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Health Improvemeant Is what publlc heshth profasslonals strive to achieve. To reach
this goal, we must deviote our skill — and our will — to avaluating the effacts of pubilic
health actions. As the targets of pubiic health acilons have expanded Deyond Infac-
tHous diseases to Includs chronlc diseasss, violence, emarging pathogens, threats of
bloterrorism, and the sodal contexts that Influence health disparities, the tack of
gvaluation has becoms more complex. COC daveloped the framawori for program
gvaluation to ensure that amldst the complex trans®ion n public health, we will
remaln accountable and commiltted to schiaving measurable health outcomas.

By Integrating the principles of this framework Into all COCC program operations, we
will stimulate Innaovation toward cutcome Improvement and ba better positoned o
detect program efiects. More efficlent and timely detection of these effecis will
enhance our abliity fo franslate findings Into practice. Gulded by the steps and stand-
ards In the framework, our basic approach to program planning will also evolve,
Findings from prevention research will lead to program plans that are clearer and
miore loglcal; stronger partnerships will aliow collaborators o focus on achieving
common goals: Integrated Information svstems will Support more systematic meas-
uremant: and lessons laamsad from evaluations will ba usad more efectively to guids
changes In public health strategles.

Publication of this framework also emphasizes COCs continuing commitment fo
Improving cverall community haalth. Because categorical strategles cannot succesd
In Isolation, public haalth professlonals working aCross program areas must ool abo-
rate In evaluating thelr combined Influgnca on health In the community. Sndy then will
we be able to reallze and demonsirate the success of our vision — healthy peoplein a
healthy world through prevantion.

Jeffray B Koplan, M., BM.PH.
Director, Centers for Diseasa Confrol
and Presvention
Adminisirator, Agency for
Toxic Substances and Diseass Regisiry
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Framework for Program Evaluation
in Public Health

Summary

Effactive program evaiualion is 3 sysiematic way o /mprove and accouni for
pubiic heaith actions by imvoiving procedures ha are useiul, easiie ethical
and accurste. The framew ork guldes pubiic heath professionais in thelr use of
prograim evaluaion. i is 8 practical, nonprescriptive tool, designed to summa
rize and organlre essential elements of program evauation. The framework
COMmprises steps in program evaiualon pradice and stan dards fr effective pro-
gram evalustion. Adhering to the sieps and standards of this framework will
aiow an understanding of each program’s coniext and wil improve how pro-
gram evaiuaions ae conceved and conducied. Furthenmaore, he framework
ENWMUTAJES a1 approach to evaiuation tha is iniegraed wii routine program
operations. The emphas's s on pracical, ongoing evaiuation srategies tha
involve ai program siakehoiders, not just evalualon expers. Undarstanding
2N ppiving the slements of this framework can be a driving force for planning
effective public health strategies, Improving existing programs, and demon-
strating $e results of resource vestmean ks,

INTRODUCTION

Program evaluation Is an ezzantlal organizational practics In public health (1 i
howawear, It Is not practiced conslstently 3CrOss program areas, nor IS it sufficliently
well-intagrated Info the day-to-day management of most programs. Program avaly-
ation Is alsg necessary for fuliliing COC: operating prnciples for guiding public
health activitias, which Includs &) ugng sclence as a basis for decislon-making and
public health action: bl expanding the quest for soclal equity through public health
action: c) performing effectivaly as a service sgency: d) making efforts outcome-
orientad: and a) belng accountsble (2 ). Thesa operating princlples Imply savaral ways
to Improve how publlc health activities are planned and managed. They underscor
thea need for programs io develop clear plans, Inclushve partnerships, snd feedback
systams that allow lezming and ongoing Improveament to oocur. One way o anzura
that new and axisting programs honor these princlples 1= for each program to conduct
routing, practical evaluations that provida Information for mansgament and Improve
program effectivensss.

Thi= raport presents 3 framework for understanding program evaluation and facl-
tating Integration of evaluation throughout the public health system. The purposas of
this report are to

* summarize the essentlal alaments of program evaluation;

* provide a framawork for conducting efiective program evaluations:
= Clarity the steps In program evaluation:

® reviaw siandards for effactive program evaluation; and
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® aidress misconceptions regerding the purposes and methods of program
evaluation.

BACKGROUND

Evaluation has been defingd ac systematic Investigation of tha merlt, worth, or
significance of an object {24 1. During the past three decades, the practice of evalu-
sticn has evolved as a discipling with naw definilons, methods, approaches, and
applications to diverse subjects and settings -7 1. Despite these reflinements, 8 basic
organlzational framework Tor program evaluation In public health pracifca had not
bean developed. In May 1967, the CDE Direcior and executive stafl recognized the
ne=d Tor such a framework and the naed to combine evaluation with program man-
apament. Further, the need for evaluation studies that demonsirate the relationship
betwesn program scthities and prevention effectivenass was emphasized. COC con-
vanad an Evaluation Working Group, charged with developing a framework that
summarizes and organizes the basic akements of program evaluation.

Procedures for Developing the Framework

The Evaluation Warking Group, with representatives from throughout COC and In
collaboration with state and local health officlals, sought Input from elght reference
groups during its year-long Information-gathering phase. Coniributors included

» cyaluation sxpers,

= public health program managers and staff,

# =iale and local public health offfclals,

= nonfaderal public haalth program directors,

* public health organlzation representatives and teachears,

& commumnity-basad researchars,

& U5, Public Health Service (PHS| agency representatives, and
& CD: stafi.

In Februzry 1988, the Working Group sponsorad the Workshop To Develop a
Framework for Evalustion in Public Health Practice. Approxim ately 30 representatives
participated. In addition, the working group conductad Interviews with approdmatety
250 persons, raviewed publishad and unpublished evaluation reports, consultad with
stakeholders of varlous programs to apply the framework, and maintained & websita
to disseminate documents and recelve comments. In October 1988, a national
distanca-learming course featuring the framework was also conducted through COC'S
Public Health Tralning Mefwork {8 ). The audience Included approcdmately 10,000 pro-
fesslonals. These Information-sharing strategles provided the working group
numerous opportunities for lesting and rafining the framework with public health
practitionars,
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Defining Key Concepts

Throughout this report, tha term program s used to describe the object of evalu-
aton, which could be any organized pubilc health action. This definition Is deliberataly
broad bacause the framework can be applied o almost any organized publlc health
activity, Including direct service Interventions, community moblization efforts,
resaarch Inltiatives, survelllance systems, pollcy development activities, oastbraak
Inwestigations, laboratory diagnostics, communication campalkgns, Infrastmichene-
bullding projects, training snd sducational services, and sdministrative systems. The
additional terms defined In this report were chosan 1o establish a common avaluation
vocabulary for public health profesdonals.

Integrating Evaluation with Routine Program Practice

Evaluation can be thad to routine program oparations when the emphasts s on
practical, ongolng evalustion that involves all program statt and stakeholders, not [ust
gvaluatlon experts, The practice of evaluation complamenis program managemeant by
gathering necessary Information Tor Improving and accounting for program affective-
ness. Public haalth professlonals routinely have used evaluation procasses when
BNEWETING questions from Cconcermned persons, consulting parmers, making |udg-
ments basad on feedback, and refining program operations (9 ). Thesa avaluation
processes, though Informal, are sdequate Tor ongolng program sesescment to guide
smiall changes In program functions and objectives. Howaver, when the stakes of
potential decislons or program changes Increase (e.g., when daclding what senvices o
offer In a national haalth promoticn program], emplaying evaluation procedures that
ara explicit, Tormal, and jusiflable becomes Important {10 ).

ASSIGNING VALUE TO PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Ouestions regarding walues, In contrast with those regarding facts, genarally
Inwohva thres Interrelated Issues: ment (Le., quality], worth (L., cost-affaciiveness),
and significance Le., Importance] (2 ). f a program I judged to be of merlt, other
questicns mikght ariss regarding whether tha program Is worth |is cost. Also, Ques-
tlons can arlss regarding whather aven valuable programs confribute Important
differences. Assigning walue and making judgments ragarding & program on the basls
of evldence raquiras answering the following questions (24,17

* YWWhat will e evalualed T (That s, winat Is the program and ineewhat conbast does It
exist?)

* What azpects of the program will be conskdered whean |udging program perfonm-
ancat

® What standards (.e., type or lewel of performance] muest be reached for the pro-
aram to be consldersd succassiulT

& What evidence will be used to Indicabe Now the program has perfonmed?

# What concluslans regarding program performancs ars Justified by comparing
the avallable evidence to the selected standard sy
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& How will the lessons learmsad Trom the Inquiry b2 wead to Improse public health
efiectiveness?

Thesa guastions should be addressad at the baginning of 3 program and revisitad
throughout Its Impementation. The framework describad In this report provides a sys-
tarnatic spproach for answering these questions.

FRAMEWORK FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION
IN PUBLIC HEALTH

EMective program evaluation Is & systematic way ta Improve and account for public
health actions by Involving procadures that are useful, feasible, ethical, and accurate.
The recommended framework was developed to guide public health professionals
In using program evaluation. It 1= a practical, nonprescriptive tool, designed to sum-
marize amd orpanize the essentlsl elements of program evaluation. The framework
comprises steps In evaluation practice and standards for effective evaluation
(Figqura 1)

FIGURE 1. Recommendad framework for program evaluation

Steps

Engags
stakeholders

~ ~

Emzure use

and share the A
lessons learmed | Standards ered
Uility i‘l
{ Feasibility
\ Propriety
ACCUrScy Focus the
Justify evaluation

conclusions

N

Zather credible
evidence
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The framework |s composed of slx steps that must be taken In any evaluation. They
ara staring points for talloring an avaluation to a partfcular pulic health effort at a
particular time. Bacause the steps are &l Interdependent, they might be encounterad
In a nonlinear saquence; however, an order exists for fulflling each — earller staps
prowide the foundation for subsaquent progress. This, declslons regarding how o
BXECUTe & step are lterathve and showld not be finalized wntll previous steps have besen
thoroughly addressed. The steps are as follows:

Step 1: Engage stakeholders.

Step 7 Describe the program.

Step I: Focus the evaluation design.

Step 42 Gather cradibde evidence.

Step 6 Justiy conclushome.

Step & Ensure use and share |essons leamad.

Adhering to these slx steps will facliitate an understanding of 8 program's context
{e.q., the program's history, satting, and organization) and will Improve how most
gvaluations are concelved and conducted.

The sacond element of the framework £ 3 S8t of 30 standards for accessing the
guallty of evaluation activities, organizad Into tha following Tour groups:

Standard 1 utility,

Standard 2: faacibllfy,

Standard 3: propriety, and

Standard 4 ScCUracy.

These standards, adopted from the Joint Committes on Standards for Educational
Evaluation [ 12 |.* answer the question, “Will this evalusiion b2 affactiva?” and amne
recommendad as criterla for Judging the quality of program evaluation efforts In
public health. The remalnder of this report discuzzes each step, N= subpolnts, and the
standards that govemn efective program evaluation iBox 1).

Steps in Program Evaluation

Step 1: Enga ging Sia ke holders

The evaluaiion cycle begins by engaging stakeholders (1., the parsans or arganl-
ratlons having an Inwestrment in what will be learmed fTrom an avaleation and what will
be done with the knowledge). Public health work Involves parnerships: therefone, amy
assessment of 8 public health program requires consldering the value systams of tha
pariners. Stakeholders must be engaged In the Inguiry to ensure that thelr perspac-
tives are understeod. When stakeholders are not engaged, an evaluation might not
address Important elements of a program’s objectives, operations, and oulcomes.
Therstore, evaluation findings might be ignored, criticlzed, or recistad because the
evaluation did not address the stakeholders’ concarns o values (12 b, After becoming
Involved, stakeholders halp to execute the other steps. ldentifying and engaging tha
following three princlpal groups of stakeholders e coritical:

*Tha ram avaluation standards ane an approved standand by the Amanican National
Tta s Irestituia [ANSH ard haws boan endorsed by the Amencan Evaluation Assoocistion
ﬂuﬁ%ﬁmﬁ“imal arganirations AMNS] Standard No. JEEE-FR 1984, Approved
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® those Involved In program operations (e.Q., sponsors, cHlaborators, cogltion
partners, funding officlals, administrators, managers, and staffl;

* those sarved or affectad by the program ie.g., cllents, Tamily membars, nalghbor-
hiood crganizations, academic Instiutions, elected officlals, advoocacy Qroups,
profecclonal acsoclstions, skeplics, oppaonents, snd stalf of refated or compating
organizadonsy; and

& primary wsers of the evaluation.

