resuit
each family seen by the Children's Foundation becomes its own separate
experiment which generates information for the Foundation with regards to
the effectiveness of the program at the agency. Each family becomes the
subject of an individual study and each family has its own series of
statistical significance testing to determine whether the scores obtained
in completing the questionnaires represent significant improvement or
change in behaviour over time.

The Friedman test is quite simple. The three or four scores obtained by
the parent or child in completing the questionnaires are ranked across
time. As indicated in'the example provided,the parent's scores on her
feelings about parenting are assigned a rank across time. The ranks are
then. sumed down each colum so that it is possible to obtain a total
score of the ranks at each point in time. Consequently, the totals down
the columns represent the distribution of ranks over time. The next step
is to use Friedman's statistical test which determines whether or not the
ranked totals differ sufficiently to enable the researcher to assert that
these differences cannot be accounted for by chance alone. The Friedman
test, thus, provides a statistical means of asserting that the sum of
ranks down each colum cannot be accounted for by chance alone, but must
be considered to be as a result of same treatment or other condition applied

to the family during their involvement with the Foundation.

The analysis of the data on a case by case basis provides the Foundation

with a vast quantity of information about their clients and about the
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change in their clients' behaviour across time. If the outcomes are
negative, the data analysis provides the Foundation with feedback about
their program or possibly about the scales or probes that they are using
to measure change. Should the analysis of the data collcected by Children's
Foundation not show significant changes across time, it may reflect two
things. First, it may reflect that the Foundation's treatment program
is not successfully changing behaviour in families and that changes are
occurring by chance alone. Second, it may demonstrate that the instru-
metns currently used by the Foundation are not fine enough to piick up
changes in behaviour or attitudes in the family. The analysis of this
data allows the Foundation the first opportunity to determine exactly

what is happening for families who come through the Foundation for help.

The sample selected for analysis dn this part of‘this research project
includes all families on wham at least three probes are available. This
researcher felt that at least three probes in time were necessary to pro-
vide an adequate picture of what is happening in families in treatment

at the Foundation. This researcher developed a total sample of thirty-
eight cases from the Foundation. Fifteen of these cases come from Cottage'l,
thirteen cases from Cottage 2 anq a further ten from Cottage 3. Out of these
thirty-eight caées; eleven were judged to be valid cases where two parenfs

were in the home and had completed all the required questionnaires and

probes. In addition, thirteen cases involving one parent only have
sufficient data for analysis. The balance of the cases had data
mis$ing or incomplete data. These cases are analyzed to provide

additional information on the outcames of the evaluation project. As

a result, the data analysis part of this research project has a total
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of twenty-four valid cases on which either three or four measures are
available. Another fourteen cases are analyzed where the data might shed

additional light on what is happening for families at the Foundation.

In addition the data are analyzed and described descriptively by unit.
Since each unit functions slichtly differently in terms of the staffing
 and location, it is beneficial to describe the data by Cottage or unit.
This descriptive analysis of the data provides same information about the
outcames of specific Cottages at Children's Foundation. Finally, the
data are also analyzed by one-parent or two-parent dimensions to provide
same statistics on the perceptions of one-parent and two-parent families

on behaviour changes in their child through work at the Foundation.



FOOTNOTES

B. Plan of Analysis of Case Record Data

1. The Children's’ Foundation, "Client .Satisfaction Form". The
Children's Foundation, Vancouver, B.C., 1977, p. 1
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C. Literature Review for Case Record Material

This literature review provides background support for the single-case

level of analysis of the Children's Foundation data. A number of the
arguments that Hersen and Barlow present in defencé of single-case studies
are_important to the data analysis adopted for Children's Foundation data.
The rationale that the auﬁhors present in supporting single-case experimental
designs are presented as supporting arguments for the typé of data analysis

that this research project adopted.

Single-case experimental designs are research designs that can be used for
exploring human behaviour. As a type of research design, single-case ex-
perimental research suggests an alternative approach to the study of human
behaviour. This approach differs fram the routine experimental design that
the natural sciences have adapted for research. It is important to. review
single-case experimental design to see what advantages it offers the re-
searcher and the practitioner in the human service field and to demonstrate

that it is an acceptable method of analyzing data for the Children's
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Foundation.

Hersen and Barlow note that two of the basic concerns of any scientific
endeavour are the variability and generality of the findings. The authors
feel that the question of variability in human behaviour must be considered
if the human sciences are to develop truly accurate understandings of human
behaviour. As a result they feel that variability is a primary concern of
any researcher or clinician who seeks to understand human behaviour. In fact
the authors see the researcher and clinician as interchangeable terﬁs,in
single-case studies. For the purposes of this literature review, the term
researcher will be used throughout the analysis of Hersen and Barlow's
article on the understanding that in fact the clinician and researcher face

similar problems in understanding human behaviour.

The question of generality is the second problem that scientific research
faces. If research is to be of any use, the researcher must be able to
generalize his findings from the group to the population as a whole. As a
result he is concerned with the feasibility of generalizing his findings.
If it is not possible to generalize his findings, his research project be-
comes an esoteric study of one particular situation or one particular type
of behaviour with no practical application to other clients or other situ-

ations.

On the question of variability the foregoing authors note that "the task of
the investigator in the area of human behaviour disorders is to discover
functional relationships among treatments and specific behaviour disorders".

It is important, however, for the researcher to be able to establish that
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these relationships exist regardless of other factors impinging upon the
client at the time that treatment is provided. Unless the researcher is
able to rule out other causes for behaviour change such as enviromment,
family pressures, et cetera, he will be unable to make any useful statements

" about the benefits of the treatment he is studying.

The authors note that Sidman introdiced one approach to eliminating vari-
ability in 1960. In Sidman's studies he set about developing a strategy

that eliminates sources of variability in human behaviour. He claims that
natural sciences, physics in particular, attempt to eliminate sources of
variability. It is impossible to eliminate all sources of human variability
in the study of human behaviour, but Sidman states that it should be possible

for any researcher to isolate a number of the sources of human variability.

In applied research, when control over
behavioural histories or even current
environmental events is limited or non-
existent, there is far less probability
of discovering a treatment that is
effective over and above these controlled
variables. This, of course, was the major
cause of the inability of early group cam-
parison studies to demonstrate that the
treatment under consideration was effect-
tive.2

In the natural sciences the questibn of subject variability is addressed
through the use of statistical analyses which take into account the
routine variations in the subject. Sidman notes that the basic rationale
fdr using/this approach to statistical énalysis is that the variability
can then be assumed to equal nil in any scientific experiment. By allow-

ing for subjects to vary and by allowing.for some variability in the
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statistical procedures, the natural sciences can assume that all vari-
ability will total zero.. The number of variables below the mean will

equalize or cancel out those variables above the mean.

Hersen and Barlow state that this approach in the natural sciences led
applied research or research in human behaviour to adopt a similar gtanée.
A treatment is considered effective when it is shown statistically signifi-
cant. Statistical significance is then equated with clinical significance.
In other words, once the statisticians have determined that a particular
treatnentkis statistically significant in demonstrating improvement in
human behavicur, clinicians assume that the treatment is also clinically
effective. This approach to determining clinical effectiveness creates
problems since statistical significance tests can under-estimate or over-
estimate the effectiveness of clinical procedures. This approach to deter-
mining clinical significance represents a skewing of the problem. The
“clinician is concerned with treatment that appears clinically effective
first, rather than statistically significant. Hersen and Barlow argue
that many clinicians have become entangled in the ongoing debate about
clinical effectiveness and statistical significance. As a result, a
number of clinically effective treatments have been ignored simply because
they were not shown to be statistically significant in changing behaviour.
In a field where controls and group camparisons are at best haphazard due
to the great variability in human behaviour, the authors feel that re-
liance on statistical significance is a sericus error. As an alternative
to the attempt to reduce human behaviour to generalities through group
camparisons, the authors feel that éocial research should emphasize human

variability.
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In any case, whether variability in applied
research is intrinsic to same degree or not,
the alternative to the treatment of inter-
subject variability by statistical means is
to highlight variability and begin the arducus
task of determining sources of variability in
the individual.3

While this presents an enormous task for researchers in the human science
field, the authors feel that single-subject design offers the most pramis-
ing starting poin/t for this approach to human behaviour. The researcher
'should start by examining the individual as a means of isolating same of the
sources of variability in human behaviour. The best approach to examining

/
variability is the use of repeated measures on the individual's behaviour.

