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Preface

In recent years growing attention has been given by researchers to outcome eval-
uation in the field of human services, largely in response to demands by funders
and others for accountability, assessment of performance, and cost effectiveness.
Limited attention has been paid, however, to the findings of evaluation studies con-
ducted in different countries. For this reason, in a recent survey of child welfare
outcome research in the United States, the United Kingdom, and Australia,
~ Maluccio, Ainsworth, and Thoburn (Child Welfare Outcome Research in the
~ United States, the United Kingdom, and Australia. 2000. Washington, D.C.:
CWLA Press) call for greater attention to cross-national studies and challenge us
to take up the task of leammg from outcome research across the warld, to unpmve
In lme wrth the abave challenge, we nrgamzed a scmmar enntled *‘Omcame- |
based Evaluation: A Cmss-natmng] Comparison” in Volterra (’Imly) on March

2&—29 20(11 The seminar fea._ ured the mmwtm and discussion of a series of

s fr n ]taly, the Umted St’am, .
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Introduction

Outcome-Based Evaluation: Cross-National Perspectives

Anthony N. Maluccio, Cinzia Canali, and Tiziano Vecchiato

In recent years we have witnessed growing commitment in various countries to
mlpravmg of the quality of health and social services on behalf of families and
~ children. At the same time, interest in outcome evaimman has increased, espe-
clally in regard to the effectiveness of such services, as reﬂected in the seminar de-

" bed in the preface, which took place in Volterra (Italy) in March 2001 In tlns
| -ctwn we delineate selected issues that emerged in regand to
cross-cultural research in the above area; describe the um;;or themm
pam@spants aadconctude mﬂmbneflouka_tﬁ;m |




Introduction

alization and development; reflects different priorities and methods; and attracts
diverse funding and varying professional interests. But it is clear that it is begin-
ning to be regarded as part and parcel of administrative functions and responsibil-
ities in a wide variety of agency settings.

In future collaborative efforts, it is important to deal with the above issues—and
others that emerge in the process of conducting comparative evaluation studies—
through attention to such themes and guidelines as the following:

critically examining and comparing the underlying theoretical models used
by researchers;

planning and conducting evaluative studies through collaboration among re-
searchers in different countries;

collaborating with researchers from a variety of disciplines in addition to so-
cial work; |
involving in the evaluation process—and from the beginning—those who
are closest to the delivery of services, including administrators, practition-

ers, and consumers;

specifying desired outcomes of partu:ular scmces or projects and dacu-
- menting the course of service delivery: .~
___-;?-_.conductmg camparatwe studles of the outcomes of dlﬂ'erent welfare sys-::
'.;devotmg attcntlon to the roles and outcomes nf preventlon services;
-documentmg the process of service dehvery to assure that campansans aw
~ made among similar programs; and
can&ldelmg whether programs that delwet mandated semces shnuld beq: :

Wlth those whem the chent or




Major Themes 3

ticular, she stresses the importance of examining what is inside the “black box™ of
service delivery before making program comparisons—that is, describing who ac-
tually does what to assure that like programs are being compared—as well as ex-
amining how outcomes must be analyzed in relation to their specific goals and
inputs.

Robert Chaskin then focuses on evaluatlon of the broad effects of community-
based efforts to improve the lives of children and families “in need.” He delineates
comprehensive community initiatives aimed at community building in the United
States. On the basis of these experiences, he offers guidelines for applying theo-
ries of change to “community building”; taking into account the complexities of
communities as well as interventions; and making the case or providing the evi-
dence for the effectiveness of community-based practice.

In Chapter 4, Tiziano Vecchiato begins with a comprehensive discussion of two
- issues in evaluation of national health and social programs in Italy: confronting the
difficulties in selecting indicators of effectiveness and dealing with the complica-
~ tions involved in determining national goals in light of geographic differences. He
- proposes potential solutions regarding these issues as well as suggestmns fur im-
~ proving methods and theories of evaluation. i
~ Robert Goerge, on the other hand, in Chapter 5 facuscs on nanexpmmental
methads of evaluating : social pra 1s in the area of child and family services. In

_ j:_:j_;_;pamcular, he indicates that st&tmt:cal appruqches usmg ]on itud data offm- .
- good alternative when random assignment evaluations are not feasible due to eth-
~ ical or aperatlonal difficulties. He ﬂluatraws hu reum

mluatlﬁn af tha effect of Wﬁlfm reform m_an m'hln ltea af the Umted Staws __

ent thro!lsh appimanon to o ”



Introduction

course of the case helps researchers and practitioners to understand what works
best, for whom, and under what circumstances.