Those invoived in Program Opersfions. Persons or organizations Involvad In
program operations have @ stake In how evaluation activities are conducted becausa
tha program might be altered as a result of what [s leamed. Although stafi, funding
officizic, and parners work togethar on a program, they are not necassarlly a singla
Interest growp. Subgrowps might hold different perspectives and follow alternathva
agendas; Turtharmaors, becaussa these stakeholders have a professional role in thea

BOX 1. Steps in evaluation practice and standards for effective evaluation

Steps In Evaluation Practice

» Engage staksholders

Those persons Involvad In or afteded by the program and primary users of the
Evaluation.

# Describe the program
Meed, expected effects, sclivities, resources, stage, conbaxt, logic modal
#* Focus the evaluatlon design
PUrposs, USars, usas, questions, methods, agresments.
# Gather credible evidence
Indicators, sowrces, quality, quantity, loglstics.
® Justify conclusions
Standands, analyslsfeyninesls, inerpretation, udgmeant, recommendations.
# Encure use and share lessons laamad
Decign, preparation, feadback, follow-up, dissamination.

Standards for Effective Evaluation

& LMy
Samve the Information needs of Infendad users.
# Feasibliity
Ba realistic, prudent, diplomatic, and Tregal.
#* Propriety
Banave legally. ethically, and with regard for the welfare of those Invodved and
those affacied.

& ACCUracy
Reweal and comvay technlcally accurate Information.
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program, they might percelve program evaluation as an effort to judge them person
ally. Program evalustion Is related to but must be distinguished from personnel
evaluaiion, which operates under different standards (12 ).

Thoase Senved or Affected by the Frogram. Persons of organlzations affected by the
program, elther directly (2.g., by recelving services) or Indiractly {e.0., by benafitting
from ennanced community assats), should be Identifled and engaged In the avalu-
ation to the extent possible. Although engaging supportars of a program IS natural,
Individuals who are openly skeptical or antagonistic toward the program also might
be Important stakeholdars to angage. Opposkion fo & program might stem from
ditfering values regarding what change s neeged or how to achieve It Opening an
gvaluatlion to opposing perspectives and enlisting the help of program opponents In
the Ineguiry might b2 predent because these efforts can strengthen the evaluations
crediblity.

Primary Usars of the Evaluation. Primary usars of the evaluation are the specific
persons who are In a position to ¢o or declde something regarding the program.
In practice, primary users will be a subset of all siakenalders Ideniifled. & successiul
gvaluation will deslgnate primary users early In Iis development and maintain
frequent Intaraction with them o that the evaluation addressas thelr values and satls-
Tles thelr undgue Informeation neads (7 ).

The scope and laval of stakeholder involvement will wary for aach program evalu-
ation. Varlous activitias reflact tha requirament to enpage stakeholders (Eox 2 (14 ).
For example, stakeholders can be directly Involved In deskgning and conducting the
evaluation. Also, they can ba kept Informed regarding progress of the evaluation
through perlodic mestings, reports, and other means of communication. Sharing
power and resolving conflicts helps avold overemphasls of values held by any speciic
stakenolder {15 . Occaslonally, stakenolders might be Inclined 1o wsa thelr Involve-
ment In an evaluation to sabotage. distort, or discradit the program. Trust among
stakeholders Is essantlal; therafore, caution Is reguired for preventing misuse of the
evaluation prosass.

Step 2 Describing the Program

Pragram descriptions convey the milssion and objectives of the program belng
evaluated. Descriptions should be sufficlently detalled 1o ensure understanding of
program goals and strategles. The description should discuss the program’s capacity
to efiect change, M= stape of davelopment, and how It fits Into the larger organization
and community. Program descriptions set the frame of refarence for all subsegquent
decisions In an avaleation. The description enables comparisons with simillar pro-
grame and faclitates stampts to conNact program componsanis 1o thalr efects {12 .
Miorecver, stakeholders might have diffaring Ideas regarding program goals and pur-
poses. Evaluations done without agresment on the pragram dafinitlon are lkely o b
of limitad use. Sometimes, neqoiiating with staksholders to formulate a clear and logl-
cal description will bring benelits bafore data are avallabla to evaluate program
effectiveness (7). Aspects to Include In & program descripbion are need, expectad
efiects, solivitles. rasources, stage of development, context, snd logic modsl.

Meed. & statement of nead describas the problam or apporfunity that the program
sddrasces and Implas how the program will respond. Important features for describ-
Ing & programs need Include 3} the nature and magnitude of the problem or
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opportunity, bl which populations are atffacied, c) whethar the need Is changing, and
d} In what manner the need s changing.

Expected Efects. Dazcriptions of expectations convay what the program must
sccomplish o be consldered successhul Le., program efiects). For mast programs,
the efiects unfold owver time; therefore, the descriptions of expactations should be
organized by time, ranging from spedfic (Le., Immediateh to broad (Le., long-term)
CONSEQUENces. & program’s mission, goals, and objeciives all represant varying levels
of spacliicity regarding & program's expectaiions. Alsg, forethought should b= glvan
to anticipate potantial unintendad consaquencas of the program.

Activities. Describing program scthities {Le., what the program does to effect
changa) panmits specific staps, stratagles, or actions to be armayed In loglcal sequance.
Thi= demonstrates how 8ach program activity relates to another and clarfles the pro-
gram’s hypatheskzed mechanism or theory of change {16 17 ). Al=o, program acthvity
descriptions should distinguich the activities that are the direct responsibility of the
program fram thosa that sre conducted by refated programs of partners (18). External
factors that might afect the program’s success (a.g., secular irends In the community
should al=0 ba noded.

Resources. Rasounces Include tha time, talent, tachnology, equipment, information,
miomay, and other assets avallable o conduct program activities. Program rasourca
dezcriptions should convay the amount and Intansity of program services and high-
Ilght sltuations where a mismatch exists betwaen desired activitles and resources
gvallable to executa thooe activitles. In addition, economic avaluations reguire an
understanding of all direct and Indirect program inputs and costs (1827 ).

BOX 2. Engaging stakeholders

Definiton  Fostering Input, participation, snd powsar-sharing among thoss
persons who have an Investment in the conduct of the avalation and
the Tindings: It s espacially Important to engage primary users of the
evaluzthon

Role Helps Increase chances that the evaluation will be useful: can
Improwe the evaluations credibility, clarify roles and responsiblities,
enhance cultural competence, help protect human subjects, and
vold real or percelved conflicts of Inferest.

Exampie Activities

# Consulting Incslders (2., leaders, staff, clients, and program funding sources)
and outsiders [e.g., skeptics);

# Taking speclal affort to promota the Inchesion of less powerful Qrowps or indl-
vidualss

# Coordinating staksholder Input throughaout the procass of avaluation dasign,
oparation, and wse: and

» Avolding excesslve stakeholder identification, which might prevent progress
of the evaluation.

MEFHZE‘H from Joint Committae on Standards for Educationzl Evaluation.
F"H:I-EFEIT'I evaluation standards: howw to assess evalwations of educational
programs. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA” Sage Publications, 1984,
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Stage of Devalopment. Public Neslth programs mature and change over time:
tharefore, a program's stage of developmeant reflects Its maturlty. Programs that hava
recently recalved Initial suthorzation and funding will difer from those that have besn
operating continuously Tor a decade. The changing maturlty of program praciica
should ke considered during the evaluation procass (22 1. A minimum of three stages
of development misst ba recognilzed: planning, Implementation, and effects. During
planning, program activitles are untasted, and the goal of avaluation |5 o refine plans.
During Imiplementation, program activities are belng fleld-tested and modifled: the
@oal of evaluation Is to characterize raal, ac opposed to ldeal, program activities and
to Improwe oparations, pernaps by revising pkans. During the last stage, enough tima
has passed for the program's effacts to amearge; the gosl of evalustion ks to Identiy
and acoount for both Intended and unintended affacts.

Context Descriptions of the program’s context should Inchede the setting and
emvironmental Influsnces (2. history, gaography, poltics, soclal and economic
conditions, and efforis of related or competing organizations) within which the
program oparates (5). Undarstanding these environmental Influsnces 15 required fo
design & contaxt-sensitive evalustion and ald usars in Intarprating findings accurataly
@i Essessing the generallzablity of the findings.

Logic Model A logic model describes the saquence of events for bringing about
changa by syntheslzing the maln program alaments Into @ plctune of how the program
|5 supposed 1o work (23-35 ). Often, this model = displayed Ina Tiow chart, map, or
tabla to portray the saquencs of staps laading 1o program results (Figura 2). One of tha
virtuas of @ logic modal ks It ability to summ:arize the program's owerall mechanksm of
changsa by lInking procasses (2., laboratory diagnosts of diseass) to evantual effects
ie.g., refuced tuberculosls Incldenca). The loglc model can also display the Infrasiruc-
ture neaded 0 support program operations. Elements that are connected within a
logic madel might vary but generally Inchude Inputs {e.qg., trained staff), activities {e.g.,
Idantification of cases), outputs [8.g., persons completing traatment), and results
ranging from immediate {e.[., curlng affectad persons) to Intermediste {(e.0., reduction
In tubarculgsls rate} o long-term efects (e.g., Improvemeant of population haalth
status). Creating a loglc model allows staksholders o clarity the programs strategles:
tharefore, the logic model Improves and Tocusas program direction. It also raveals
sssumptions concerning condifions for program eMectiveness and provides a framea
of raference for ome or more evaluations of the program. & detalled logic model can
also strengthen clalms of causality and be a basls for estimating the program's affect
on endpoint= that are not direcily measured but are linked In a causal chaln supported
by prior research (35 ). Famillas of logic modals can be creatad to display 3 program
at different lewvels of datall, from different perspectives, ar for different audiences,

Program descriptions will wvary for ezch evaleation, and various activitles reflect the
requirement to describe the program (&g., using multiple sources of Information o
construct @ well-rounded description) (Box 3). The accuracy of a program descripiion
can be confinmed by consuling with diversa stakeholgers, and reported descriptions
of program practice can be checked against direct observation of activities In the fleld.
A narrow program description can be Improved by addressing swch factors as stalf
turnovar, Inadeguate resources, polltical prassures, or Sirong community participation
that might affect program performance,



21

10 MBTWR September 17, 1990

FIGURE 2. Loglc modsl for a tubarculosls control program
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Step 3: Focusing the Evaluation Design

The evalusiion must be focused to assess the [szwaes of greatest concem to stake-
holders while zeing time and resowrces as efficlently as possible (7.36.37 ). Not all
design optlons sre equally well-sulted to meeting the Information nesds of stakehold-
ers. After data collection bagins, changing procedures might be difficult or Impossible,
even I better methods become obvious. & thorough plan aniidpates Intended usas
and crestes an evalustion sirategy with the greatast chance of baing useful, feasible,
ethical, and accurate. Among the Ilems to conskder when focusing an evaluation ane
PUrpoEe, USErs, usas, quasiions, mathods, and agreemeanis.