Repeated measures are’ based on the treatment techniques that clinicians use
every day in their routine work. Each day that a clinician sees a client,
he observes changes in the individual and records these in same form of
process notes. This is the major intervention strategy of clinicians. It
can quickly became tl"le major research strategy for researchers in the human
behaviour field. The most logical starting point for research in the humén
behaviour field is to use the individual as the subject of research and to

study his behaviour through repeated measures. ‘

An additional benefit of single-subject design is the ability of the re-
searcher to change the scope of his research project easily. Where be-
haviour changes are observed or new variables became evident, the researcher

can include these in his design.

The task confronting the applied researcher
at this point is to devise experimental
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the alternative to the treatment of inter-
subject variability by statistical means is
to highlight variability and begin the arducus
task of determining sources of variability in
the individual.3

While this presents an enormous task for researchers in the human science
field, the authors feel that single-subject design offers the most pramis-
ing starting poin% for this approach to human behaviour. The researcher
should start by examining the individual as a means of isolating same of the
sources of variability in human behaviour. The best approach to examining

/
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every day in their routine work. Each day that a clinician sees a client,
he observes changes in the individual and records these in same form of
process notes. This is the major intervention strategy of cliniciéns. It
can quickly became the major research strategy for researchers in the human
behaviour field. The most logical starting point for research in the human
behaviocur field is to use the irdividual as the subject of research and to

study his behaviour through repeated measures.A

An additional benefit of single—subject design is the ability of the re-
searcher to change the scope of his research project easily. Where be-
havicur changes are cbserved or new variables become evident, the researcher

can include these in his design.

The task confronting the applied researcher
at this point is to devise experimental



362

designs to isolate the cause of the change,

or lack of change. One advantage of single-
case experimental designs is that the investi-
gator can begin an immediate search for the
cause of an experimental behaviour trend by
altering his experimental design on the spot.
This feature, when properly employed can
provide 1nned1ate information on hypothe81zed
sources of variability. 4

\

The authors believe that single-case designs may highlight three patterns
of individual variability. The first pattern of individual variability is
the failure of an individual to respond to a therapeutic intervention.or
treatment. Through the use of repeated measures it is possible for the
researcher to identify situations where an individual fails to respond and
to modify his treatment approach. This assists the individual in changing
his behaviour and also assists the researcher in understanding how to change

human behaviour.

As an example of a situation where single-case design highlighted the failure
to improve in treatment, the authors cite an experiment conducted in 1974
which was designed to increase héterosexual arcusal in hamosexuals. 1In
this particular research project the authors elaborate on two particular
cases where two individuals were shown a series of slides designed to
encourage heterosexual arousal. In the first case the researchers observed
an increasing heterosexual arcusal in the first subject. In the second

case, however, the authors note that the individual failed to respond to

a number of the slides. As a result the researchers were able to change
their therépeutic intervention and once again increase the arousal in the

second subject.
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These two cases, Hersen and Barlow argue, present convincing evidence of
the advantages of single-case studies. If these two individuals had been
part of a traditional experimental design and their responses to slide
material had been analyzed on a comparative basis, then the researchers
conducting this particular study would have been left with a weakened
response rate to the Aaterial presented to the subjects. Since one subject
demonstrated arousal and continued to demonstrate arousal to the slide
material, his response rate would be rated as high or positive. However,
the second subject failed to respond after the initial slide presentation
and his responses would have decreased or lessened the high positive re-
sponses of the first subject. As a result, the authors argue that had
traditional statistical analysis been conducted on these two subjects, the
overall effectiveness of this treatment modality might have been ignared
simply as a result of the large variability between two subjects. Conse-
quently, an effective treatment technique for increasing heterosexual
arousal in hamosexuals may have been discarded since the results appeared

statistically weak or insignificant.

Merely observing the "outcame" of the

two subjects at the end of a fixed point
in time would have produced the type of
inter-subject variability so cammon in
outcome studies of therapeutic techniques.
That is, one subject would have improved
with the initial classical conditioning
procedure while the other subject remained
unchanged. If this pattern continued
over additional subjects, the result
would be typical "weak" effect (Bergen
and Strupp, 1972) with large inter-subject
variability.5



364

On the other hand, the use of single-case design highlighted this vari-
ability between subjects and enabled the researchers to modify their
treatment approach for the second individual who was failing to respond

to treatment. This particular approach to research merges both practitioner
and researcher in a role of applied researcher. Here the clinician can
practice his art and at the same time conduct research into treatment
techniqﬁes. As a result of a single-subject design approach, the applied
researcher can establish which techniques are effective in dealing with a

particular problem.

A second type of variability that Hersen and Barlow déscribe involves
subjects who appear to improve spontaneocusly. In this situation the authors
state that individuals appear to improve without intervention or therapy.
Again, citing their studies with homosexuals the authors examine particular
cases where the individual appears to demonstrate spontaneous improvement.
The authors state that this particular study was able to demonstrate that
subjects improved during a "control phase". The single-subject design
demonstrated that i.mprovetﬁent in sexual arousal occurred in a phase in
which treatment was not being provided. As a result the researcher was able
to demonstrate the huge amount of individual variability that can occur

between individual :subjects.

A final type of variability that single-case designs can isolate is the
cyclical type of variability. Here the authors note that some behaviour
Varies in a cycle or pattern. This cycle may be regular or irregular, but
will affect the results that any research project obtains in measuring an

individuil's behaviour. By taking a continuous number of measures of that
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behaviour it is possible to isolate a pattern of behaviour.

As an example,in one case a researcher isolated an idividual's asthma
attacks as occurring after meetings with her mother. Once this pattern

of behaviour was identified it was possible toltreat the cause of the
astlma attacks, i.e. the relationship with the mother. The benefit of
repeated measures in thié case was that the researcher was able to identify
through a close dbservation of the individual and the individual's activities
one of the apparént causes of her asthma attacks. By having the individual
reduce the number of visits to her mother, . the occurrence of asthma attacks
reduced from daily attécks to nine asthma attacks during a twentyimonth
period. The use of repeated measures enabled the researcher to isolate an
appafent.cause of this particular individual's problems and was able to
assist the individual in reducing same of. her difficulties with asthma.

through identifying one of the contributing factors. to her attacks.

Hersen and Barlow state that it is important in sinlge-subject designs to
present all behaviour in reporting research results. This allows the
researcher or. reader to review the data collected and observe the intra-

subject variability.

.. the conservative and preferred approach
of data presentation in single-case research
is to present all of the data so that other
investigators may examine the intra-subject
variability first-hand and draw their own
conclusions on the relevance of this variability
to the problem.6

By presenting all of the data for other researchers to review it is

possible to identify any of the previously mentioned sources of variability
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in the study.

The next question that Hersen and éarlow address is the effect of variability
between subjects on the generality or generalization of findings to other
subjects. The frequent changing of an experimental design in mid-experiment
is contrary to "one of the most cherished goals of any science - the

establishment of generality of findings".., Generally, in applied research

7
or single-subject design, inter-subject and intra-subject variability

create problems for generalizing findings to other populations. As a result
it is not surprising that these two sources of variability are the greatest
problems that researchers face in attempting to make comparisons between

the individual subject and the population as a whole. Inter-subject and

intra-subject variability are conditions that researchers who attempt to make

comparisons between a group and the population as a whole must also consider.

Hersen and Baflow state that there are three types of generalization which
are possible in research. The first type of generalization involves the
generalization of an attitudinal or behavioural change from a treatment
setting to other aspects of the individual's life. For Children's Foundation
this represents the transfer of a change in the child's behaviour while at
Children's Foundation to the child's home environment. This type of general-
ization or change involves observing what behavioural changes that occur in

the individual in treatment survive outside the treatment environment.

A second type of generalization involves the generalization of findings
across subjects or individuals. Here the question is "if a treatment

effects certain behavioural changes in one subject, will the same treatment
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also work in other subjects with similar charactéristics?"8 In this situ-
ation the researcher asks whether or not it is possible to state that his
treatment will be effective in treating other subjects. In other words, if
' a particular type of treatment works with one individual, is it likely that
’similar techniques will work with a whole group of similar individuals with

similar problems?

Another typé of generalization is the generalization across behaviour change
agents. In other wérds, can one therapist use behaviour change techniques
‘developed by another therapist equally as effectively? As an example the
authors ask whether or not the classroom control techniques that a young,
attractive female teacher uses will be equally successful as an older

teacher in her own classroom.

A final type of generalization involves the question for research of whether
or not generalization will occur in a variéty of settings. In other words,
is it possible to use the same behaviour management techniques in a school
and in a summer camp? Here the authors ponder the question of whether or
not a particular therapeutic technique even if applied in exactly the same

manner will be effective in two different treatment settings.