Drawing on the experiences of the Center for Child and Family Studies in a
southern state in the United States, in Chapter 10 Lois Wright and Kathy Paget ad-
dress the use of a “learning organization” approach to evaluation of outcomes in
public child welfare agencies; they define this term as partnership between indi-
viduals who implement programs and those who engage in evaluation. They then
show how such an approach can lead to refinement of the role and activities of the

evaluation process and the skills and challenges involved in communicating re-

sults meaningfully.
In Chapter 11 Frank Ainsworth explores the impact of organizational inertia and

political ideology on outcome research, using examples of studies that he has con-
ducted in diverse agency settings in Australia and South Africa. He describes les—

sons learned through conducting these studies in bureaucratic organizations, in

such areas as organizational inertia, ideological nmpedunents and use of adlmms-- .

trative data sets.
Finally, in Chapter 12 Anita L:ghtburn presents a case study of nat:onal and

| local evaluations of a Head Start Family Service Center program demonstmunn in
the United States. She discusses ms:ghts derived from these evaluations, arguing

L “j;_f,. that the choice of expemnental designs in the study was premature and that i in fu-
. ture research formative evaluation appmaches need to be carned out ﬁrst, as a
i . ;{; .; fomdauon fm: expenmema] studles - _, do e ~

Looxmemrms --

Mt (115w e e



Looking to the Future 5

search; circulating information about program innovations and their effectiveness:
_:and conducting parallel studies regarding the outcome of diverse approaches to
'similar problems in different countries.

~ The contributors to this volume demonstrate strong conviction about sharing re-
search expertise across national boundaries; learning through each other how to
‘cope with organizational impediments to cross-national collaboration; and
strengthening the interaction between practice and research. Their posmve re-
sponse to the Volterra seminar suggests that there is wide interest in pursuing
crass-natmnal callaboratlon Further useful oyportmntws to conduct such re-
search should be nurtmed in the future bu:tldmg on the initial eﬂ'orts reﬂected in
the caambutlona to this _vt;lunia ' v
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Current Initiatives in the Development

of Outcome-Based Evaluation of

Children’s Services

Harriet Ward

Over the last century, England, along with most other developed countnes, has i in-
troduced a wide range of services designed to promote the satisfactory develop-
ment of its children. Services such as physical and mental health care, dental care,
and education are universally available and, desmte a ﬂounshmg private sector, are
still largely delivered, without charge, by public agencies. Neverthelcss, of the
eleven million children and young people under elghteen years of age in England
today, about four million are thaught to be vulnerable in that they “would benefit
- from extra help from publlc agencws in order to make the best of their hﬁe
~ chances” (Department of Health, Departm nt for Education and Emm yment and
Hame Oﬂice,aZOGO 2) Of these, 381 500 are deﬁned as chddmn in need, ﬁmt ls,
~ children whose vulnerablllty is such that they are unhkcly to reach or mammn a
3atmfactory level of health or develapmen:t, or those whose Mth md d

ment w1ll be slgmﬁcantbr lmpmrad withwt the ' '

Lyt L
¥ e
- i b



The Looking After Children Project 7

strable evidence of satisfactory delivery and proof that public money i1s being
well-spent.