Purpase. Articulating an evaluation's purpose [Le., Intent) will prevent pramatune
decislon-making regarding how the evaluation should be conducted. Characteristics
of the program, particularly its stage of development and contaxt, will Influence the
evaluation’s purpose. Public health evaluations have four general purposes. (Box ).
The first Is to gain Insight, which happens, for example, when sssassing the feasibiiity
of an Innovathe spproach to practice. Knowledpe from such an avaluation provides
Informatlon concerning the praciicality of @ new approach, which can be used to
design a program that will be tested for s effectivenass. For a daveloping program,
Informiation from prior evaluations can provide the necessany Insight to clarity how s
activities should be designed to bring about expectad changes.
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A second purpose for program evalustion ks to changs practice, which Is appropri-
ate In the Implementation stage when an established program sseks 1o describe what
It has done and to what extent. Such Information can be used to betier describe pro-
@ram processes, 1o IMprove how the program operates, and to fine-tuna tha overall
program strategy. Evaluations done for this purposs Include aifors to Improve thea
quallty, effectiveness, or efficlency of program acthvitias.

A third purpose for evaluation |5 fo assess effacts. Evaluations done Tor this
purpose examing the relationship betwsen program acilvitles snd cbsarved conse-
quencas. This typs of evalustion |5 appropriate for mature programs that can define
what Interventions were dellverad o what proportion of the targst population. Know-
Ing where io find potentlal effecis can ensure that significant conssquencas are not
overiookad. One =2t of efieciE might arise from a direct cause-and-affect ralationship
to the pragram. Where thase exlst, evidencea can b= found to atiributa the sffects
gxcluchaly 1o the program. In sddition, sffeds might arsa from @ causal process
Inwolwing Issues of coniribution as wall &= atirbution. For axample, T & program's
activities are aligned with those of other programs operating In the ame satting,
certalin effects (.0, the creatlon of new laws or policles) cannot b2 stiributed solely o
DNE Prospram of another. In such siuations, the goal for evaluation |s to gather credibe

BOX 3. Describing the program

Definition  Scrutinizing the festures of the program belng evalusted, Including

= punpose and place In 3 larger context. Description Includas
Information regarding the way the program was Intendad o

function and the way that It actually was Implkemented. also Includes
featuras of the program’s context that are lkaly o Influence
conciusions regarding tha program.

Role Improves avaluation's falmass and ACcUracy; permits a balancad
asseszment of strangths and weaknessas and helps stakeholdars
understand how program features Tt togather and ralate to a larger
COniext.

Example Activities

# Characierizing the naed ior set of needs) addressed by tha program:

# Licting spacific expectations as goals, objactivas, and criteria Tor SUCCess;

® Claritying why program activitlas are belleved to lead to expactad changes:

» Drawing an expliclt logic model to Mustrate relationships batwesn program
elaments and expectad changes:

* Azzessing the program's maburty or stage of development

* Analyzing the context within which the program operaies:

* Consldering how the program Is inked 1o other ongoing atforts: and

* Avolding creation of an overly precise description for a program that Is wndar
davalopment.

MEFI{E'{' from Jodnt Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation.
F"H:lﬂrﬂl'l"l evaluation standards: how to assess evaluations of aducatlonal
programs. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA- Sage Publications, 1954,
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evidence that describes aach program's contribution In the comidned changs effort.
Estabilching accountsbility for program results = predicated on sn abliity to conduct
evaluations that assazs both of these Knds of effects.

& Towrth punpose, which applies at any stage of program development, Invohas
using the process of evalustion Inguiry to afect those who particpata In the Inguiny.
The loglc and systamatic reflection required of stakeholders who particlpate Inan
gvalustion can be 3 catalyst for sali-directad change. An evalustion can be Inkistad

BOX 4. Selected uses for evaluation In public health practice by category of purpose

Galn Insight

& Accace noeds, desires, and assets of communlty memibars.

* |dentily bamiers and tacilitators 1o service use.

& Learm howw 1o daescribs and measurs program actvitles and affecis.
Change practice

* Refine FHEI'IE for rr|1r|:|-clu::.ir||;| 3 new saryica,

# Characterira the extant o which Intansantion FHBI'IS- Were |I'I'||:I|E'I'I'IIEI'||:E-E|.
 Improve the content of educational materisils.

# Enhance tha pn:-gram's cultural I:I:II'I'I|:E|E'|'IEE.

= arlty that particlpants’ rights are protacied.

Set priorities for staff raining.

* Make midcourse adjustments to Improve patienticiant Tiow.

L |I'I'|FI'I'EI'l."E thea Clarity of heslth communication MEEEagec.
L ]
L ]

Datarmine I customer satisTaction rates can be Improvad.
Mobillize community support for thea program.

Aszass gffacs

= Accazs skllls development by program partlcipants.

# Comipare changes In provider behavlor ovar time.

# Comipare cosis with beneflis.

Find out which participants do well In the program.

Dachde whera 1o allocats naw resources.

Document the level of success In accomplishing objectives.

Damonstrate that sccountability requiremants are fulfllied.

Aggragate Information from several evaluaiions to estimate outcome effeds
for simillar kinds of programs.

* Gather success storas.

Affect participants

* Reinforce Intervention messages.

* Stimulate dialogue and ralsa awareness regarding haalth Iszues.

* Broatan coOncensus among coalltion members regarding program goals.
= Taath evaluation skllis to staff and other stakeholders.

* Support organlzational changsa and development.
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With the Intant of generating a podtive Influence on stakaholders. Such Influences
milght b= to supplemeant the program Inierventicn (e.g., using a follow-up guasiion-
nalre to reinforce program Messages); ampower program particlpants e,
Increasing a clients senss of control over program dirsction); promotes stalf develop-
ment {2.0.. teaching staff how to collect, analyze, and Interpret evidence); contribuie o
organizational growlh (e.g., clarltying how the program relates o the organization’s
milsslon); or faciitate soclal transtormation (e, sdvancing 3 community's struggla
Tor self-determination} (723842 |.

Uisars, Users ara the specific persons that will recelve avaluation findings. Bacsss
Intended wesars direcily experience the consequences of Inevitable deskpn frade-oits,
they should participata in choosing the evaluation focus (7). User Invalvement Is
required for claritying Intended usas, priontizing questions and methods, and prevent-
Ing the evaluation from becoming misgulded or relavant.

Uses, Usas are the specific ways In which Information gensaratad from the avalu-
ation will be applied. Several uses exist for program evalustion (Box 4). Stating uses
In vague tarms that appeal to many staksholdars Increases the chances the evaluation
will it Tully address anyones needs. Uses chould be plannad and prioritizad with
Input from siakeholdars and with regard Tor the program's stage of development and
current contaxt. All wsas must be linkad 10 one oF More Specific users.

Ouestions. Questions astablish boundaries for the evaluation by stating what
acpects of the program will be addressad (5-7 ). Creating evsluation questions
encourages stakeholders to reveal what they bellewe the avaluation should answar.
Mepgotizting and prioritizing questions among staksholdars further refines & viabla
focus. The question-gavelopment phase also might exposa diftering stakeholder opin-
lonz regarding the best unit of analysls. Cartaln stakeholders might want (o shdy how
programs operate togather a5 a systam of Interventions to efect change within a com-
mundty. Ciher stakaholders might have questions concaming the performance of a
singla prospram or 3 local projact within a program. Sl others might want to concen-
trafe on speciic subcompanents or processes of & project. Clesr declsions regarding
tha quastions and corresponding units of analysts are needed In subsaguent staps of
tha evaluation to guide method selection and evidence gathering.

Methods. The methods for an evaluation are drawn from sclentific rasazrch
options, particularty those developed in the soc al, behavioral, and health sclances [5—
7.43-48). A clazsHication of design types Includes experimental, quask-experimental,
and observational designs (£2,48 . Mo design Is better than another wnder all clrcem-
stances. Evaluation methods should be selected to provide the approprizte Infor-
mation o sddress ctakeholders” guestions (Le. methods should B2 matched to the
primary Users, usas, and questions). Experimantal dasligns uze random assignment io
compara tha effect of an Intarvention with otherwlse eguivalent groups (£9). Quasl-
experimantal methods compara nonequivalent groups (e.Q., program participants
Varsus those on a walting Iist] or use multiple waves of data to set up 3 comparison
(2.g., Intemupted time serles) (S0.5T 1. Dbservational methods wse cHmparisons within
& group to explain unigue featuras of Its Membsers jg.g., comparsiive case shudiss or
cross-sectlonal surveys) (45 52-54 ). The cholce of deslgn has Implications for what
will cownt 2 evidence, how that evidence will be gathered, and what kind of clalms
can 2 made (Including the Internal and external walldity of concluslons) 55 . Also,
meithoddogic dacislons clarlty how the evaluation will operate (e.Q., o what extent
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program participants will ba Involved; how Information sources will be selected: what
data collaction instruments will De used: wihd will collect the data: what data manage-
ment systems will be needad; and what are the appropriate mathods of analysks,
synthesls, Interprataiion, and prasentation). Bacause each method opifon has Rs own
blas and lmitstions, avaluations that mix methods are genarally more efectiva
(& B5-68 . During the coursse of an evaluation, methods might nead 1o e revised or
mizdified. Also, circumstancas that maks & particular approach credible and usstulcan
chamge. For example, the evaluztion's Intendad use can shilft from Improving & pro-
gram’s current aciivites to detarmining whethar to expand program senvices 1o 3 naw
population growp. Thus, changing conditions might require alteration or Merative na-
dezign of methods fo keep the evaluation on track (22 |.

Agresments. Agresments summarlza the procedures and clarify roles and raspon-
sliitlies among thosa who will &xecite the avaluation plan (& 12 ). Agreemenis
dezcribe how the evaluation plan will be Implemented by using avallable resourcas
ia.g., money, personnal, time, and Information) (2627 ). Agreements alco stabe what
safeguards are In place to protect human subjects and, where approprizte, what ethi-
cal {a.g., Institutional revlew board) or adminisirative (.0., paperwork reduction)
approvals have besn obtalned (59,80 ). Elements of an agreement Include statermenis
conceming the Intendad purpose, usars, uses, questions, and methods, as well as a
summary of the dellverables, ime line, and budget. The agreement can Include 3l
engagad staksholders but, &t 3 minimum, @ must Involve the primary Users, any
providers of financlal or In-kind resources, and those parsons who will conduct tha
evaluation and facliitate |is use and dissamination. The formallty of an agreemsent
milght wary depending on existing stakeholder relaonships. An agreemeant might ba
& legal coniract, @ detalled protocol, or @ memorandum of understanding. Creating an
expliclt agresment verilies the mutual undarstanding needad for a successhul avalu-
ation. It also provides a basks for modifying of renagotiating procedurss [f necassary.

varlous activities reflect the requirement to focus the evaleation design (Box Sk
Baoth suppartars znd skeptics of the program could be consulted to ensure that tha
proposad evaluation guestions are politically wisble (Le., responsive to the varksd
positions of Interest groups). & menu of potentizl evaluation usaz appropriate for tha
program’s stage of devalopment and confext could be circulated among stakeholders
to determine which = most compeling. Interviews could be held with specific
Intendad usars to better undarstand thelr Information nesds and tima line Tor action.
Razounce requirements could be reduced when users are willing o employ mora
timely but less preclse evaluation mathods.

Step 4: Gathering Credible Evidence

An avaluation should sirive o collect Information that will convey 3 well-roundad
plciure of the program so that the Information |s ssen as credible by the evaluation’s
primary usars. Information {le., evidence] should be percelved by stakeholders
at ballevable and relevant for answering thalr questions. Such decislons depsnd on
the evaluation questions being posad and the moifives for asking them. For certaln
gquestions, a stakeholder's standard for credibllity might require having the results of a
controlled axperimant; wheraas for anothar question, 5 set of systamiatic obsarvations
(e.g.. Interactions between an outreach worker and community residents) would
be the most cradible. Consulting speclalists In evaleation methadology might be
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necassary In situations wheare concern Tor data quality Is high or wihere sarfous conse-
guences exlst assoclkated with making errors of Inference (le., comcluding that
program affects existwhan none do, concluding that no program effects axist when In
fact thay do, or stirlbuting effects to a program that has not been sadaquataly Imple-
menied] {& 1,62 .