Single-case research designs have limitations in providing generalization
to other populations. However, the authors state that group designs have
similar problems in making generalizations about their outcomes. The
researcher who uses the single-subject design faces the problem of making
inferences from a single-subject to other clients with similar behaviour

disorders. While single—subject design seems to have same limitations in
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this area, the authors identify at least two difficulties that group designs
also face in generalizing their findings to other populations. First,

there is the problem that group designs face in making inferences from a
hanogenius group to the population as a whole. In making such inferences
the researcher isvforced to assume that the homogenius study group is repre-
-sentative of the population as a whole. Secondly, there is the continuing.
problem of the average response of the individual. Here, the researcher :
uses group analysis or a group design in analyzing the data obtained from

a research project and then applies the average response of the individuals
to the understanding of the behaviour of the population as a whole. Each
of these problems limit the usefulness of group designs in generalizing

findings from the study group to the population as a whole.

Hersen and Barlow go on to elaborate on the problem of generalizing from a
-sample,to the population as a whole. They note that traditional experimental
design research depends on random sampling of a population sobthat inferences
can be made fraom this randomly drawn sample to the population as a whole.

The difficulty wifh group designs in the behavioural science field is that
random samples-are seldom available. For example, if individuals wish to
study schizophrenics, while it might be possible to draw a sample of schizo-
phrenics, the bread use of this term as a diagnostic category creates a prob-
lem for determining exactly what.characteristics an individual must have to
be considered schizophrenic. As a result any attempt to generalize findings
from one group of "schizophrenics" to another face the difficulty in defining

exactly what is meant by schizophrenia.

A second problem that researchers using comparative techniques face is the

problem of having enough clients available with specific behaviour
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characteristics to provide a sample. Frequently researchers are forced to
study a population that is handy, which results in an inadequate sampling
of the general population. Researchers are frequently using clients with

particular characteristics simply because they are available or they come
to the attention of researchers more readily than a wider sample of indivi-
duals with the particular difficulties or problems the researcher is study-

ing.

As a result, making inferences from this randomly selected sample is

difficult. In fact Hersen and Barlow would argue that this sample is in

fact not a representative sample of the population simply because this

type of sample is frequently not randomly selected due to a lack of avail-
)

ability of particular clients. Inferences from this sample are not likely

to be accurate since it is not representative of the population as a whole.

The second problem that group-research designs face is the problem of making
a generalization from the group to the individual. The argument made for
obtaining an adequate sample through’the randam sampling procedure in turn
seems to be an argument for obtaining a very large sample. The authors note,
however, that the larger the sample the more difficulty the reseércher has
in making inferences from this large sample to the individual. The aufhors
argue that "the noré-heterogenius the group" the less representative the
group will be of a given individual in the group. The process of averaging
results means that the average of the group will not represent individuals
who are on extreme ends of the group or whose behaviour varies in any one
of the previously.described ways. Again, the researcher using a group

analysis may lose the benefit of a particularly useful therapeutic technique
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by having its effect weakened through the averaging of results across a
large population. The use of a large group is of little benefit to the
individual since the benefits of any particular therapeutic intervention
for an individual might be lost through the averaging of the outcome
effects which reduces the apparent effectiveness of the therapeutic inter-
vention.

As a result of the arguments that Hersen and Barlow present regarding
variability and generality of findings from research projects,. the quesfion
has to be asked, which type of research design (single-case experimental
design or group experimental design) is likely to be the most useful in the
study of human behaviour? The authors go on to explain some of the merits
of single-case experimental designs over the use of homogenius group designs.
In their defence of single-case designs, the authors argue that the replica-
tion or use of single-case designs across a number of patients does provide
a degree of generality of findings. By studying individuals and using the
same treatments in a nﬁmber of individual cases it is possible to campare
the outcomes of individual cases. This provides.a means of comparing or
making generalized statéments across pétients without losing the individu-
ality of the patients involved. This preserves the uniqueness of the in-
dividual, provides the researcher with a great deal of valuable data on the
effects of his treatment and allows for the practitioner through repeated
measurement of the patient's functioning to observe variability and changes
in the individual's behaviour. In addition, the single-case design provides
additional flexibility to the researcher since the research design can be
easily changed or modified to provide continual improvement in the individu-

al's behaviour. Finally, it is possible to observe an individual's
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behaviour when treatment is not being provided to document the effective-

ness of treatment.

The authors argue that the appropriate type of design for single-case
design would be an ABAB design where A represents a baseline measurement
period in which baseline measures are taken on the client's behaviour and
B represents an intervention period. Through repeated measurement and ob-
servation periods, it is possible for the researcher to observe improvement
in the individual's behaviour and to modify or change his own intervention
techniques in response to apparent rapid improvements in the individual's

behaviour.

While one of-the shortcomings noted about the single-case design is that it
cannot provide generality or generaliéations across different settings,
therapists or types of particular behaviour disorders, the authors feel
that this is possible when therapists using similar techniques begin to
shate information about their individual successes or failures. Once again
the single-subject approach provides researchers with information that is
valuable in developing generalized theories about human' behaviour by
allowing comparisons across individual behaviour. At the same time
single-subject designs continue to proteét individual variability through

the study of the individual rather than the study of the group.

While direct replication can begin to
provide answers to questions on
generality of findings across similar
clients, the large questions of setting
and therapist generality would also seem
to require significant ocollaboration among
diverse investigators, long-range planning,
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and a large investment of money and time -

the very factors that were noted in Bergin

and Strupp (1972) to preclude these important
 replication effects.

Alan E. Kazdin's chapter in Hersen and Barlow provides an outline of same
- of the arguments in favour of the use of statistical analysis in single-
case experimental designs. In this chapter Kazdin provides some suggestions
as to the appropriate types of statistical analyses that a researcher
might consider in conducting single-case research. In his chapter, Kazdin
notes that "a salient issue in the controversy over the use of statistics
pertains to the criteria for evaluating change";lO A brief review of this
discussion is useful since Kazdin identifies a number of statistical tests
that might be useful in single-case design.

1
The first question that arises in single-case design is the question of
clinical significance. Clirnical significance refers.to an observed improve-
ment in the individual's functioning between the beginning of treatment and
the eﬁd of treatment. This idea of significance Varies from statistical
significance. Clinical significénce is concerned with the iﬁprovement of
the individual's behaviour to an accepfable level of functimning and is not
concerned with the improvement of .a large number of individuals at one

time.

When a behaviour is altered, as evidenced by
objective data, and when individuals in con-
tact with the client indicate that the
original behavioural goal has been achieved,
the program has obtained a change of clinical
significance.ll
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As a result clinicians are more concerned with élinical significance than
statistical significance. This contrasts to the traditional approach of
experimental research which is more concerned with the comparison between
the performance of a group of individuals who have been'treated and a group
who have not received treatment. The cliniéian, on the other hand, wishes
to measure the degree to which his intervention has assisted the individual.
Through the replication of the treatment on other problem behaviours the
clinician may be able to establish the reliability of his. treatment methods
by producing similar changes in behaviour. As a result, the need for
statistical analysis might be argued to be minimal, since the research
design provides methods for graphing client behaviour and demonstrating
improvement over time. In addition, the research technique provides for
reliability measures through a replicatiqn of the treatment on the client
which should demonstrate a similar change in the client's behaviour between

treatment and non-treatment phases.

However, Kazdin notes that the rejection of statistical tests should be
carefully considered. He quotes an earlier‘article by Campbell in which
Campbell notes that social scientists must "work with low-grade ore in
which tests of significance are neoessary".12 Kazdin notes that many
clinicians have still rejected the need for statistical tests despite the
apparent threat of "low-grade ore". Such clinicians accept empirical
evidence of improvement in the individual as evidence of clinical signifi-

cance and ignore questions of statistical significance.

A second objection to statistical tests in single-case design is the

criticism of group research and group statistical analysis which has been



374

presented earlier. Many cliniciéns argue against the assumptions that are
necésSary.for stétistical tests, such as the representativeness of thg
sample population, the problems of obtaining representative samples, et
cetera. HoweVer, despite these objections, Kazdin goes on to describe same
of the situations in whiéh he believes single-case designs should employ
statistical analysis. In situations where the researcher is unable to
establish a stable'béseline pattern of behaviour, statistical analysés
should be used. In these situations statistical analyses help- detexndﬁe
the significance of any change in the individual's behaviour. Theseée
analyses enable the researcher to determine whether the change that has
occurréd'in behaviour increases significantly with the application of
therapeutic techniques. In other words, has the observed change occurred
by chance alone or has it occurred as a result of some other factors, such

as the treatment process?