Within the above context, this chapter explores the introduction of outcome-
based evaluation in services for children in need at both micro and macro levels
and considers the issues raised by initiatives such as the Looking After Children
project, a methodology designed to help practitioners and their managers assess
~ outcomes for children placed in out-of-home care (Ward, 1995), and the “Perfor-
~ mance Assessment Framework” (Department of Health, 1999b)—a series of per-
~ formance indicators for all the “personal” social services required annually by
~ government and published in the national press.' Poor implementation and prob-
- lems with management information systems have meant that the link between ag-
~ gregate and individual data has sometimes been lost, a situation that a new
~ Integrated Children’s System aims to redress.

ok THE LOOKING AFTER CHILDREN PROJECT:
OUTCOME-BASED EVALUATION AT THE MICRO LEVEL

.n almost any cntenon, children who have been Placcd in the care of public
asencxes tend to be among those most ohmmsly in need, and for many years
con: -_.erns have heen msed about thc poor outcomes that they appear to achleve

“ ‘hmelem Wla hm bem in cam. mﬂ am in seven Wﬂﬂi wamcn lmms'f o
;- y a mother (Acheson, 1998). "mm mm also metw: o
es department £435 -

......
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8 Current Initiatives in Development

services by asking how far they promote children’s long-term chances of achiev-
ing satisfactory well-being in adulthood. Although the working party’s remit was
to produce measures designed to assess outcomes for children in care or accom-
modation, they argued that the program should, at least in theory, be applicable to
all children rather than focusing solely on issues specific to those in receipt of a
particular service.

The working party therefore identified seven developmental dimensions along
which all children need to progress if they are to achieve long-term well-being in
adulthood: health, education, identity, family and social relationships, social pres-
entation, emotional and behavioral development, and self-care skills. They argued
that, at a very basic level, all parents have broadly similar objectives for their chil-
dren in each of the above dimensions; for instance, they want them to be healthy,
literate, confident, popular, attractive, and competent, and are concerned if they
show signs of emotional or behavioral disturbance. The objectives should be no
different for those children for whom the state has acquired parental responsibil-
ity. However, children will only make sansfactory progress if their needs in each
of these dimensions are adequately met, primarily by parents but with assistance
from social workers, foster carers, and other child welfare professmnals where

 necessary. Both parents and child welfare agencies can be held accountable for the

~ extent to which they attempt to meet chlldren S needs, and the outcome of their ef-

~forts can be measured with reference both to children’s experience of parenting

: ~ acausal relationship between the two (Parker et al., 1991).

“and to their progress, although it is important to recognize tha.t there is nat always‘ .'

~ The practical application of the theoretical perspectives noted abﬁvem
the Asae—ssment and Aclmn Rﬁcords a series Qf six pmntlce tools that ask age
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adapted to local circumstances and requirements are now also being implemented
in Scotland and Northern Ireland. In addition, extensive pilot and implementation
projects have been undertaken in Canada, Australia, Germany, Sweden, Hungary,
and Russia (Ward, 1998).

Social workers are expected to ensure that an Assessment and Action Record is
completed annually for each child looked after away from home for whom they
hold responsibility. In theory, therefore, a system is in place in English and Welsh
local authorities that should allow for outcome data on all looked after children to
be routinely collected and recorded as part of the everyday interaction between so-
cial workers, carers, and the children for whom they hold responsibility. It should
- be possible to aggregate the data held on individual children to assess the out-
~ comes of the service as a whole.
~ However, perhaps we should not be surprised to find that reality falls consider-

ably short of the theoretical picture. The evidence from an extensive audit program
'{"ﬁundertaken between 1996 and 1999 demonstrates that, even with substantial sup-
jﬁport from central govemment, the use of these materials, though improving over
. time is often mcansxstent and patehy Whllc thoae pam of the system that reph-

"ofmtm&mdmmlywmwm f’ﬁ _
(Moyers, 1996; Peel, 1997; Scott, 1999). SRS el
- Ther f.‘-_iummmHn drﬁuwa&fammuwmm indi




10 Current Initiatives in Development

construct a computerized system that could be presented in a manner thoroughly
acceptable to all the participants, it would not be adequately implemented unless
a number of other issues are addressed.