Hawving cradible evidence strangthens avaluation Judgments and the recomimenda-
tions that follow from them. Althowgh all types of data have Nmitatlons, an evalu-
ation’s owerall cradioility can be Improved by Using multiple procedures for gathering,
analyzing, and Interpreting data. Encouraging participation by stakeholders can also
enhance percehved credibiity. When stakeholders are Involved In defining and gather-
Ing data that they find cradibde, they will be more llkely to accept the evaluations
conclusions and to act on Ms recommendations | 728 ). Aspacis of evidance gathering

BOX 5. Focusing the evaluation design

Definftion  Planning in advance where the evalustion ks headed and what staps
will be taken: process [ [terathva (La., It continues untll 3 focused
approzch IS found to answer avaluation guestione with meathods that
siakeholders agres will be usetul, feasible, ethical, and accuratel:
envaluation guestions and methods might ke adjusied o achlava an
opiimal match that facliitates use Dy primary Wwsers.

Role Prowides Inwestment in quallty: Increases the chances hal the
evaluztion will succeed by Identitying procedures that are practical,
paoiitically viable, and cost-effectives fallure o plan thoroughly can be
sall-geteating, leading to an evaluation that might becoms
Impractical or usaless; when staksholders agres on a design focus,

It I used throwghout the evaluztion procecs 1o keep the project on
frachk.

Exampie Activities

® Kesaiing with stakeholders to clarify the Intent or purpose of the evaluation:

#® Leaming which persons are In a positlon 10 acheally uss the Tindings, then
orienting the plan to meet thelr needs:

# Understanding how the evaluation rasults are to be usad;

= 'Writing explicit evaluatlion guastions o be answaned;

» Desoribing practical methods Tor sampling, data collection, data analysls,
Intarpretation, and judgment:

* Preparing & writtan protocol or agreement that summarizes the evaluation
procaduras, with clear rokas and responsiblities for all stakeholdens: and

® Revising parts or all of the evaluation plan when critical circumstances
change.

Adapted from a) Joint Committee on Standargs for Educational Evaluation.
Program evaluation siandards: how to assess ewvaluafions of aducational
programs. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CAD Zage Publications, 1884; and D) WS
Genaral Accounting Office. Deslgning evalusticne. Washington, DC: LS. Ganeral
Accounting Offlce, 1987: publication no. GACVPEMD-10.1.4.
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To recelve contimrlng education credit please answer all of the
fodlowing questions. For esch guestion, indicate the one best answer

1. Formal evaluation procedures become Impartant when . .
A developing staffing plans fior a program.
E. making small changes In program functions.
C. the stakas of potentlal dacislons or program changes Increass,
D. altering outraach procedurss 1o Increase program pariiclpation.

2. Which of the following Is NOT generally addressed by value questions?
A Worth.
E. Merit.
C. Justice.
D. Significance.

3. The framework for program evaluation was designedto . . .
& standardize the way public health professionals conduct program avaluations.
E. pulde public haaith profassionals In thelr use of program avaluation.
C. Improve the accuracy of program evaluation findings.
D. clanity new responsioiities for public health professionals.

4. Which of the following Is NOT one of the steps of program evaluation?
A Gathering credible evidence.
E. Comparing with baseiine data.
C. Enpgaging stakeholders.
D. JLIS“I"HI'IE concliusions.

§. I lessons leamad from an evaluation are not wsed, the evaluation showld be
considered . . .

A Inefective.

E. unethical.
censorad.

D. political.
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6. Which step In the framework for program evalustion Involves clarifying the
loglcal sequenca that Inks program sctivities with thelr Intended effects?

& Justiving concluslons.

E. Focusing tha evaluztion deckyn.
C. Gathering credible avidencs.

D. Dascribing the program.

7. Using hypothetical data to rehearse how svaluation findings could be used Is an
example of which concept in the framework Tor program evaluation?

A Expectad efects.
B. Preparation.
C. Dissemination.
D. Interpratation.

E. The standards for effectve evaluation state that the evaluation shoulkd b= . . .
& syctematic, falr, helpful, and cost-effective.
E. useful, fagcible, ethical, and scowrate.
C. reasonabile, unblasad, confidantial, and well-plannsad.
D. comprenensive, rellable, worthwhile, and unobinuzive.

8. The standards for sflactive program evalustion should be spplied . . .
A atthe end of an evaluation project.
E. stihe beginning of 2n evaluation project.
C. while tha avaluation Is baing planned and throughout its Implementaticn.
O. whana new group of stakeholders becomeas engagad In the evaluation.

10. Which of the following Is NOT Inherent within the practical approach
encouraged by the framework for program evalestion?

& & collaborathve, team approach.

E. Baeginning avaluation &= early as possipde inthe Iie of 3 program.
C. Dasigning evaluations to achieve Intended wsas by primary Users.
D. Using pracise methods of anatysls to quantity program Impact.
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11.

12

13.

14.
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Indicate your work setting.
A Statefocal health department.
E. Other public haalth setting.

C. Hospital clinke/private practice.
O. Managed care organization.

E. Academic institution.

F Other

¥Which best descripes your professional activitlesy

& Patlent cara — emengancy/urgent cane department.
E. Patlent care — Inpatient.

C. Patlent cara — primany-care clinic.

D. Laboratory/pharmacy.

E. Adminlstration.

F.  Public haalth.

I plan to use these guidelines as the basls for . . (Indicate all that apply.)
A. health education materials.

E. Insurance refmbursemant FI-EH iclex.

C. local practice guidelines.

D. public policy.
E. other

How much time did vou spend resding this report and comipleting the exam?
A& 1-1%% hours.

E. Mora than 1% hours but fewer than 2 howrs.

C. 2-2'% hours.

D. More than 2% hours.
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17.

After reading this report, | am confldent | can ldentify concepts that are essential
for program evalustion.

B SIrongly sgree.
E. Agres.
C. Melther agree nor disagres.

D. Disagres.
E. Strongly disagres.

After reading this report, | am confident | can describe the purpose and festures
of the framework for program evaluation.

& Strongly sgree.

E. Agrea.

C. Melthar agree nor disagres.
D. Disagres.

E. Strongly disagres.

After reading this report, | am confident | can Identify and organize steps in
program evalugtion practice, a5 well 85 concepts that comprise each step.

A Strongly sgpree.

E. Agres.

C. Melther agree nor disagres.
D. Disagrae,

E. Strongly disagres.

After reading this report, | am confident | can kdentity, organize, and know when
to apply the standands for effective program evaluation.

& Strongly sgree.

E. Agree.

C. Melthar agree nor disagres.
D. Disagras.

E. Strongly dizagresa.
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13. After reading this report, | am confident | can discuss misconcaptions regarding
the purposes and methods of program evalustlion.

& Strongly sgree.

E. Agree.

C. Melther agree nor disagres.
D. Dissgres.

E. Strongly disagres.

2. The text boxes and flgures are usahul.
& Strongly sgree.
E. Agree.
C. Melthar agree nor disagres.
D. Disagree.
E. Strongly disagres.

Z1. Owerall, the presentation of the report enhancad my abliity to understand the
miaterial

& Strongly sgree.
E. Agree.
C. Melthar agree nor disagres.

D. Disagree.
E. Strongly disagresa.

22. These recommendations will sect how | conduct or participats In program
evaluatlons.

& Strongly sgree.
E. Agree.
C. Melthar agree nor disagres.

D. Diszgree.
E. Strongly disagres.

MU I2BVITRLOBRNSHPYPHEDELD N
L-L suonsanb oy seaEUe JB L0
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that typlcally affect perceptions of credibiiity Include ndicators, sources, guallty,
quantity, and logistics.

Indicators Indicators define the program atiributes that pertain to the evaluation’s
focus and questions (52-66 ). Bacause Indicators translate general concepts ragarding
tha program, Its conbaxt, and Its expacted effects Into specific measures that can ba
Interpraied, they provide a basks for collecting evidence that |5 valld and rellabla tor
the evaluations Intended uses Indicators address criterla that will be used to Juigpe
tha program; therefore, Indicators reflect aspects of the program that are maaningrul
Tor monltoring (6670 ). Examples of Indi-ators that can be defined and fracked
Includa measures of program activities la.g., the programs capaclty to dellvar serv-
Ices: the participation rate; levels of cliant satistacifon; the efficlency of resource Use
and the amount of Interventicn expasure] and measures of program efects (2.,
chanpges In participant behavior, community nomms, policles or practicas, haalth
status, quallty of lIfe, and the settings or environment around the programi.

Defining too many Indicators can detract from the avaluation’s goalss NOWEVET,
multiple Indicators are needad for tracking the Implementation and eflacts of a pro-
gram. One approach to developing multipla Indlcators ks basad on the program logic
miodal (devaloped In the second step of the avaluation). The logic model can be used
8t & template 1o dafing a spectrum of Indicators leading from program activitles 1o
expected affacis (23.29-35 ). For each step In the model, qualitativesguantitative Indl-
cators could be developed to sult the concapt In question, tha Information avalabla,
and the planned data uses. Relating indicaiors 1o the loglc model allows the detaction
of smizll changes In performancs faster than [ a single citcome Wers the only meas-
ure usad. Lines of responsidilty and accountabiiity are slso clarifled through this
approach because the measures are aligned with each step of the program strategy.
Fuarther, this approach results In a =2t of Droad-based measures that reveal how health
outcomes are the consequencs of Intermadiate effects of the program. intanglble fac-
bors .., service quallty, community capacity [77 1, or interorganizational relations)
that also affect the program can b= measured by systematically recording markers of
whiat s szid or done whan the concapt |£ axpressed (72,72). During an avaluation,
Indicators might need to be modified or new ones adoptad. Meaasuring program psr-
Tormance by tracidng indicators [ only part of an evaluation and must not be confusad
&% a sinyuilar basis for dacislon-making. Well-documented problems resull from using
performance Indlcators as a substliute for complating the evaluation process and
reaching fully Justifled concluslons (66,67, 74 ). &n Indicator {e.Q., & rising rate of dis-
ease) might be assumed to reflact a falling program when, In reallty, the Indicator
milght be Influenced by changing condilons that are bevond the program’s conirol.

Sources. Sources of avidence In an evaluation are the persons, documents, or
observations that provide Information for the Inguiry (Box 6). Mora than one sourns
milght be used to gather evidance for each Indicator to be measured. Salecting multl-
pla sources provides an opportuniy to Include diffarent perspectives. regarding tha
program and thus enhances the evaluation's cradibllity. An Inside perspective might
be undarstood from Internal documents and comiments from staff or program manag-
Ers, whereas cllents, neutral observers, of those who do not support the program
milght provide a differsnt, but equslly relevant perspective. Mixdng these and othar
perspectives provides @ more comprehanzive view of the program. The criterla usad
for sedaciing sources should be stated clearly so that users and oiher stakeholders can
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Inferprat the evidence acowurately and assess T [T might be Dlased (457577 ). In addl-
Hon, sOMme Sourcas e narrative o form and others e numeric. The integration of
gualltative and guantitative Information can Increase the chances that the evidence
baza will be balanced, thereby maeting the neads and expectations of dhverse users
(#4566 67, 7880 |. FInally, In certaln cases, saparate evaluations might be selechad
&s sources for conducting a larger synthasls evaluation (588187 .