Statistical'analyses are also useful in the investigation of new clinical
techniques. Hersen and Barlow encourage clinicians to chart behaviours on
a graph. From this graph it is possible to observe improvements or trends
towards improvement. in the client's behaviour. However, in areas involving
new research or new techniques it is important to use statistical analysis
to determine whether the visual trend répresents a significant change in
the individual's behaviocur. Kazdin argues that "where the results are
ambiguous, statistical evaluation can assess whether the effects are
reliable".13 Kazdin also argues that statistical analysis can establish
subtle patterns in the data that may nd£ be readily apparent to visual in-

spections.
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A final argument in favour of the use of statistical analysis involves
the presence of an increased intra-subject variability. Much research is
applied in.an environment where.control over variation is limited. The
subject may demonstrate increased intra-subject variability in these cir-
cumstances.. As a result it is important to use statistical evaluation to
determine with some degree of precision whether changes in he subject as

a result of treatment are significant.

In sumarizing the case for and against statistical analysis, Kazdin states
he cannot resolve the conflict between these polar opposites. However, it
is his feeling that the use of statistics is beneficial in Eingle—case ex—

perimental design projects.

As a final argument for the use of statistics Kazdin discusses the concepts
of serial dependency and its implication for conventional statistical analy-
sis. He notes that in the case of repeated measures on the same individual
- that the assumption that the measurements taken are independent of each
other is erroneous. These successive observations of individual behaviour
are correlated with one another since one expects the second observation to
include same carry over effects from the previous phase or observation. He

refers to this as autocorrelation.

In the case of ocontinuous or repeated
measures over time, the assumption of
independence of observations usually

is not met. Successive observations

in a time series tend to be correlated.
Thus, knowing the level of performance
of a subject at a given time allows one
to make predictions about the subsequent
points in the series. The extent to
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which there is dependency among successive

observations can be assessed by examining
autocorrelation (or serial correlation) in

the data. 14

Traditional statistical assumptions, that measurements which are being
compared are independent, do not apply in the case of repeated observations
of the individual. One expects a subsequent measure or a subsequent ob—
servation of an individual to reflect changes or learning as a result of
the involvement of the researcher in the individual's life. Thus, the
measurements taken at time one and time two cannot be assumed to be in-
dependent of each other. Behaviour at time two will reflect same of the
effects of intervention or even measurement at time one. If the clinician
assumes that measures taken at time one and /time two are independent, then
he élso has to assume that any clinical treatment that he provided in time
one was totally ineffective in changing the individual's bbehaviour. For
the two measurements to be ‘independent- one must assume that the first
measurement had no‘ effect on the individual's behaviour at time one. Hence,
it is then possible to decide that time two is an independent measure of
the individual's behaviour and that any change during that time period

can be compared directly with time one. This, unfortunately, is incongruent
with learniﬁg theory, which says that individuals learn as a result of ex-
perience. Consequently, the intervention at time one, even if it is an
observationai time period, cannot be assumed to have no affect on the client.
Thus, intervention at tJme two would reflect some carry over effects fram
the initial period of observation. The data collected in these two time

periods may be said to be autoocorrelated, or dependent on one another.
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The importance of autocorrelation is that it supports the use of statis-
tical analyses as a means of sorting out the relationship between measures
taken at different time periods. This allows the clinician to determine
whether a significant change has occurred in client behaviour between two
periods of oObservation or between a period of observation and treatment
by taking into account the dedree to which the second time period is re-
lated to or autocorrelated to the first period. As a result, Kézdin pfe—
sents two types of statistical tests that can be used in addressing the

problems of autocorrelation.

The statistical analyses that Kazdin suggests are appropriate to single-
case design include the t test and ANOVA or Analysis of Variancé tests.
The t test provides the clinician with an assessment as to whether the
baseline and intervention neans are different enough to suggest that
major changes have occurred in these two time periods. On the other hand,
ANOVA or the Analysis of Variance allows the clinician to determine
whether the variance betwéen time periods is statistically significant.
Thus the clinician can détermine whether his observations at time period
one and time period two represent a significant change in the behaviour of
the individual. Basically these statistical aporoaches to the analysis of
single-case experiﬁental design data enable the clinician to determine with
some degree of certainty that the apparent difference between the A and B
phases in an experiment are significant enocugh to enable him to assert
that these changes in behaviour are not only clinically but statistically
significant and represent a significant improvement in the individual's

functioning.
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The points that Hersen and Barlow and Kazdin make in their discussions of
single-case designs are useful to the analysis of Children's Foundation
data. In their discussions they present some of the problems of human
variability and the types of vaiiability that researchers in this field
may encounter. They discuss some of the problems of generalizing fram the
study of one individual to a numbér of different individuals. They also
discuss some of the problems in determining clinical and statistical sig-
nificance in single-case designs.

The implications of this work to the Children's Foundation evaluati;h pro-
ject is that the evaluation project at the Children's Foundation is a type

df.single—case design. The evaluation project originally attempted to

develop-an experimental and control group for the analysis of the‘data.
However, after the initial pre-testing of the instruments, no further
attempt was made to isolate the control group for comparison purposes.
Thus, in analyzing the data at Children's Foundation it is not possible to
ﬁse comparative statistical analysis for the analysis of the data. All the
data that Children's Foundation has collected is on the same population of
children and families who have been treated at the Foundation. As a result
there is no untreated population with which to make a comparative statis-
tical analysis. . The text by Hersen and Barlow provides the major arguments
for the use of a singlé—case level of data analysis at the Children's

Foundation.

The techniques used in single-case analysis can be épplied at.the Children's
Foundation without creating any ethical problems or requiring the Foundation

to conduct a massive research project involving the use of treated and
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untreated populations. The analysis of single-casés over a number of years
also provides the Foundation with an opportunity to build up enough single-
case studies to do some comparative analyéis of their outcomes. Finally,
single-case analysis pfovides the distinct advantage of giving immediate
feedback to the Foundation on the families they are working with. Hersen
and Barlow suggest that‘repeated.measures over the course of treatment may
be useful in determining the trend in family behavioural improvement. Further
benefits from single-case studies include the possibility of re-designing
the evaluation project to include additional measures on each family which
will provide increased genéralizability and validity on the information
qollected. It is the contention of this researclier that single-case design
can be used beneficially at Children's Foundation to assist in planning for
families and‘to assist the Foundation in working more effectively with
families. Single-case studies allow quick adaptabilify and constant monitor-
ing of families and individuals. Consequently the material that Children's
Foundation collects on families not only assists the daily planning for

families but also may assist in the evaluation of their program.

Canpbell and Stanley provide a number of ideas with regard to the study of
single-cases where experimental research designs are not possible. The

de signs that Campbell and Stanley describe are defined as quasi;experinental
designs. These authors present additional material which is useful in
understanding some of the difficulties that research design in the human
behaviour field faces. A brief review of scme of the material from Campbell
and Stanley is therefore useful in understanding some of the difficulties
that the Children's Foundation evaluation project may face in collecting

valid data.
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As an introduction, Campbell and Stanley review twelve factors which they
feel represent threats to both internal and external validity in any re-
search design. These threats create problems for researchers who want to
establish a causal relationship between variables and want to be able to
state that the relationship between these variables is a direct one. Unless
the researchér is able to control for or account for each of these twelve
variables, the authors believe he will be unable to assert that the observed
effect is directly correlated with an experimental treatment. Such an
assertion is not possible since it can be equally argued that any one of

the twelve threats to internal or external validity may also account for the
observed cﬂanges in the subﬁect's behaviocur. It is therefore important to
control each of thée twelve items that Campbell and Stanley describe in order
to be able to state categorically that ‘the observed effects are direct re-

sults of the experimental treatment.

Claire Selltiz describes three elements which are necessary in order to

state that any relationship between two Qariables is causal. First of all
she notes that a causal relationship is one which describes the relationship
between two variables and states that "X 'causes' Y"'iS A researcher must

be .able to demonstrate co-variation between the cause and the effect. By
co-variation Selltiz refers to the observation that as X moves in one par-
ticular direction} then Y changes its behaviour in another specific direction.

Thus, the researcher is able to assert that as certain behaviours occur in X,

one can expect a certain response in Y.

A second consideration in demonstrating a causal relationship exists is the

time order or sequencing of events. A researcher must be able to demonstrate
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that X occurs before Y in every instance where X and Y move in the speci-
fied ‘directions. If X does not occur before Y and Y begins to change in the
expected direction, then it is possible to assert that X is not causing the

change in Y since the X event has not occurred when Y begins to change.