Systematic outcome-based evaluation of this nature requires participants to
gather accurate data on a routine basis in order to demonstrate changes to the ser-
vice and/or developmental progress in the child or young person concerned. How-
ever, the evidence from the audits, and also more particularly from Stage Four of
the project (1996-2002), where researchers are demonstrating how the data from
case files of 242 children can be transformed into management information, is that
the need to gather and record accurate information is not always understood by
practitioners.” Even where all the materials are completed, case files demonstrate
substantial gaps and inaccuracies in key information. It is often impossible to find
- the answer to simple questions such as the date on which a child was admitted to
care or accommodation, or the number of placements he or she has experienced
since then; other information such as academic progress or the child’s health needs
may be out of date or no longer relevant. |

Discussions with social workers reveal that many of them have the mformation
in their heads, but they do not regard writing it down as necessary. Indeed, this is

at the heart of one of the main criticisms raised by practitioners: that by requiring
them to monitor children’s progress by answering questions on forms, the system, s
 bureaucratizes the social work task (Ward, 1995). This debate is taken further for-
- ward by Garrett (1 999) who argues that by suggesting that there are a number of
g ized mdlcators of progress that can be momtored in order to evaluate out-
& comes’ the system requires social workers to act as cnnmllmg agents wlm require

f.éhlldren in need to conform to societal norms rather than giving free rein to their
e mdmduahty Iti is dlfﬁcultto see how such cntwlsmscanbe addressed hy mymn- .

| m destgned tn '

C munneevaluanonsaf i E e




Performance Assessment Framework 11

Implementation of the system, however, while imperfect, has by no means
failed. Not only has no council withdrawn from the program, but there is substan-
tial evidence to suggest that, even if the practical completion of the documents is
inadequate, the conceptual framework upon which the materials are based is grad-
ually becoming part of accepted social work theory. A comprehensive study of so-
cial workers’ understanding of children’s needs found that those working in local
authorities which had implemented the Looking After Children materials were
able to describe them in the structured, developmental terms provided by the seven
dimensions used in the project (Department of Health, 2000a). A number of coun-
cils, having introduced Looking After Children for young people looked after
away from home, have begun to use the theoretical framework as a basis for de-
veloping procedures for identifying and assessing other children in need:; these ini-
tiatives were reinforced when the new government guidance for the assessment of
need was released in 2000 (Department of Health et al., 2000). This program now
- requires social workers to build on the developmental basis of the Looking after
Children model in assessing all children in need, by identifying how far factors re-
 lated to parenting capacity, the wider family, and the environment are 1mped1ng or
' promotmg children’s progress in the seven developmental dimensions. i

- Notall social workers in England have yet grasped the message that, in thear in-
 teractions with individual children, they need to gather accurate, structured mfor-v. |
- mation that allows them to assess how far services are affecting developmental

 progress. Nevertheless, this argument is cc

‘being reinforced and mll wn- i

- tmue to be s0 thmugh new pmemm and mimna. In Englaad and Wnlas tlw new .. 5:_ o




12 Current Initiatives in Development

government, although the full range will not be available until late 2002. A series
of National Priorities Guidance targets has also been set and is designed to ensure
that health authorities, education departments, and social services work jointly to-
ward those objectives that require cooperation from several agencies. The annual
statistical returns identify individual councils and are published both on the inter-
net and in the press. Additional powers have also been given to the government to
take action where local councils consistently fail to meet acceptable standards.

In many ways the performance management program being introduced into chil-
dren’s services at a macro level adopts an approach that complements that of the
Looking After Children program at the micro level. Key government objectives for
looked after children are framed in developmental terms, and specify, for instance,
that services should “ensure that children are securely attached to carers capable of
providing safe and effective care for the duration of childhood”; that they should
ensure that these children “gain maximum life chance benefits from educational
opportunities, health care and social care”; and that care leavers, “as they enter
adulthood, should not be isolated and should participate socially and economically
as citizens.” The indicators that demonstrate how far these objectives are being
- achieved cover issues such as the propomon of looked after children permanently

~ excluded from school, the proportion with up-to-date immunizations, annual den-

L tal checks, and annual health assessments, and the proportion convicted of offenses
e (Department of Health, 1999b). These indicators are described in the. Assessmsnt
~ andAction Records and other Looking After Children materials.