Cusity. Cuality refers to the appropristenass and Intagrity of Information used In
an evaluation. High-guallty data are rellzble, valld, and Informative for thelr Intendad
use. Wall-defined Indlicators enable easher colleciion of guallty data. Other Tactors
affecting quallty Include Instrument dasign, data-collaction procedwres, training of

BOX &. Salected sourcas of evidence for an evaluation

Parsons

# Cllants, program particlpants, nonparticipants:

® SLaft, program managers, soministrators:

® Genaral pubiic;

* K&y Informants:

* Funding oficials:

» Critics/skeptics;

= Statf of other agencles:

# Representathvas of adwocacy groups:

# Elecied officials, legisistors, policymakers: and

® Local and state health officlals.

Documents

® Grant proposals, newsletiers, press releases;

# Mesating minutes, adminlsirative records, reglstration/enrcliment forms:
 Pubiicity materisis, quartarly repors;

» Publications, journal articles, pocters;

# Pravious evaluation reports:

® fAzcat and nesds AESESEMEnts:

* Survelllance SUMMares:

# Database records:

# Records held by funding officlals or collaborasfors:
# Irtamat pages: and

# Graphs, maps, charts, photograpns, vidaotapas.
Oib=ervations

# Meatings, speclal events/activities, [ob paformance; and
* SErvica ancountars.

Adaptad from Tayvlor-Powell E, Rossing B, Garan J. Evaluating collaboratives:
reaching the potential. Madison, W University of Wisconsin Cooperative Exien-
glon, 198E.
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data collectars, source selection, coding, data management, and routing error chack-
Ing. Obtaining quality data will antall trade-offs {e.0., breadth versus depth) that
should be negotiated among stakeholders. Bacausa all data have limitations, the
Intent of a practical evaluation s to strive for a level of quallty that meets the staks-
holders’ threshold for cradibllity.

Ouzniiy. Quantity refers 1o the amount of avidenca gathared In an evaluation. Tha
smount of Informaticn requirad should be estimatad In advanca, or whera evaolving
processes are used, criterla should be set for deciding when to stop collecting data.
Cuantity affects the potential confldence level or precislon of the evaleation's conclu-
sions. It also partly detarmines whathar the avaluation will have sulficient powar o
defect effects (82 | &l evidence collecied should have a clear, anticipated use. Coara-
spondingly, only & minimal burden should be platad on respondants for providing
Informmathon.

Logisties. Logistics ancompass the mathods, timing, and physical Infrastruchura for
pgathering and handiing evidenca. Each technique salectad for gatharing evidanca
{Box 7) must ba sulted o the sourceds), analysls plan, and sirategy for communicating
findings. Parzons and organizations also hawve cultural praferances that dictate accept-
able ways of asking questions and collecting Information, Including who would be
percelved as an appropriate person to ask the questons. For example, some particl-
pants might be wiling to discuss thelr haalth behavior with & stranger, whereas others
ara more at ease with somecns they know. The procadures for gathenng evidence In
an evaluation (Box 8) must be aligned with the culiural conditions In each sating of
thea project and scrutinkzed fo enswre that the privacy and confidentlallty of the Infor-
mation and Sources are protacied (59,6084 ).

Step &: Justifying Conclusions

The avaluation conchesions sre Justifad when they are linkad o the evidence gath-
gred and udged against agreed-upon values or standards set by the staksholders.
Stakeholdars must agree that conclusions are ustified befons they will use the avalu-
ation rasulls with confidenca. Justifying concheslons on the basls of evidence Includes
standards, analysls and synthesls, Intarpretation, judgment, and recommendations.

Standards. Standards reflect the values held by stakeholders, and those values pro-
vide the basls for forming Judgments conceming program performance. Using explicl
standards distinguizhes evaluation from other approaches o strateglic mansgement
In wiich prioritlies are set without refersnce to explich values. In practice, whan stake-
holders articulata and negotiate thelr values, thess become the standards Tor Judging
whether a given program's performance will, for example, ba conslderad successiul,
adaquata, or unsuccassiul. An array of value systams mikght serve a5 sOUrces of nornm-
refarancad or criteron-referenced standardcs (Box 8. When operationallzad, thasa
standards establish & compartson by which the program can be |udged (2,7,12).

Anahsis and Symthesis. Analyels and synthesi= of an evaluation's findings might
detect patterns In evidence, efther by Isolating Important findings (analysis) or by
combining sources of Information ta reach a larger understanding (ynthesis). Mioed
methad evaluations require the separate analysls of each evidence slement and a
synthesls of all sourcas for examining patterns of agreemsant, coNVergence, of cHm-
plexdty. Decipharing facts from a body of evidence Involves deddlng how to organtze,
classity, Interrelate, compare, and display Information {7.85-87 ). These declsions ane
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BOX 7. Salected techniques Tor gathering evidence

Wirithen sureey (e.Q. nandout, telephone, fax, mall, e-mall, or Intermet);

Parsonal Interviaw (e.g. Individeal or group; strschured, semistructured, or
conversational);

Observation;

Deocument snalysls;

Case shudy;

Group assassment (e.g. brainstorming or nomingl group [1e., a structursd
group process conducted to eliclt and rank priorities, sat goals, or dantity
problems]k

Role play, dramatization;

Expert or pesr review;

Portiollo revienas

Tastimonlals;

Semantic diferantizls, paired comparlsons, simillarity or dissimil arity tests;
Hypothetical scanarios;

Storytelling:

Geographical mapping;

Concept mapping;

Plle sorting il.e., & technigue that allows respondants to freely categorize
Ibarms, revesling how hey perceise the structure of a domalnk

Fres-licting (Le., 8 technigue to aliclt a complete st of all fems In 3 culural
wrmalnj;

Soclal network diagraming:

Slmulation, modeding:

Dabriafing sesslons:

Cost accounting:

Photography, drawing, art, videography:
Ddarias or [ourmals; and

Logs, activity Torms, regisiries.

Adapted from a) Taylor-Powall E, Rossing B, Geran J. Evaluating collaboratives:
rasching the potentisl. Madison, WE University of Wisconsin Cooperative Exien-
slon, 18887 bl F"|'I||||FIE L. Handbook of trarnlrru evaluation and measuremeant
methods. 3rd ed. Houston, TX: Gulf Publishing Company, 1997; c) Weller SC.
Syctamatic data collection. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sape Publications, Inc. 10ES;
and dj Trochim WAL Infroduction to concept mapping for planning and evalu-
ation. Avalabde at <hitpsitrochim.human.comell edwTesearch/app/epp1hbms.
Accassad July 1600,
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BOX g. Gathering credible evidence

Definilton  Compliing Information that stakeholders percelve as trustworthy and
Talevant for answaring thelr guesiions. Such evidence can be
experimental or obsarvational, gualitative or guantitative, or it can

Inciude a midure of methods. Adequate data might be avallable and
easlly accessed, or [t might need to ke defined and new data

colecied. Whether a body of evidence |s credible o stakeholdars
depends on such Tactors as how the Questions were posed, Sources
of Information, condltions of data collection, rellablirty of
measuremant, validity of Interpretations, and quality conbno

procedures.
Role Enhances the evaluation’s utliity and sccuracy; guldas the scope and

salesction of Infermation and ENE'E- |:I-I'|I:Il"ﬂ'i' b the most defensibia
Information Sources: F'I"IJ'I'I'II:II:ES- the collaction of walld, rellable, and
ystamatic Information that Is the Toundation of any effective
envalustion

Example Activitles

L] ‘El'll:lﬂ-!ilﬂl; Indicators that I'I"EEI'I|I'I'u|'l.l||'il Fidress avalueation I:IUE'SU'EII'IE:

L] DESEHUMI; Tully the stirbutas of Information sourcas and the rabionalka for
thelr salaction;

= Establizhing clear procedures and training staff to collect high-quality Infor-
matione

& Monitoring periodically the quallty of Information obtalned snd taking pract-
cal steps to Improve gualih:

L] E’EﬂMEUI’lﬂ In advance thea amownt of Information FEE]IJ"Eﬂ or astail f5|'|||'||; cri-
terla for deciding when to =top collecting data In sRuations where an Rerative
of evolving process ks used: snd

L EETE-EIJEH]"'ID the2 condidentiziity of Information and Information sources.

Adapted from Joint Committee on Standards for Educationsl Evaluation.

F"H:I'ETEI'I"I evaluatlion standards: how to assess ewvaluations of aeducational
programs. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 1904,

pulded by the questions being askad, the types of data avallable, and by Input from
stakeholders and primary wsars.

interpretstion. Interpretation Is the effort of figuring out what the findings mean
and Iz part of the overall efort to understand the evidence gathered In an avaluation
(&8 b. Uncovering facis regarding a program's performancs = not suificlent to draw
gvaluative concluslons. Evalustion evidence must ba Intarprated to detarmina the
practical significance of what has baen lsamed. Interpretations draw on Information
and perspectives that stakeholders bring to the evaluation Inguiry and can be
strengthened throwgh active participation or Intaraction.

Judgments. Judgments are statements concerning the marit, worth, or signii-
canca of the program. They are formed by comparing the findings and Interpretations
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regarding the program against ong or more selectad standards. Because multipla
standards can be applied to & glven program, stakeholders might reach different or
gven conflicting Judgments. For examipla, 8 program thet Increases s outreach by
10%: Trom the previous yaar might be judgad posiively by program managers who ane

BOX 8. Sslected sources of standards Tor Judging program performancs

Neads of participants:
Community valuas, expactations, normes:
Dagrea of participation;

Program objectives:

Program protocols and proceduras:

Expectad performance, forecasis, astimates:
Feasiiity:

Sustainaiity:

Absance of harms:

Targets or flxed criteria of peformance;
Change In performance over Hme;
Parformance by previous or similar programs:
Parformance by & control or cComparnson group;
RecoUrce afficiancy:

Profassional standand <

Mandates, policies, statutes, regulations, laws:

Judgments by ralerence groups ie.g., particlpants, stafl, expertz, and funding
officlalz);

Instituticnal goals;

Political [deology:

Sockal equity;

Poditical wiil: and

Human righis.

Adapted from 3] Pation MO, Liflization-focusad avalualion: the new century
fext. 2rd ed. Thousand Oaks, CAZ Sape Publications, 1997; bl Scriven M. Minimalist
theory of evaluation: the least thaory that practice reguires. American Jouma of
Ewaluation 188E:18(1):57-70 o McKenzie JF. Planning, iImplementing., and avalwat-
Ing hesith promotion programs: 3 primer. Maw York, WY Macmillan Publishing
Company, 1883 di Joint Commitiee on Standards for Educational Evaluation.
Program evaluation standards: how to assess evalualions of aducational
progprams. 2nd ad. Thousand Oaks, C4- Sage Publications, 1884 and &) Gostin L,
Bann JK. Towards the development of a human rights Impact assessment for tha
formulzticn and evaluation of public health policlas. Health and Human Rights
18484 158-40.
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using the standard of Improved performance ower time. Howewver, community
members might feel that despite Improvements, a minimum threshold of access o
services has not been reached. Therefone, by using the standard of soclal equity, thelr
Judgment conceming program peformance would be negative. Conflicting clalms
regarding a programs quallty, value, or Importanca oftan Indicats that siakeholders
ara using different standards for Judgment. In the contaxt of an evaluation, such dis-
agreament can be a catalyst for clarihying relevant values and for negotiating the
appropriate basas on which the program should be Judged.