Finally, a researcher must be able to eliminate all other plausible explana—
tions for the behaviour‘of_X and Y. This involves the elimination of extern-
al factors and internal factors which might otherwise explain the behaviour
of X and Y; "The elimination of these internal and external factors relate
directly to Campbell and Stanley's concern about the threats to internal and
external validity. As a result a brief review of Campbell and Sﬁanley's
article provides a list of some of the factors that researchers must consider

in order to be able to establish causal relationships between variables.

The concepts of internal and external validity are important factors in any
research projecﬁ. Nachmias and Nachmias define internal validity as the
process through which other factors can "be ruled out as rival explanations
of the observed association between the variables under investigation".16
In other words, for a researcher to maintain internal validity he must
demonstrate that no rival hypotheses can explain the behaviouf of the sub-
ject other than the supposed relationship between the subject's behaviour
and the causal factor. External validity on the other hand is "the ability
to generalize the results"l .

v
subjects; External validity refers to the researcher's ability to general-

of an experiment to other populations and other

ize his findings from the sample population to the population as a whole.
If he discovers a particular relationship betweén a schizophrenic individual

and his father, he is able to make a generalized statement about the nature
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of'this relationship for all other schizophrenic patients and their fathers.
The accuracy of this generalization depends upory the researcher's ability
to maintain a high degree of external validity. In other words, if the
researcher is certain that his sample is representative of the population
as a whole, he is then able to reach conclusions that the behaviour of the
sample is similar to thevbehaviour that might be observed in the population
as a whole. Consequently, a generalization from the sample.he studies to
the population as a wholé is an accurate statement of the state of affairs
for the entire population of schizophrenic patients and their relationship

to their fathers.

This brief diversion from the examination of Campbell-and.Stanley's article
provides the basis for considering the items that Campbell and Stanley raise
as important tb internal and external validity. In addition, the diversion
emphasizes for the Children's Foundation evaluation project some of the im-
portant considerations in determining future directions for the evaluation
project. It also affects the conclusions that this researcher may make

about some of the results the Children's Foundation data produces.

The first factor that Campbell and Stanley identify as a threat to internal
validity is history. By history they are referring tc e&ents that occur
between the first and second measurements in any experiment. As a resﬁlt
of history an individual might change his behaviour. If a researcher is not
careful to rule oﬁt history as a rival explanation in his research design,
the researcher may erroneously attribﬁte the change in the individual's be-
haviour to the experimental treatment and fail to recognize the change as

a result of history.
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In Children's Foundation history is an important consideration in deter-
mining the effectiveness of the program at Children's Foundation. Since
the child has continuous contact with his family on weekends and through
family sessions it is important to consider any changes in the family that
may occur between tﬁe probes administered at the Foundation. For exanple,
in same cases the family is reconstituted between the time that the initial
probes are campleted and the time that subsequent or final probes are com-
pleted. In a number of vcases pai‘ents.have separated or re-coupled during
the time period that the child and family are reoeivj.ng treatment from the
Children'_s Foundation. Tﬁese represent signifiqant changes in the family's
life history and obvicusly will affect the child's behaviour in the family.
Consequently it is important to consider the effects of history on a child's

behaviour at the Children's Foundation.

A second threat to internal validity which is similar to history is matura-
tion. Here, Campbell and Stanley refer to the simple process of maturing or
growing older. The maturation process may produce changes in an individual's

behaviour which are a response to' the normal growth and development process.

Once again, the effects of maturation on a child's behaviour could be sig-
nificant. The degree to which a child's behaviour changes through the
simple maturation process may be significant. As a result, in considering
the results from the Children's Foundation care has to be taken to consider
the effects that maturation may have on the child's behaviour, both at home

and at Children's Foundation.

Two areas which relate to the procedures involved in experimental design

and which are threats to internal validity are testing and instrumentation.
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First, Campbell and Stanley describe testing as the effects that occur

when one test affects the taking of a second test. In other words, an
individual's behaviour or response to a particular test or test item, may
be iﬁfluential in the way that that same individual responds to a second
testing. Thus, the difference in response that the researcher observes
between the first and second.tests may be as a result of the testing pro-
cedure rather than as a result of some change in the behaviour of the in-
dividual. Instrumentaﬁion, on the other hand, refers to changes in the
method of measuring, observing or scoring a particular individual's response
to an experimental treatment. These changes in scorés or measurements may
be confused with natural changes in behaviour. Thus, if a researcher is not
careful in ensuring that testing and instrumentation threats are removed
from the experimental design, it is possible to confuse the effects of

these two variables with the actual effects of the experimental treatment.

These two procedures represént significant threats to the validity of the
Children's Foundation results. First, the question of the affects of re-
peated testing on the results of those tests is a primary concern. Since
the parents and the child continue to complete the same test instruments
there is a question as to the affects of repeated testing on the outcames

of those tests. Although the tests are ocompleted several months apart and
in some cases perhaps as much as a year apart, the question as to the affects
of repeated testing on the results is still significant. Since the probes
that parents complete are the only sources of data currently used by the
Children's Foundation in their evaluation project, the reliability of these
results is a serious question. Consequently, it is important for Children's‘

Foundation to be able to address to same degree the affects of repeated
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testing on test outcames.

The second area of concern is the instrumentation effects. This is per-
ha?s the more serious of the two procedures involved in the administration
of tests since the instrumentation of the test can easily change from one
probe to thé other. Perhaps the most significant concern is the manner in
which the questionnaires are completed at each probe. Since the same
family counsellor may or may not be conducting the completion of the
questionnaires there is a serious concern over the manner in which these
questiocnnaires are explained to parents and in which parents carplete these
questionnaires. Since the questionnaires are campleted at such extensive
time intervals there is a distinct possibility that the original family
counsellor may have resigned and moved on to a new job, so that subsquent
probes are being conducted by a different family counsellor. 1In addition,
the probes are completed in different environments and as a result under
different environmental influences, i.e.. at the agency or at home, supér—
vised by a family counsellor and unsupérvised. Consequently, the question
of instrumentation is a serious concern in the interpretation of the results

A

that thé'Children's Foundation obtains from the completion of these probes.

A fifth threat to the internal validity of any study is statistical re-
gression. Campbell and Stanley describe statistical regression as a situ-
ation in which groups who are studied are éelected for study on the basis
of their extreme scores in one particular .area of behaviour. As a result
of their extreme scores there may be a tendency for this type of individual
to regress towards more normal behaviour. This change in behaviour can

then be confused with the effects of the experimental treatment. As a
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result a researcher must be careful to ensure that statistical regression

effects are not confused with the actual effects of the experimental treat-

ment.

Again.at Children's Foundation statistical regression may be a serious con-
cern for the evaluation project. Certainly the children who are admitted
to Children's Foundation are selected on the basis of extreme behaviours.
As a result there may be a tendency for these children or their families
to demonstrate scome degree of statistical regression or amelioration of
their extreme behaviour towards more normal and acceptable behaviour. This
may be a more difficult area for Children's Foundation to address in the

evaluation project.

‘A final concern for the Children's Foundation evaluation project is experi-
mental nbrtality. This represents the selecti\}e loss of individuals under
étudy. Campbell and Stanley refer to experimental mortality as a reflection
that certain types of individuals may withdraw from an experimental treat-
ment. As.a result it is important to keep in mind which individuals with-
draw and for what reasons. Such an observation may quickly identify a
particular client population or a type of individual who does not respond
to treatment and who. withdraws from treatment rather than ocontinuing it.

A researcher may obtain resﬁlts that reflect positively on a program while
in fact the people who really requife the particular treatment have with-
drawn from the program. Vhen a researcher considers the individuals who
stay in the program and those who withdraw, the true effectiveness of the

program may become more apparent and may appear less effective.
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Again, the effects of experimental mortality are important for Children's
Foundation. A number of clients fail to complete the probes or withdraw
from treatment prior to the treatment contract being completed. These |
‘individuals have not been studied by the Children's Foundation since data
is not available on .them. Consequently it is importaht to consider what
patterns of withdrawal emerge since this will reflect the true efféctive—

‘ness. of the program.

Finally, Campbéll and Stanley review same of the threats to the external
| validity of a research project. Again, the external .validity of any re-
search project reflects the ability of a researgller. to generaliz’e his
findings from one group to the population as a whqle. While the Children's
Foundation evaluatién project is not attempting to make generalized state-
ments about the implications of its findings from its evaluation project
to any other population, it is important to consider some of the factd;s
that the authors identify sinqe it will affect any descriptive oom,réarisoﬁs
"that may be drawn between. different units at Children's Foundation or be-

tween single and two-parent families.