- Moreover, in both systems, the developmental appmach has led to the idmtlﬁ-
cation of objectives and indicators that are applicable to all children rather than
those who receive a pamcular service and has meant that children who are looked
after away from home or who receive extensive family support services are not as-
| _qumedmhavelummmm ortcreqmre a lower standard ofsemmthan_
es «ef the Pmrlm ﬁhas sﬁll bmd:ﬁouiﬂo ﬂwpelawidg _




Divorcing the Aggregate from the Individual 13

While the above may prove to be teething problems endemic to the introduction
of new and unfamiliar procedures, more significant difficulties could arise in the
way in which the system is used. The introduction of performance management in
other public services has sometimes created unintended consequences, where the
need to meet targets becomes divorced from the primary objective—to improve
services. For example, outcomes of the education system in England and Wales
are now evaluated by monitoring the percentage of children who pass particular
examinations; it is thought, however, that the need to meet these targets has given
head teachers a perverse incentive to exclude disruptive pupils, particularly if they
are unlikely to succeed academically (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998). The intro-
duction of penalties and disciplinary measures for departments that fail to meet
targets is likely to have exacerbated difficulties such as these. ;

It is possible that the introduction of performance targets for children’s sncra]
care services may create similar perverse incentives. A major issue in Britain has
been the frequency with which looked after children move from one placement to
another. This has led to the introduction of a performance target linked to the ob-

jective to ensure stablllty of care, such as “to reduce to no more than 16 percent in
all authannea by 2001, the number of chaldma looked aﬁer who have three or
‘more placements in one year” (Department of Health, 1999b:8). There are con-

~ cerns that the need to meet this t may hecnme an end in usclf md that chil-
dmn cauld be left m mﬁnfmﬁmy placements | teen .
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However, outcome indicators such as those currently being monitored will only
demonstrate whether children are progressing and targets are being met. This may
be sufficient at a national level, but at a local level agencies will also need to be
able to identify why certain children are progressing and not others, and who needs
additional support if services are genuinely to be improved. At present there are a
number of obstacles that prevent outcome data from being used in this way, as de-
lineated below.

First, most agencies are not gathering the contextual information that will allow
them to interpret their outcome data. Information about children’s needs and the
extent to which these are met by appropriate services is necessary in order to un-
derstand their progress: for instance, the data on the academic achievements of
children in care need to be interpreted in the light of evidence concerning the in-
cidence of learning disability in this vulnerable population and the availability of
places in appropriate schools. Moreover, at present, baseline data on children’s de-
velopmental status are not gathered at the point at which a service is provided, and
s0 it 1s impossible to assess whether apparently slow progress marks a 'ge_nuine- de-
P _terioration or whether it is in fact an improvement on what had gone before.
~ Second, at present outcome-based evaluation at an aggregate level seems

; _..;;--strangely divorced from the evaluation of the progress of individual children. Out-
- come data from the performance indicators are used to inform management and
- government whether targets are being met, but they are rarely disaggregatec and'

usedto help field social workers or social work teams identify how the progress of
- individual children might be improved. A number of agencies, for instance, are -_

| - gathermg mformauon to mmplete statnstlcal retums on tha edumona! outcomes

y from the edv depa e




Conclusion |

th

vices and not solely those for children placed in out of home care, has produced a
much wider remit. Work is now being undertaken to fuse the Framework for As-
sessment of Need with Looking After Children to form an integrated children’s
service system; its purpose will be to provide “an assessment, planning, interven-
tion and reviewing model for all children in need” designed to promote satisfac-
tory outcomes (Department of Health, 2000c¢).

The Integrated Children’s System will incorporate three mterrelated strands of
work. First, a theoretical framework is being developed that will map how the im-
pact of parentmg capacity and family and environmental factors on a child’s de-
velopmental progress can be monitored throughout a child’s contact with social
services. The aim is to produce a conceptual map that will form a unified basis for
evaluating the relationship among need, services, and progress whatever the
child’s circumstances. The same theoretical framework will therefore underpin all
social work interventions, whether children are living at home and receiving fam-
1ly support services or cared for by public agencies and placed in residential units
'- _m' w:th foster carers and so on.

SeCH '_nd, formats will be developed to reflect the abuve-—nated conceptual frame-

| wark in the social work processes of assessing need, making and reviewing plans,
| and mqmtonng mterventlons and outcmws* The axm IS tn bmld on t_he reapnnses |




16 Current Initiatives in Development

services work with all children in need and at the same time captures data that can
be used to assess the outcomes of services at both an individual and an aggregate
level. The system will operate both horizontally as it models the different
processes that social workers and their managers need to undertake in order to
identify need, provide services, and monitor progress, and vertically as it links
with wider management information systems through the process activity model
and the data specification for children’s services.