Recommendations. Aecommendations are actions for conslderation resulting from
the evaluation. Forming recommeandations [£ a distinct alament of program evaluation
that requires Information beyond what s necessary o form Judgments regarding
program performance (2 b, Knowing that a program [s able to reduce the risk of dis-
gaze does not translate necessarlly Into & recommendation to continue the effor,
particularly when competing prioriies or other effective alternatives exist. Thus, rec-
ommendations for continuing, expanding., redesigning, of terminating 3 program ana
separata from judgments regarding a program’s effectiveness. Making recommendz-
tions requires Informsation concerning the contaxt, particularly the onganizations
context, Inwhich programmatic declisions will B2 made (82 . Recommendations that
lack sufficlent awidence or thoss that are not sligned with stakeholders’ walues can
underming an evaluation’s credioility. By contrast, an evaluation can be sirengthensad
by recommendations that anticlpate the poliifcal sansitivities of Intended wsars and
highilght areas that users can conftrol or Influgnca (7 ). Sharing draft recomimenda-
tions, sollciting resctions from multiple stakaholders, and presanting options Instead
of directive advice Increass the Mkeflihood that recommendations will be relevant and
well-receivad.

Varlous activitias fulllll the requirament for ustitying concluslions In an evaluation
(Box 10). Conclusions could be strengthenad by a) summarizing the plausible mecha-
nlsms of changsa; bl delineating the temporal sequance batwaen scivitles and affacts;
c) searching for alternztive explanations and showing why they are unsupported by
the avidence: and d) showing that the effects can be repaated. Whan differant R
equeally well-supported condusions exist, @ach could be presenied with & surmmary of
Itz strengths and weaknessas. Creative technigues (e.g., the Delphl procass® ) could be
used to establlsh consensus among staksholders when assigning valug Judgments
(90 ). Technigues for analyzing, syntheskizing, and Intenpreting indings should bea
agraed on before data collection begins to ensure that all necessary avidenca will ba
avallable.

Step &: Ensuring Use and Shaning Lessons Leamed

Lassong leamed in the course of an evaluation do not automatically fransiate nto
Informed declslon-making and appropriate action. Dellberate effort |s nesded to
gncure that the evaluation processes and findings are usad and disseminatad appro-
priataly. Preparing for usa Involves strateglc thinking and continued vigllance, both of

*Devalopad by tha Rand Dm]:nl:-rallm,. thi Dnlg: I'I:IDIH-H- an iterative mathod for amiving at
& CONBANEUS Conoarning an issua or prob cirpulating questions and responsas to a panal
of qualifiad revicssars whosa |d-n|'rht|n-: ara usually not revealed to ora ancthar. Tha guestions
and l::zmnm ara prograssively refined with each round wntil 2 wiabla option or solution is
meached.
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which begin In the earlest stages of stakeholder engagement and continus through-
out the ewaluation process. Five slemants are critical for ansuring usa of an avaluation,
Including deskyn, preparation, teedback, follow-up, and dissamination.

Design. Deskgn refers to how the evaluation’s guestions, methods, and oversll
processes are consinectad. As discussad In the third stap of this framework, the design
should be organlzed from the start to achleve Intended uses by primary wsars. Having
a clear design that Is focusad on use halps parsons who will conduct the evaluztion o
kEnow precls2ly who will do what with the findings and wiho will benailt from belng a
part of the evaluation. Furtharmaore, the process of creating a clear design will high-
light ways that stakeholders, through thelr contributions, can enhance tha ralevance,
credibliity, and overall utiiity of the evaluation.

Preparation. Preparation refars to the steps taken to rehearse eveniual use of
the evaluation findings. The sbilllty to transiate new knowledge Into appropr ste action
Iz 3 =klll that can be strengthensad through praciice. Bullding this skill can hsalf be
& weeful benefit of the evaluation (28 38,87 ). Ashearsing how potential findings

BOX 10. Justifylng conclusions

Definitton  BAaking clalms regarding the program that are warranted on tha
basls of data that have been compared sgainst pertinent and
defansibia dags of mearit, worth, or significanca 8., agalnst
standards of values); conclusions are [ustiled when thay ars linked
i the avidence gathered and conslsient with the agraed on valuas of
standards of stakeholders.

Role Ralnforces concluslons central to the evaluation’s uiliity and
accuracy; Involves valuas clarification, gualitative and quantitative
data analysis and synthesls, systematic Intenpratation, and
appropriate comparison against ralevant standands for jJudgment.

Example Activitles

= Using appropriate methods of analysls and synthesls to summarze findings:

= Interpreting the significance of results for deckding what the findings mean;

# Making [udgments according to claarly stated values that classiy a result
[2.0., 8= positive or nagative and high or lowi;

# Consldering alternative ways to compare resulls (2., compared with
prospram cbjectives, a compariscn group, natlonal norms, past perdomance,
OF nesads);

# Generating altemnative explanations for findings and Indicating wiy these
axplanations should or should nof be discownted:

# Recommending actions o dackslons that are consistant with tha concluslons:
and

# Limiting conclusions fo shuations, fime perfods, persons, coniexis, and
purposas for which the findings are appllcabie.

Adapted from Jodnt Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation.
Program ewaluation standards: how to assess evaluallons of educational
programs. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA- Sage Publications, 1954,
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iparticulary negative findings) might affect declsion-making will prepars stakeholders
Tor eventually using the evidence (22 L. Primary users and other stakeholders could be
qglven a set of hypothatical results and asked to explain what declslons or actions they
would make on the basks of this new knowiedge. IT they indicate that the avidence
presented Is Incomplete and that no action would be taken, this Is a sign that the
planned evaluation should be modifled. Preparing for use also gives sisksholders
tima to explore positive and negative Implications of potential results and time to
[dentity opiions for program [Mprovement.

Feedback. Feedback [s the communlcation that occurs among all parihes to the
evaluation. Siving and recelving fesdback creates an afmosphere of trust among
stakeholders; It kegps an evaluation on track by letting those Involved stay Informed
regarding how the evaluation Is procaeding. Primary Users and other stakaholders
hawe a right o comment on decisions that might affect the lkelihood of obtalning
useful Information. Stakeholder feedback |5 an Integral part of evaluation, particularly
for ensuring use. Obtaining feedback can be encouraged by holding perodic dlscus-
slons during esch siep of the evaluation procass and roufinely sharing Interm
findings, provisional Interpratations, and draft reports.

Foilow-Lip. Follow-up refers io the tachinical and smobional support that users nead
during the evaluation and after they racelve evaluation findings. Because of the effor
required, reaching Justfied concleslons In an evaluation can seam ke an end In Asal;
however, aciive Tollow-up might be necessary 10 remind Intended wsers of thelr
planned use. Follow-up might adso be reguired to prevent lessons learmad from
becoming lost or ignored In the process of making complex or politicslly sencibve
declsions. To guard against such oversight, someone Inwvolved In the evaluation
should serve &s an sdvocate for the evaluation's findings during the declsion-making
phaza. This type of sdvocacy Incraases appreciaticn of what was discovered and what
aCctione ara conclstant with the indings.

Facilitating use of evaluation findings also camies with | the responsibility Tor pra-
vanting misuse (7, 12,74.93.94 |. Evaluation resufts are always bound Dy the context In
‘whilch the evaluation was conducted. Howewer, certaln stakeholders might be termptad
to take results out of context or io use them for purp-osas other than those agraed on.
For Instance, Inappropriataly gensralizing the results from a singla casa study 1o maks
decislons that affact all sites In a natlonal program would constitute milsuse of the
casa shudy evalusiion. Similary, stakeholders seelng to undermine & program mighs
milsuse results by overemphaclzing nagative findings without ghving regard to the pro-
[gram’s positive attributes. Acthva follow-up might help prevent thase and other forms
of misuse by ensuring that evidence Is not misinterpreted and = not applied to gueas-
tions other than those that wera the central focus of the evaluation.

Dissemingtion. Diszaminztion ks the procazs of communicating efthar the proce-
dures or the lassons learmed from an evaluation to relevant audiences In a timely,
unblazed, and consistant fashion. Alhough documentation of the evaluation Is
neaded, a formal evaluation report s ot shways the best o even a necassary product.
Like ofher alemeants of the evaluation, e reporting strategy should be discussad In
sivance with Iniended users and other stakeholders. Such consulation ensures that
thea Information needs of relevant audiences will be met. Planning efiective communl-
cation slso requires conskdaring tha timing, style, tone, message source, vehicls, and
Tormat of Informiation products. Regandiess of how communications ane consiructad,
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the goal for dissamination IS to achleve full discloswre and Impartizs reporting. A
chiecklist of Items to consider when developing evaluation repors Includas taloring
the raport content for the audlence, axpilaining the focus of the evaluation and Its [mi-
tations, and listing Daoth the strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation (Eo 17) 16 ).

Addition sl Uses, Additionzl uses for avaluation Tiow from the process of comduct-
Ing the avaluation; thesa process usas have value and should be encouragad becausa
they complemment the usas of the evaluation Tindings (Box: 12} (7.2893 84 . Those par-
s0ns who participate In an evaluation can experience profound changes In thinking
and behavior. In particular, whan newcsmers o evaluation begin to think as evalua-
tors, fundamental shifis In perspactive can ooour. Evaluation prompts staff to clarity
thelr understanding of program goals. This greater clarity allows staff to function
cohesively as 3 taam, focused on & common end (95 ). Immarshon In tha logic, reason-
Ing, and valses of evaluation can lead to lasting Impacts (2.0, basing decislons on
systamatic Judgments Instead of on unfounded assumptions) (7 1. Additional process

BOX 11. Checklist Tor ensuring effective evaluation reports

* Provide Interim and Tinal repons to intended wusers In fime for use.

# Tallor the report content, Tormat, and style for the audienceis) by Invoiving
audience membsar:.

Include & summary.

Summiarize the description of the stakeholders and how thay were engaged.
Dascriba essentlal Teatures of the program {e.qg., Including logic models).
Explaln the focus of the evaluation and Its Imitations.

Include an adeguate summary of the evaluation plan and procedures.
Provide all necessary technical Informiation (2., In appendicas).

Specity the standards and critaria for evalustive judgments.

Explain the evaluative Judgments and how they are supporsd by tha
avidence.

List both strengths and wasknasses of the avaluation.

Discuss recommendations for sction with thelr advantages, disadvaniages,
and rasource Implications.

Encsure protactions for program clienis and other stakeholders.

Anticipate how people of organlzations might be affacied by the findings.
Prazant mincrty opinlons o rejoinders whars necessary.

Werfty that the report s acowraie and unblasad.

Organize the report logically and Include sppropriste detalls.

Remowe technical jargon.

Use examples, Nustrations, graphics, and stores.

Adapted from Worthen BR, Sanders JR, Fitzpatrick JL. Program evaluation:
altemative approaches and practical guldelines. 2nd ed. Mew York, MY: Logman,
Imc. 1996
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uses for evaluation Includes defining Indicators o discover what matters to declsion
makers and making cutcomes matter by changing the structural relnforcemants con-
niected with outcome attalnment (2.g., by paying cutcome dividends (o programs that
save money through thelr pravention affors] (96 |. The banefits that arlse from thesa
and other procass uses provide further ratlonale for Inidating evaluation activities at
the beginning of a program.

Standards for Effective Evaluation

Public health professionals will recogndze that the baslc steps of the framework
for program evaluation are part of thelr routing work. In day-to-day public health prac-
tice, siakeholders are consulted; program goals are defined: guiding questions
are stated: data are collected, analyzed, and Interprated: judgments are formed: and

lessons are shared. Although Informal evalustion occurs through roarine praciica,
standards exist 1o assess whether a set of evaluative activities are well-designed

and working to thelr potential. The foint Committes on Standards for Edwecational

BOX 12. Ensuring use and sharing lessons laamed

Definition  Ensuring that 3] stakeholders are awara of the avaluation procadures
and findingss b} the findings are consldered In decisions or actions
that affect the program {l.e., findings usel; and ¢} thosa who
participated In the evaluaiion have had & benariclal
Experience (12, process usel,

Role Enzures that evaluation achieves Its primary purpose — belng usetul
however, saveral Tactors might Influencea the degree of use, INcuding
evaluztor credibdiity, report clarity, report timeliness and
diszemination, disclosure of findings, Impartial reporting, and
changes In the program or organization contexst.