The first threat to éxtemal validity which is a'-conoern for Children's
Foundation Campbell and Stanley refer fo.as the reactive or interaction
effect of testing. The authors are referring to the tendency of pre-
“tests to '_.i.ncrease or decrease an individual's sensitivity to an experi-
mental treatment. The individual learns what.appropriate answars may be
réquired on the questionnaires. 'In this situation the observed differences
between the pre-test and subsequent tests may be aé a result of the indivi-

 dual's reactive effects to testing.
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Again, this reactive effect is important to the Children's Foundation
evaluation project since the same instruments are used on three or four
different occasions. While this particular research project is not
attempting to make comparisons between the results of Chiidren's Foundation
and any other organization, it is iiportant to consider the reactive effects
of repeated testing since the same instruments are used a number of tlmes
by the Foundation. In addition, the Children's Foundation may have been
interested in originally designing the evaluation project in a statistical
comparison between the effectiveness of their program and other programs.
If, in fact, the thréat of closure motivated the Children's Foundation td
introduce evaluation to demonstrate the etffectiveness of its program, then
the impact of any threats to external Vvalidity is to reduce the apparent
effectiveness of the pfogram. "By failing to control for the threats to
external validity, the ability of the agency evaluator to generalize his
findings to other agencies or make camparisons between the findings of the

evaluation project and the results of other agencies is limited.

A secaond threat to external validity which is important to the Children's
Foundation is the effect of multiple-treatment interference. This particu).ar
issue is problematic for single-case and repeated measurement designs. The
question is what effect prior treatment has on the individual. Hersen and
Barlow discuss the problem of autocorrelation. However, there is.also a
concern about the effect of previous treatments that the family or the child .
may have received from other agencies prior to coming to Children's Founda-
tion. The effects of these treatments may not be erasable and the impact
that previous therapists had on the family or family functioning may deter-— '

mine the degree to which the family appears to improve dr not improve in
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treatment at the Children's Foundation. It is indeed possible that the
children that arrive at Children's Foundation are in fact the 'last chance'
children of families. In other words, these families may have been offered
all alternatives that seem feasibly possible and Children's Foundation may
be the last stop in a search for appropriate services. This has implications
for the eventual outcomes of tréatment. If, in fact, the Children's Founda-
tion is dealing with children who have failed at many other treatment pro-
grams, then it may be expected that the results that Children's Foundation
obtains may be low simply because of the nature of the difficult population
that the Foundation works with. In this particular case it may not be
surprising to find a low success rate in the families with which the Founda-
tion works. In addition, the family may also be receiving other treatments
outside what is happening at ‘the Chiidnen's Foundation through regular
oontact with their own social worker, for example. Once again, the treat-
ment that the family receiwves through other sources may confuse the treat-
ment goals that the Foundation is working towards. As a result it is

important to consider what the effects of prior treatment are.

The :impoftance of these items to the internal and external validity of any
research program are numerous. The failure to control for these variables
creates problems for a researcher in claiming that the changes in behaviour
are as a direct result of the treatment that the family recéives. Secondly,
a researcher -willA not be able to state categorically_ that the éame treatment
will produce similar results in another population. Unless a researcher
makes every effort to control for these particular threats, his ability. to
make general statements about the effectiveness of his treatment and how it

can be applied in other situations is seriously limited.
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Martin Bloom discusses single-subject designs in his paper, "Single-subiject
Designs for Determining the Effectiveness of Your Practice". In this ex-
cellent article, he provides an historical example of a single-subject
.design that Benjamin Franklin used to change three specific behaviours that
Franklin felt were problematic. In describing Franklin's method of dealing
with this problem behaviour, Bloom is able to outline a sirple single-case
design that an individual used to change his own behaviour over time. Bloom
also describes a number of single-case designs which are feasible and some

of the shortcomings of each design.

Bloam identifies six important points in designing a single-case study.

- First of all he notes that the researcher must select important life events
for sfudy. If a researcher monifors important life events then it will be
possible to determine when significant improvements in an individual's
ability to. function improves. . Once a researcher has determined which im-
portant events he plans to study, he must provide a "clear definition of
terms"18 or, in other words, a clear specification of the behaviour which
is to be modified and the methods that will bé used to modify that particular
behaviocur. As a result of these two important steps the researcher can

clearly specify which target behaviour is to be changed and the techniques

that are to be used to address these target behaviours.

The next step in designing a single-case study is to provide a theoretical
background which describes the development and functioning of an individual's
behaviour probiems. ‘This background provides some understanding of how the
practitioner plans to change that behaviour pattern. In the case of Franklin's

wish to change his own behaviour, Bloom notes that Franklin made the assumption
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that his vices were learned and therefore could be trained or changed.
This assumption provided the theoretical background for Franklin to under-

take an effort to change his own problematic behaviocur.

The next stage in the development of a single~case design is the develop-
ment of a systematic‘rreasurement syStemQ This inforrlnation.system enables

~ the researcher to monitor progress in changing the target behaviours. In
some. cases clients may be used to monitor their own behaviour and thereby
provide further incentive for the individual to. change. Examples of this |
type of elient invOlizement ‘include,wéiqht watchers' programs and same stop-
smoking campaigns where the individual is asked to record or monitor his

behaviour over a set period of time. Such programs provide the individual

incentive to observe and modify his own behaviour.

... there is some evidence to suggest that
there may be nothing more practical than
involving clients in the measurement pro-
cess. g '

The last two tasks important to any behaviour change program involve the
érooess of providing feedbaclc and a time perspective. Feedback is important
to provide the individual with evidence as to the progress of his behaviour
change program. This can contribute to greater efforts on the part of the
individual to continue his efforts to change his own behaviour. In addition
it is im;_ﬁortant to consider the amount of time that ah individual needs to

_ effect behaviour change. It is important to provi.def eufficient time to
allow the individual to change the target behaviours since setting ‘too short

a deadline will only result in failure and discouragement for the individual.
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B loam alsobdiscusses the difference between clinical‘significance and
statistical'significance. Clinical significance represents an improvement
in the everyday performance of an individual. On the other hand, étatis-
tical or experimental significance represents "adequate performance in the
symbolic world of statistics and research design whose goals are to dis-
cover functiénal relationships between variables sélected for comparison".20
" It is obvious that fbr the clinician clinical‘significance is the major goal
‘of his intervention. He hopes to cbserve a change in behaviour in an indivi-
dual which represents a movement fowands a more. adequate social functioning.
On the other hand, a researcher is rore concerned with statistical signifi—.
cance which deals with establishing that a functional relationship exists
between the experinentai treatmént or the clinical treatment and the obsérv—
ed behaviour change. P¥hile statistical significance is of interest to a
practitioner, it is not as important to be able to draw a relationship be-
_tween therapy and clinical results. A clinician is much more-interested
in immediate results. A clinician may be willing to acceét an individual's
change as being the result of a number of factors, éll of which contribute
towards the improvement in behaviocur. For a researcher, however, it is more
important to establish that a change in behavicur is directly related to a

specific activity of the practitioner.

Bloom offefs five items that he feels are important to clinical significance.
First, he defines social functioning as an important factor. Here, he is
" referring to a client's ability to function at an adequate level in a soéial
context. Clinical significance for- a schizophrenic refers to the fact that
the-individual no longer has as many dillusional patterns apparent in his

day to day functioning. Thus, the individual would be able to function
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better on his own and in society which represents a significant improvement
in the client's ability to cope.

: {
A second dimension that is important as part of clinical significance is
"approxj_mate movement”". This refers to evidence of the individual's move-
ment towards the desired behaviour. In other words,' this provides a clini-
cian with sare evidence that the individual has improved or is improving.
Coupled with this facet of clinical significance is the maintenance of such
changes over time and environments. It is important not only that an in-
dividual changes behaviour but that he also be able to maintain it across

envir.bnments and after treatment has ended.

Another important dimension of clinical significance is that change in the
client's behaviour must not be obtained at the expense of sane other in-
dividual's adequate functioning. It is not enough for the clinician to
improve a particular client's behaviour while he is in a hospital setting
only to find that the balance of the family has deteriorated since the
individual has improved. With this pé.rticular individual the illness may
have been a uniting factor among other family members. Thus, once the
individual's behaviour improves, the family no longer has a patient as the
central uniting concern in the family. In this case the patient may demon-—
strate marked clinical improvement in his behaviour, however the family
would demonstrate rapid deterioration in thier own ability to cope as a

family.

Finally, Bloom refers to the generalization of chance across social environ-

ments and social contacts. This is similar to an earlier part of clinical
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Significance which is thevability of the individual to maintain his be-
haviour change over time. 1In this situation Bloom refers to the individual's
- ability to generalize his new behaviour from the treatment setting to other
areas of his life. 1In the case of the hospitalized schizophrenic, this
patient must be able to function outside the hospital in a variety of

social settings including work and within his family. Consequently, he
must change his behaviour and maintain it both over time and through a
variety of environments. Both these items are therefore important for his
behaviour change to be clinically significant.