Exampie Activities

= Dasigning the evaluation to achiews Intanded usa by Intended wsars:

* Fraparing stakenoldars Tor eventual use by rehaarsing throughout the project
how different kinds of concluzions would afect program cperations:

» Providing continuous Teedback to stakeholders regarding Interim findings,
provisional Interpretations, and declslons to De made that might afiect IMkall-
hood of wear

® Scheduling Tollow-up mestings with Intended weers o fachlitate the transter of
evaluation concluslons Into appropriate actions or decislons; and

# Disseminating both the procedwres usad and the lessons leamed from the
avaluation to stakenolders, using tallorad communications siratagles that
meet thelr particular nesds.

Adapted from a) Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation.
Program evaluation siandards: how to assess evaluations of educational
programs. 2nd ed. Thousand Daks, CA&- Sage Pullications, 1884 and bj Pation MO
Utlization-rocused evaluation: the new cenfury text. 2rd ed. Thousand Oaks, CAZ
Sape Publications, 1867,
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Evaluation has developed program evaluation standards for this purpose (12 |. Thesa
standards, {Eﬂm o assecs evaluations of educationsal programes, are al=o relawvant
for public health programs.

The program evaluation standards make EI:II'II:..I'Eﬂl'Iﬂ sound and Talr avaluations
practical. The standards provide practical guideiines to follow when having to deckse
among evalustion options. The standards help svold cresting an Imbalanced avalu-
ation (e.g., one that s accurate and Teasible but not usaful or one that would be wsaful
and sccurate but Is Infeasible). Furthermora, the standards can be applied while plan-
I'I|ﬂg an avaluation and ﬂ'II'I:IIJgﬂ‘E'..IT Its |ﬂ'||:I|EI'I'IEI'It-B|'|IJ'I'I. The Jont Commities Is
unequivacal In that, “the standards are guiding principles, not mechanical rules. . In
tha end, whether a given standard has been addrassed sdaquately In 3 particular siu-
ation Is 3 matter of Judgmant= (12 ).

In the Jolnt Commilties’s report, standards are grouped Inta the following Tour cate-
gores and Include 3 total of 20 spacilic standards (Soxas 13-18). As described In the
I'ﬂ:rEI'L aach EHE{IEII'\I' has an assoclatad (1=t of -EI..UE“I'IE'E and common emrors, s
trafed with applled case exampiles:

® uiliity,
& feasibility,

= propriaty, and
® ACCUIECY.

Standard 1: LHdity

Uity standards ensure that Information nesds of evaluation wsers are satisflad.
Senvan wtility standards (Box 13) address such tems as ldeniifying those wihio will be
Impacted Dy the evaluation, the amount and type of Information collectad, the valuss
used In Interpreting evaluation Tindings, and the clarty and timeliness of evaluation
reports.

Standard 2: Feasibility

Faaslbllity standards ensure that the avaluation is visbie and pragmatic. The threa
faasibilty standards {Box 14) emphasize that the evaluation should employ practicsl,
nondisruptive procedures: that the differing political Interests of thosa Involved
should be anticipsted and acknowledped; and that the use of resources In conducting
the evaluation should be prudent and produce valuabba findings.

Standard 3: Propriety

Propriety standards ensure that the evaluation Is athical (Le., conductad with
regard for the rights and Interests of thosa Involved and efectad). Elght propriety
standards (Box 16) addrass such Mems as I:IE"H'E|I:IFI|I'I'E pl"ﬂlﬂl:l:"!i- and othar 3F'EEI'I'EFI|5
for gulding the evaluation; protecting the welfare of human subjects: walghing and
disciosing findings In & complete and balanced fashion; and addressing any conflicts
of Interazt In an apen aindd Talr manner.
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BOX 13. Uity standards

The follewing wiility standards enswre that an evaluation will sarve the Informa-

tion needs of Intended users:

& Stakeholder Identflcation. Persons Involsed In or affected by the evaluation
should be identiflad =0 that thelr nesds can bae sddrecced.

E. Evabeator crediblifty. The persons conduciing the evaluation showld be trust-
wiarthy and competent In parforming the svalustion for findings to achiave
maximum credibliity snd accapiance.

C. Information scope and selection. Information collected should address pertl-
nent guasiions regarding tha program and be responzive o the neads and
Interests of cllents and other speciiied stakenolders.

D. Values identification. The parspactives, procedures, and rationals usad to
Interpret the findings showkd be carefully describad so that the bases for valuse
Judgmants ara claar.

E. Report clarfty. Evaluation reporis should clearly dascribe the program be-
Ing evaluated, Including Hs context and the purposes, procedures, and Tind-
Ings of the evaluation =0 that assantial Information I provided and eashy
undarstood.

F. Report imeliness and dissemination. Substantlal Interim findings and evalu-
ation reporis should be disseminated to Intended users so that they can ba
uzed In a tmealy Tashilon.

=. Evaluation Impact. Evaluations should be planned, conducted, and reported
Inways that encourapge follow-throwgh by stakeholders to Increaes the kell-
hood of the evaluation balng uzed.

Source: Joint Commities2 on Standards for Educational Evalustion. Program
evaluation siandands: how to assess evaluations of educational programs. 2nd ad.
Thouzand Caks, CAC Sage Publications, 1954,

BOX 14. Feasibliity standards

Tha following Teasibliity standards ensure that an evalueation will b2 reallstic,

prudent, diplomatic, and frugal:

&_ Practical procedures. Evaluation procedurss showld be practical whila
neadad Information s being obtained to keep dlsruption to & minimuam.

E. Political viabllity. During planning and conduect of the evaluation, consldera-
tion should be given to tha varked positions of Intarest groups so that thair
cooperation can be obtalned and possible attempts by any group to curtall
evaluation operations or to blas or misapply the results can be sverted or
counteracied.

C. Cost-effectiveness. The evaluation should be efficlent and prodece valuzble
Information bo Justty expanded resources.

Sowurce: Joint Commities2 on Standards for Educational Evaluation. Program
evaluation standands: how o assess evaluations of educational programs. 2nd ed.
Thouzand Caks, CAC Sage Puldications, 1954,
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Standard 4: Accuracy

Accurscy standards ensura that the evaluation produces findings that are consld-
erad correct. Twelve accuracy standards (Box 16) Include such Rems a8 describing
the program and Hs contaxt srticulsting In detall the punpoca and methods of the
evaluation; employing systematic procedures to gather walld and rellable Information;
applying appropriste qualiative or quantitative methods during analysls and synthe-
sls; and producing Impartial reports containing conclusions that are justifiad.

The staps and standards are used togather throwghout the evaluation process. For
each step, a subset of relevant standardz should be conslderad {Eox 17).

BOX 15. Propriety standards

The Tollowing propriety standards ensure that an evalustion will ke conductad
lagally, athically, and with reggard for the welfare of those Involved in the evaluation
as well as those affected by Its results:

& Service orlentaflon. The evaluation should be dasigned o assist organiza-
tlonz In sddressing and sarving effactivaly the needs of the targeted particlh-
pants.

E. Formal agreements. All principal parties Involeed In an avalustion should
agree In writing to thelr obligations (Le., what I to be done, how, by whom,
and whan) so that each must adhers to the conditions of the agresment or
renegotiate It

C. Rights. of human subjects. The evaluaiion should be designed and conducied
In & manner that respects and protects the rights and walfare of human
subjects.

D. Human Imteractions. Evaluators should Interact respactully with othar per-
s0ns azsocliated with an evaluation, so that participants are not threatensd or
harmead.

E. Complete and falr assessment. The evaluation should be completa and Talr In
I= examinztion and recording of strengths and weaknesses of tha program
= that strengihs can be enhanced and problem areas addressed.

F. Disclosure of findings. The princlpal partles to an evaluation should encure
that the full evaluation findings with pertinent limitations are made accessihle
to the persons affected by the evaluation and any others with exprassed legal
rights to recalve the results.

G. Conflict of Interest. Conflict of Interest should e handied openly and hon-
estly so that the avaluation processes snd results sre not compromised.

H. Flszal responsibliity. The evaluators allocation and expendlture of resources
should reflect sound accountablity procedures by Deing prudent and ethil-
cally responsibla, so that expendlturas are sccountable snd appropriste.

Sourca: Jolnt Commities on Standards for Educational Evalusiion. Program
evaluation standards: how o assess evaluations of educational programs. 2nd ed.
Thouzand Caks, CA: Sage Publications, 1984,
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BOX 16. Accuracy standards

cally
A
B.

C.

Tha following accuracy standards ensure that an evaluation will conway technl-

PrOgra:

. Systematic Information. Information collected, processed, and reported In an

. Analysis of qualitative Information. Quallitative Information should be

. Justifled conclusions. Conclusions reached should be expliclily |Justifled for

. Impartial reporting. Reporting procaduras should guard against the distor-

. Metsavaluation. The evaluation should be formatively and summatieely

Source: Joint Commities on Standards for Educational Evaluztion. Program

evaluation standards: how o assess evaleations of aducational programs. 2nd ed.
Thouwsand Caks, CA- Sage Publications, 1984,

adequate Information regarding the determining features of mert of the

Program decumentstion. The program belng evaluated should be docw
mented claary and accurataly.

Context analysls. The context Inwhich the program edsls should be exam:-
inad In @nough datall to Identify probable Influencas on the program.
Described purposes snd procedures. The purposas and procedures of the
evaluation should be monltored and described In enough detall to kdeniify
and &ssess tham.

Defensible Information sources. Sources of Information usad In & program
evaluation should be describad In enowgh detall to azsess the adeqguacy of
the Information.

Valld Information. Information-gathering procedures should be developed
and Implemeanied to ensure & valld Interpretation for the Intended use.
Rellabie Information. Information-gathering procedures should be developed
and Implemented to ensure sufficlently reflabla Information for the intended
UEE.

evaluation should be systematically reviewed and any emors cHmacied.
Analysks of quanitistive Information. Cuaniitabive Information showld be
anzlyzad appropriately and systematically =0 that evaluation questions are
answerad effecthaly.

analyied appropriately and systematically 1o answer evaluallon gueasiions
effectivaly.

stakenoldars” assassment.

tlon caused by personal feelings and blases of any party Involved In he
evaluation to reflect the findings fairy.

evalusted sgainst thess and other partinent standards o guida M condowect
appropriately and, on completion, fo enable closs examination of M=
sirengths and waaknazzes by stakaholders.
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BOX 17. Cross-reference of steps and relevant standards

Stops in Evalustion Practice
Emgaging stakehioldars

Dascribing tha program

Focusing tha evaluation
design

Gathering credible evidanca

Justifying conclusions:

Ersuring use and shari
hﬂm:qnnrrmd ™

Ralavant Stanidards

Stakohlder identificstion
Ewvaluator cradibility
Formnal agreemarits
Rights of human subjects
Humian intaractiors
Cornflict of intorast
Malzovaluaticn

Complsto and fair assassmant
Program documantation
Corrext analysis
Mataevaluation

Evaluation impact

Practical proceduras

Palitical wiability

Cost offectivenass

Garvice orantation

Complato and Exir asscssmant
Fil-:a_rns nsibility P o
Deson w5 and proceduras
Matagvalustion F

Information soope and salaction
Defansible irdormation souroees
Walid information

Raliabls information
Systamatic information
Malzevaluaticn

Waluas idontification

Arahysis of qguantitative information
Arnalysis of gualitative information
Justifiad conclusions
Malagvaluaticn

Evaluatar cradibility

Raport clarity

Raport timelinass and disssmination
Evaluation im

Disclosura of findings

Impartial reporting

Matagwvaluation

Group!
Box Mo Ham

Litilitw 13-4

Lilitw/132-8
Propriaby'15-B
PmFrint-.-ﬂE-E
Propriaty'15-D
Propriaty’15-5
Anouracy’16-L

Propriaty’15-C
Acouracy’16-A
Acourscy'16-B
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APPLYING THE FRAMEWORK

Conducting Optimal Evaluations
Public health FlrIJIE'EEIEI-MIE Can no I-El'I?EF qguastion whather to avaluate thelr
programe: Instead, the sppropriate questions are

& What Is the best way to evaluata?
* What Is belng l2amed from the evaleation? And,
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& How will lessons leamed Trom evaluaticns De used to make public health effons
miore effeciive and accountaila?

The framawork for program evaluation helps ansewer thaze questions by guiding Its
users In salacting evaluation strateglas that ara useful, taasible, athical, and accurate.
To usa the recommended framawork In a spacilc program coniext requires praciice,
which bullds =il In both the sclence and &rt of program evaluation. When applying
tha Tramewori, the challenge = to devise an optimal — as opposed to an ldeal —
strategy. An optimal strategy Is one that accomplishes aach step In the framework In
& way that sccommodates the program coniext and mests or excesds all relevant
standards. COCs evaluations of human Immunodeficlency virus prevention afforts,
Including schoolbazad programs, provige examples of optimal stratagles for
national-, stata-, and local-level evaluathon (97 88 ).

Assembling an Evaluation Team

Harnassing and focusing the efforis of 3 collaborative group = one approach o
conduciing an opiimal evaluation {24 35 . A team approach can succased wihen 3 small
group of carefully selectsd persons declies wihat the evaluation must accomplish and
pools resources to Implement the plan. Stakeholders might have varying levels of
Invalvermant an the team that {HZII'I"EEF}EI-H-II 13 thalr owwn pEI'EpEEtFﬂ!S-, ckllis, and
concems. A leader must be I:IE'ﬂ-l;II'IBTEﬂ o coordinate thea team and malnitain ooty
throughout the process; theraafier, the staps In evaluation praciice guide the salaction
of team membears. For exsmple,

* Those who are diplomatic and have diverse nethworks can engage other stake-
holders and malntaln Involvement.

* When describing the program, persons are needed who understand the
pragram’s history, purpose, and practical operation In the fleld. In addition, thosa
with group faciiitation sidils might be azkad to halp allclt unspoken expectations
regarding tha program and fo expose hidden values that pariners bring to tha
efiort. Such Tacliitators can also help e stakeholders create loglc models that
describe the program and clarfy Its pattern of relationships betwean means and
BMis.

* Declsion makers and others who gulde program directlon can help focus
the evaluation desipn on guestions that address specific Weers and USes.
They can also sat loglstic paramatars for the evaluation's scops, time line, and
dellvarables.

& Scientists, particularly sodal and benavioral sclentists, can Dring axpariise to thea
development of evaluation guastions, methods, and evidence gathering strate-
gles. They can also halp analye how a program operates In its organizational or
oMMty context.

* Trusted parsons who hawe no particular stake In the evaluation can ensure that
particlpants’ valeas are treated fairy when spphving standards, Interpreting facts,
and reaching Justified conclusions.
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® Advocates, clear communicators, creative thinkers, and members of the powar
struchure can help ensure that lessons leamead from the evaluation Influence
future declslon-making regarding program strafegy.

Al organizations, even those that are able to find evalustion team members within
thsalr owm S ENCY, shauld collaborate with FIH"'HE’I'E aind Take Hl:l'l'm'l‘ﬂﬂE'l:H cormimundty
recources when BSEEITI]-"I'I-E an evaluation team. This m’tEﬂ"fll'l-l:FEE!iEE the avalizbia
respurces and enhancas the avaluation’s cradibllity. Furthammaone, 3 diverss tagm of
engaped staksholders has 3 greater probabliity of conducting a culturally compsatant
evaluation (Le., one that understands and Is sensithva 1o tha pETs0ons, comdiitiones, and
contexts assoclated with the program) (94, 100 ). Although challenging for the coordl-
nator and the participants, the collaborative approach Is praciical becaussa of the
benafits It brings {e.@., reducas suspiclon and faar, Increazes awaraness and commit-
ment, Incraases the possiblllity of achieving objectives, broadens knowledge base,
teaches evaluation skills, strengthens parinerships, Increases the possibliity that find-
Ings will be used, and sllows for differing perspectives) (8.24).

Addressing Common Concerns

COMMOn CoOncems regarding program evaluation ane clarified by using this frame-
work. Evalugtions might not be undertaken bacause they are mispercalved 2= having
bo ke costly. However, the expense of an evaluation Is relative; the cost depends on the
guestions being asked and the level of precision desired for the answers. & simpls,
Iow-cost evaluation can dellver valuabie results.

Rathar than discounting evaluations as me-consweming and tangantial to program
operations (e.Q., 1eft to the end of a program's project period), tha framawork ancour-
ggas conducting evaluations from the beginning that are timed strategically to
provide necessary faedback to guide sction. This makes Integrating evaluation with
program practice possible.

Another concern canters on the percelved technical deamands of designing and
conducting an evaluation. Althowgh clrcumstancas axist whera controlled environ-
ments and elaborate analytic techniquss are needed, most public heslth program
evaluations do nod reguire such methods. Instead, the practical approsach endorsed by
this framework fOCUSEE on questions that will Improve the program by using conbaxt-
sencltive methods and analytic tachniques that summarkze scourstely the meaning of
qualitative and quantitative Information.

Finally, the prospact of evalustion troubles some program stafl because they par-
celwe evaluation meathods as punithve, exclusionary, o adversarial. The framework
gncourages an evalustion approach that Is dasigned fo be helpful and engages all
Interasied stakenoldars Ina process that wealcomes thelr participation. Sanctions to e
applied, i any, should not result from discovering negative findings, but from falling
to use the learming to change Tor greater affactivenass {10 ).

EVALUATION TRENDS

Interast In program Improvement and accountability continues to grow in gowvem-
ment, private, snd nonprofit sectors. The Government Parformance and Results Act
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requires fadersl sgancles o set performanca goals and 10 measure annusl results,
Monprofit donor organizations fe.0., United Way) have Integrated evaluation into thedr
program sciivitles and now requira that grant racipieanis Measure program outcomas
(30 }. Public-health-oriented foundations (e.q., W.E. Kellogg Foundation) hawve also
begun to emphasize the role of evaluation In thelr programming (24 ). Innovatha
approaches to staffing program evaluations have also emerged. For example, the
American Cancer Soclety (ACS) Collaborative Evaluation Fellows Projact links stu-
dent= and Taculty In 17 schools of public health with the ACS natlonal and reglonal
officas o evaluaia local cancar conirol programe { 107 ). Thase aciivitles across public
and private saciors reflact a colleciive Invesiment In bullding evalwation capaclty Tor
Improving performance and belng accouniabia for achleving public haalth recults.

Invastments In evaluation capactty are misde bo Improve program quality and affec-
tivenecs, Oma of the best examiples of the beneficlal aifacis of conducting awaleations
I= the Malcolm Ealdridge Matlonal Cuality Award Program (102 )% Evidence deman-
sirates that the evaluaiive procasses reguired towin the Baldridge Award have helpad
Amarican businesses outperform thelr comipetitors | 7332 | Now these same affects on
quallty and parformance are baing translatad to the health and human sardice sector.
Recently, Baldridge Award critaria wera developed for judging the axcallence of health
care organizations { 104 ). This axtenslon to the haalth-care Industry Mustrates the crit-
cal rode for evaluation in achleving health and human service objectives. Likewlse, the
framewark for program avaluation was davelopad to help Integrate avaluation Info
tha corporate culture of public haslth and fulfll COC's operating principles for pubiic
health practice (1.2 ).

Bulkding avaluation capacity throughout the pubiic heaith workforce |5 @ goal also
charad by the Public Health Fundions Steering Commities. Chaired by the LS. Sur-
geon Ganeral, this commilttes Identifled core competancias for evaluation as essentlal
Tor the pubdic health workforce of the taenty TIrst century (708 1. With RE focus on mak-
Ing avalwaton accessible to all program stafl and staksholdars, the framework helps
to promote avaluation literacy and compatancy among all publlc health professionals.

SUMMARY

Evaluation Is the only way 10 separate programes that promote health and pravent
Injury. disease, or disabllity from those that do nok It Is a driving force for planning
gfecthve public health strategles, Improving existing programs, and demonstrating
the resuits of resource Investments. Evaluation also focuses attiention on the commaon
purpose of public haalth programs and asks whather the magniudge of Investment
maiches the tasks o be accomplished (95 ).

The recommended framework Is both & synthasls of axdsting evaluation practicas
and a standard for further Improvement. It supports a practical spproach to avaluation
that Is based on steps and standards applicable In public health satings. Bacause the
framework Is punposatully general, It provides a guide Tor designing and conducting

*Tha Malcolm Ed-drid-;n Mational Cuality Improvemant Act of 1987 Public Law 1002007
astablishad awhlinpﬂmﬁmw": fooused on encouraging Amarican businaess and athar
arganieations to practios cffective guality managamant. The annual award process, which
invohvas axtamal roview as well as salf-assassmant against Criteria for Parformanca Excallanca,
pn:lmdm_a provan ooursa for crganizations 1o improva significantly the quality of their goods
and sarvices.
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speclfic evaluation projects across many different program areas. In addition, the
framework can be used 85 a template to creste of anhance program-specilic evalu-
ation guidelines that furiher cperationallze the steps and standards In ways that are
appropriste for each program (20,96, 106-112 1. Thus, the recommeandead framework 1s
one of saveral tools that COC can use with Its partners to Improve and account for
theair health promotion and disease or Injury prevention work.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Sourcas of additlonal Information are avallable Tor those who wish to begin apphy-
Ing the framework presentad In this report or who wizh to enhance thelr under-
standing of program evaluation. In particular, the following resources are recom-
mended:

» “Practical Evaluation of Public Haalth Programs” (course no. VC0017) Is & 5-hr
distanca-leaming cowrse that also wsas the framework presented in this raport.
Developed through COCs Public Health Training Matwork iPHTH) (8), the coursa
conslsts of two videotapas and a workbaook, which can be used by Individuals for
salf-study of by small groups with optional activities. Continuing education credit
Is avalable for this course. Additfonal Information Is avallable at the PHTN
webalta gt hitp:Pwww.cdc.goviphine. o by calling, toll-frae, B00-41-TRAIN (800-
418-T246). Also, courss materlals can be purchased from the Public Health
Foundation by calling, toll-frea, 877-252-1300, or using the on-ine order form
at <hitpzibookstons phi orprodd 1. himes.. For informational purposes, the work-
book can be viewed ower the Imternet at .chttpoiwwcdc.goviavall

Workbook i,

= The Community Toolbox (CTE} I= an Intemat rezource for haalth promotion and
community davelopmeant that contalns Information regarding how to conduct
public hegith work and soclal changsa on a community level. Because they con-
sidar program evaluation to b a critical part of successiul community-based
health promotion, the CTE team used the frameawork Tor program evaluation o
create & uniqua gateway to evaluation-related Ideas and tools. This gateway can
be accessed at «hittplictbdsl ukans ed ot/ c3ProgEval nimi..

& The CODC Evaluation Workdng Group has complied a =T of sdditionsl resources
for pragram evaluation. Thase rescurces address such lopcs &s &) ethics, princl-
ples, and standzrds for program evaluation: b) evaluation-relatad organitzations,
soclethas, foundations, and assockations: cf jowrnats and on-ling publicathone;
d} step-by-step evalustion manuals; ) resources Tor developing loglc modets;
11 planning- and performance-iImprovermnent tools; and gl evaluation-ralatad pub-
licatlons. This Nst of resources can bDe obtained through the YWorking Group’s
webslie at hittpisww.cdc.govievalindax ntm: or by sanding an elecironic
MESSAQE 10 weval ECHc.govs.
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