Bloom notes that.thé sélit between clinical and statistical significance
routinely has divided practitioner: and researcher. He sees the clinician as
concerned with clinicalhsignificance and the researcher concerned wi£h |
statistical significance. However, Bloam promotes the idea of the "scien-
tific practitioner" who is concerned with both clinical and statistical

significance in dealing with individuals and behaviour change.

In discussing‘single—case design Bloom also briefly describes the split
between group designs and single-subject designs. He notes that group
designs involve a number of subjects and people and ﬁse random selection
procedures to. select these‘iﬁdividuals, since such group procedures in-
volve the collection of a small amount of information from a large number
of people. On the other hénd; the number of subjects involved in a single-
subject design is usually one where the sampling occurs across a population
of behaviours of the individual. Bloom feels that single-subject design is
intensive research since it deals with a great deal of information on a

particular individual. Eventually this allows the researcher to make
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specific statements about the behaviour of one individual.

The types of observation also differ from group to single-subject designs.
For group designs, a researcher tends to plan the types of observations he
wants using fixed means of collecting these observations. Frequeﬁtly there
are standards, scales, interviewing and»reliability checks in group research
desighs. Single-subject designs are extremely flexible in both the material
they collect and the methods they use to dbserve and collect this material.
This is a direct contrast to the more rigid and formal data collection pro-

cesses involved in group designs.

Single-subject and group designs also differ in the way that the data
collected is manipulated. . In group designs the data is collected and
averaged for the entire group. The end result is that a researcher loses
the individuality of each subject in the dgroup average. Groub designs
also use rigorous experimental techniques to increase the validity and
generalizability of the material the research projects collect. Single-
subject designs use the individual as his own control. The individual's
behaviour is often graphéd to provide a visual outlying of his behaviour
improvement. Single-subject designs tend to be victims of various threats
to internal and external validity. In addition, single-subject designs
collect a small amount of data on numerous different occasions, whereas
the.group designs may terid to collect a large amount of data on one specific

occasion.

Group designs and single-subject designs also differ in the. goals of the

research project. . In group .designs a researcher often uses a control group
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for the use of comparison and contrast with the experimental group. The
centrol group enables the researcher to advance his knowledge in under-
standing a particular type of behaviour and in being able to make pre-
dictions about that behaviour. On the other side of the coin, single-subject
designs tend to work on what Bloom terms action hypotheses. In other words,
the research is interested in gaining an immediate understanding of the
individual's behaviour, hypothesizing something about how it can be changed
and working towards that change. Thus, this type of design tends to be a
more dynamic style of research in which hypotheses are rapidly developed and
changed as the clinician works towards assisting the individual in changing

his behaviour.

Each of these designs has specific limitations. One of the problems facing
group comparison designs or group designs is that.there may be ethical ob-
jections about withholding treatmeﬁt from the control group while the
experimental group is treated. Group researchers also face the problems of
obtaining samples which may.be said to be representative of a larger group,
problems of losing the individuality of each individual in group averages,
and problems of using standardized tests which may be.culturally bound and

affect the responses of minority groups.

Single—subject designs see fewer clients and face difficulties around en-
couraging the client to be involved in the process of data collection.
Autocorrelation also creates problems for these types of designs. Same of
the difficulties generated by autocorrelation, or the lack of indépendence

between measures are discussed elsewhere in this paper.
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Bloom's article presents a useful summary of same of the pronciples of
single-subject design. In addition he prpvides a practical example of

how such designs can be used in specific cases such as Benjamin Franklin's
use of these designs to change his own behaviour. He concludes that this
type of design is useful for researchers in human behaviour since it allows
the role of researcher and practitioner to be merged into one specific

activity.

The problem of statistical analyses for single-case designs is an important

issue.

A cautionary note is in order, however. All

the procedures delineated in this article

must be interpreted with a great deal of

reservation. ... The central issues are

independence and autocorrelation. If a

correlation of zero is not obtained, some

correlation exists, however small it may be.

What affect such a small correlation may

have on the statistical procedure is unknown

at this time. :

: t21

The implications of this particular quote to single-subject design and the
Children's Foundation measurement procedures is significant. For routine
statistical analysis'on a series of measurements one normally nmust assume
that the results obtained are independent of each other. However, as
indicated earlier, learning theory suggests that the results are not in-
dependent of each other since the individuals are affected by programs at

Children's Foundation. Ccnsequently, autocorrelation is a problem for

anyone wishing to analyze the data at Children's Foundation.

Since autocorrelation appears to be a proklem in that it is irpossible to

state that the measurements taken at the Foundation are independent of each



398

other, the statistical analyses must leave room for error in statigtical
calculations. The Friedman test assésses repeated measures and adjusts for
the problem of autocorrelation. The Friedman test is designed for the anal-
ysis of dependent samples where the data are not assumed to be independent.
The elimination of autocorrelation in a treatment environment makes no
sense whatsoever. If one nakes the assumption that the observations are

independent then one is forced to assume that the effects of treatment are

nil. Consequently, this reflects on the treatment program at Children's

Foundation as being totally ineffeétive since it has not produced any
irpact on the clients. It is also worth noting that the Friedman test is

a part of the ANOVA (Pnalysis of Variance) family. Jayaratne's arquments,
thus, further support the use of non-parametric statistics and the Friedman

method of analysis.

It is worth reviewing some of the basic perimeters of non-parametric

statistics. Sidney Siegel in his book Non-parametric Statistics for the

Behavioural Sciences provides a basic description of the use of statis-

tics in research. He indicates that choosing a statistical test involves
a number of steps. First, a researcher must develop a null hypothesis
or a hypothesis of no difference. In other words, in the Children's
Foundation a null hyﬁéthesis would state that no difference exists be-

tween the behaviour of a child before treatment and the behaviour of a



399

child during or after treatment. This hypothesis is formulated so that

it can be rejected through a process of collecting evidence while the

child is in treatment and demonstrating that the child's kehaviour im-
proves. In conjunction with the null hypothesis (ho) the researcher
develops a second hypothesis or alternative hypotheéis (hl)' This hy-
pothesis suggests that in fact the child's behaviour improves while he

is a resident at Children'é Foundation.‘ Thus, the purpose of the oollection
of data is to reject fhe null hypothesis and tﬁerefore'be able to accept

the alternative hypothesis of hl as being a plausible explanation of the A

child's behaviour at Children's Foundation.

When we want to make a decision about
differences, we test h against h,.
Hl constitutes the assértion that

is accepted if hO is rejected.22

Thus, the rejection of the null hypothesis suggests a relationship
between the child's behaviour at Children's Foundation and the treatment

program.

While this particular exarple might seem simplistic it is the basic process
that research in social science and natural science follows. In each case

of a research project, a researcher develops a null hypothesis which is
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ermuiated for the,specific’pu:bose,of being rejected. Through the collec-
tion of data he prooceeds to demonstrate that in fact there is a difference
between the behaviour.at ohe”point in time and the behaviour at a second
point in time. Through this process the researcher eétablishes‘a causél
relationship between new behaviour and the experimental variable. Thus, he

attempts to prove that the alternative hypothesis is true.

The next step in establishing that the research“hypothesis‘is more plaﬁsible
than the null hypothesis involves the choice of statistical tests. Once the
researcher selects a statistical test he can move on to the decision about
sample size and the level of significance. .The level of significance is a
decision making procedure which allows the researcher to determine a level
of results which justify the rejection of the null hypdthesis. Establishing
this level is quite arbitrary, but researchers generally establish a level
of significance of ;05‘of,.01. What this means is that the null hypothesis
can safely be rejected Qith an error factor of only 5 or 1 per cent. 1In
other words, with a level of significance of .05, a researcher can safely
reject the null hypothesis and be 95 per cent certain that he is rejecting
the hypothesis correctly. The level of significance is thus important in

determmining when to reject the null hypothesis.

Siegel notes that there are.two possible errors that can occur. First he
refers to type I error in which the null hypothesis is rejected when it is

ih fact true. In other words, the researcher sets a level of significance

of .05, and collects data on the basis of which he rejects the null hypothesis.
In this particulaf case, if he commits a type I errof, then he has rejected

the null hypothesis which is in fact true. Type I error involves the rejection
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of the null hypothesis when it.is true. The second type of error that is
possible is type II error.in which the researcher accepts a null hypothesis
which is false. In this-case the.data .that the researcher collects appears
to put the null hypothesis in.the 5 per cent range where it should be
accepted. By>acoepting the null hypbthesis when it is false, a researcher

is committing a type II error.

- In any -statistical inference, a researcher risks a danger.of both types of
error. A solution that statisticians adopt. is to.consider th= pcwer function
of the statistical test. Siegel refers to the power of a statistical test

as "the probability of rejecting ho when it is in fact false". In other

23
words the power of a test'represents the likelihood that the researcher will
| correctly reject the null hypothesis. The calculation. of power is quite
simple. Since power is the likelihood of rejecting the null hypothesis
correctly, then the power of the test is represented by subtracting the
probability of creating type II error (accepting a false null hypothesis)
from 1. In a situation where a researcher opts for a level of significance
of .05, the statistical power of this test can be calculated as follows.
First, a level of significance of .05 means that there is a 95 per cent
chance of rejecting the nmull hypothesis correctly. To calculate the power
of this test the probability of making a type II error is subtracted from

1 to give the researcher the power of his test. Since type I and type II
errors are inversely related, in the given example the probability of cre-
ating a type II error or accepting a null hyﬁothesis when it is false is
.95. The power of this particular statistical test is determined by sub-

tracting .95 from 1 equals .05. Hence this particular test has a very low

power. In his article, Siegel suggests that researchers take into
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consideration the power of their tests and reach a compromise which "opti-
mizes the balance between probabilities of making the two errors".24
The question of the power of statistical tests is considered in the analysis
of the Children's Foundation data. For this reason it is worth exploring
the concept of statistical power since this research project opted for a
higher power test than is typically the case in most social science research.

In fact, B. J. Winer re-emphasizes this point in his text on statistical

principles.

The frequent use of .05 and .01 levels of
significance is a matter of convention

having little scientific or logical basis.

When the power of tests is likely to be

low under these levels of significance,

and when type I and type II errors are of-
approximately equal importance, the .30

and .20 levels of significance may be

more appropriate than the .05 and .01 levels.25

Siegel goes on to describe parametric and non-parametric statistical tests
and underlines a number of the concerns and arguments that support the use
of non-parametric statistical tests in this research project. He notes
that parametric tests make assumptions about the population from which a
sample is drawn. These assumptions cannot normally be. tested but are
merely assumed to exist. In addition, parametric tests require that the
information be at the interval or ratio level so that standard mathematical
operations can be performed. On the other hand, non-parametric tests can

work with data that is at the nominal and ordinal levels of measurement.

Siegel notes that non-parametric statistical tests do not specify any particu-

lar perimeters about the population from which the. sample is drawn. While
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non-parametric tests‘assume that the data or observations are independent,
this assumption is much weaker than the assumptions applied in parametric
tests. In reviewing the advantages of non-parametric tests, Siegel notes

at least six advantages. First, statements of probability obtained by
non-parametric tests are exact probabilities. In other words, since the
non-parametric test-makes fewer assumptions about the shape of the population
or the distribution of a characteristic over that population, it can make

exact statements of probability.

Non-parametric tests also work with samples that are extremely small. No
parametric tests are available for samples as small as those acceptable to
non-parametric tests, unless the exact nature of the population is known.
This, of course, is a'problem.for most parametric tests, since the re-
searcher does not often know the exact nature of the population and is
therefore forced to make assumptions about that population. Non-parametric

tests can also compare "observations from different populations”. Siegel

26
notes that none of the parametric tests can do this without making assump-

tions about the population which tend to be'unrealistic.

To use'non—parametric tests. the researcher only has to be able to rank his
subjects on a particular characteristic under study. He is not required

to say that one individual has more of this characteristic than the other.
Non-parametric tests are able to rank this data, perform statistical man-
ipulations and provide the researcher with an indication of the reliability
of the data he has collected. Finally, non-parametric tests have advantages
relating to the methods and ease with which the tests can be used. Siegel

notes that most methods treat data by classifying.them into a scale. In

)
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addition, an individual can easily learn to use non-parametric statistical
tests whereas parametric tests tend to be more complicated since they are

based on assumptions of normal population distributions.

Two disadvantages of non—paranetric statistical tests that Siegel describes
relate to the wastefulness of data and some limitations on the analysis of
variance. In situations where a researcher is able to obtain all the data
recessary tovperform a parametric test, then the non-parametric test is
wasteful in using this déta.. In order to improve the accuracy of non-
parametric tests, the sample size must be larger than.a parametric test.

A second shortcoming of non-parametric types of tests is that to date some
tests are unable to perform analysis of variance. While Siegel notes that
this is also problematic for parametric tests, it can be even more so for
non-parametric tests. The Friedman test, however, is part of the ANOVA
(Analysis of Variance) family, and analyzes the analysis of variance of
ranks. In addition Friedman tests are frequently more powerful than other
ANOVA tests, according to Siegel. As a result, Siegel further supports the
choice of the Friedman test for the analysis of Children's Foundation data.
Despite the shortcominés of‘some‘of the non-parametric tests, the Friedman

test offers the best alternative for analyzing Children's Foundation data.

First, the analysis of Children's Foundation data involves the analysis of
-.data at an ordinal level of measurement. Non—parametriq tests provide the
best option for the use of this data since few parametric tests, if any,

are able to cope with data at the ordinal level. Friedman's two'way analysis
of variance enables a researcher to analyze the vériance in ranks. As a

result, this particular test is the most appropriate test for the analysis
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of the Children's Foundation data.

This concludes the first part of the literature survey in this particular
chapter and addresses a number of the questions about single-case design

as the research design in this particular research study. However, at .
this point it is also worth reviewing the literature relating to the evalu-
ation of residential treatment. This review provides additional areas that
the Children's Foundation might consider in collecting their data. In addi-
tion, the review provides additional insight into some of the results

obtained through the analysis of the data.

A major concern for_research in the human sciences is the generalization of
learning across environmenté; This particular concern is applicable to the
Children's Foundation evaluation project since the initial impetus for the
project began with a staff concern about the generalization of learning from
the Foundation to the child's home environment. Staff at Chiidren's Founda-

tion were concerned about how effective their parent training program was

in providing parents and children with the new problem solving techniques

that ocould be transferred from a treatment centre to the child's own hare.

As a result there were concerns about how children were doing after discharge.
‘ Are parents able to maintain the parenting techniques that they have learned

at Children's Foundation? In effect, the original concern of the Children's

Foundation staff was the generalization of parent learning from Children's

Foundation to the child's home environment.

John B. Conway ard Bradley D. Bucher discuss some of the issues relating to

the transfer of learning fram one enviromment to another. They note that

-~
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the question of transfer of learning from one environment to another raises

three specific questions.

First: are the training stimulus conditions
able to maintain the changed behaviour across
time? ... Second: do changes transfer beyond
a limited set of training conditions? ...

The third question about the generalizability
of targeted behaviour change combines the
previous two: is behaviour change maintained
over time and under non-training stimulus
oconditions? ’

27
As a result of these questions the authors feel that outcome research is
important to answer same of these questions. Recent trends have included
re-programming the child's environment or the individual's environment in
order to help maintain behaviour changes once the child is returned to his
normal environment. This involves a process of modifying the stimilus con-
ditions which have prompted the problematic behaviour in the child. Parents
become an important part in the process of modifying a child's behaviour and

maintaining that behaviour after the child is returned home.

Once a program is initiated by parents and
a change in child behaviour is demonstrated,
these changes are often reinforcing for the
parents. Not only may the desired change in
the child be reinforcing by itself, but the
parents may legitimately attribute such a
change to their own efforts. 28

These authors feel that parents are important factors in maintaining a

child's behaviour change after his discharge.

Similarly the authors go on to describe the use of teachers and peers as

mediators in maintaining a child's improved behaviour. The authors describe
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studies conducted by the Oregon Research Institute in which teachers have
been.used to maintain child behaviour through a "workbox" method. The
concept of the workbox is to provide the child with immediate feedback on
appropriate and inappropriate behaviour. Through providing the child with
immediate feedback by placing the workbox on his desk or near him, it is
possible to provide immediate reinforcers for appropriate behaviour. The
Oregon Research Institute has found that this particular type of reinforcer
has worked in maintaining the child's appropriate behaviour in the class-
room. This is one example where a teacher can be used to continue a
fbehaviour modification program and to encourage appropriate social behaviour

from a child.

' Another important factor in maintaining behaviour the authors describe as
the use of peers. The authors cite Patterson as one researcher who has
demonstrated the use of peer reinforcement as a means of maintaining child
behaviour. The benefits of using peer reinforcment is that the peers can
act as behaviour managers for the target child. Second, the authors state
that peers can share in the consequences of appropriate behaviour. In other
words, the target child can be provided with a set of goals for which he will
receive an