The Integrated Children’s System is likely to form the foundatlon upon which

all social work interventions with children and families in England and Wales are

based and, if implemented, will have substantial implications for practice. It as-
sumes that social workers will input data directly onto laptop computers in the
course of their everyday interactions with service users. Such a methodology will
obviate the need for administrative staff to transfer written information from files
onto management information systems, and should thus improve the accuracy of
data. It should also make it easier to establish feedback loops, whereby informa-
tion concerning individual children is aggregated and used both to inform the de-
velopment of the service as a whole and to identify how far the experience of each
~ child concerned can be improved to enhance his or her chances of achieving long-

 term Well-bemg The system will also have major implications for training as it an-

L _’:l;lcxpates that social workers will have a thorough understanding not only of

- children’s development and those factors in their parents’ capacity, their family,

o ::Jﬂelshbﬁrhow, and the wider environment that enhance or inhibit it, but also that
- they will be computer literate and hﬁve a better understandmg af the mportance

bl -a"_'af accurate, systematic recording, *

There are also major mphmtmns for research mta the autcomes of chlldm sf?

: mwees The sysm is dﬂlg_ned to gather data on key mues neimmg to ﬂm de- 3
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NOTES

I. Also see Rose (2002) and Thoburn (2002) for further consideration of the Looking
After Children project.

2. The complete Looking After Children package consists of Essential Information
Record; Care Plan; Placement Plan; Review form; Consultation papers for children, par-

~ents, and carers; Assessment and Action Records (for ages underi ] 2 34, 59 10-14

and 15+) (Department of Health, 1995).
3. For further details regarding audit results, see Skuse, MacDonald, and Ward (2001)

and Ward and Skuse (1999).

4. The basic social work quahﬁcatmn in England and Wales is the Diploma in Social
Work; advanced awards, including the new Post Qualifying Award in Child Care, are

___M:elosely related to an ongoing Program of professional development.
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The Black Box

Accounting for Program Inputs When Assessing Outcomes

Edith Fein

~ Program outcomes are a vital evaluation tool, but to be used fairly they must be re-
- lated to actual program processes and inputs because programs vary in the ser-
vices they deliver even if they are described as being identical or similar. This
'chapter uses the evaluation of a family reunification program in the United States
tﬂ 1llustrate thls them ImPllcanons far practlce, plmmmg, and waluahan are
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about the relationship between outcome and intervention are pointless unless you
know what the social workers did.

As suggested above, basic for program replication 1s the determination of what
the workers in the program did with and for their clients. One approach, not often
taken, is an examination of the mix of activities that defined the program, in par-
ticular how much time was spent in the various aspects of service delivery. This
information admittedly affords only a limited peek into the complexity that con-
stitutes the black box, but it 1s a valuable starting point because the data have po-
tential use for resource allocation, practice modifications, and policy changes.
Various studies of family preservation programs have attempted to obtain detailed
information of program activities, but methodological problems limited the stud-
ies’ usefulness (Berry, 1997). These problems reflect the difficulties in capturing
what, with whom, when, how often, and for how long services were provided. The
information collected was not useful in capturing the intricacies of the service de-
livery process even though practitioners, who are best able to portray their own ac-
tivities, were involved as data collectors (Berry, 1997; University Associates,
1992). As Aldgate (2002) indicates, it is essential that we continue to gather the

perspectives of clients as well as soc:lal workers on the process and outcomc of

SCWICCS

L PROGRAM DESCRIPTION _____ L e s
The reumﬁoﬁuan pmgmm under smdy was uﬁ‘ewd by a pnvate ch:ld mfm

e agﬁmy that has offices in a number of states. The - program works with nbusad mﬂ
~ neglected children and their families, referred by each state’s child protectio: §

- agency as candidates for reunification but in need of more samues mmm et
'm“mmPWMammaﬂdafamuy- ort i
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on the team and the intensity of services they provided. A three-month study there-
fore focused on program activities at the two sites with the larger caseloads.

METHODOLOGY

Describing how time is allocated to the complexity of activities taking place in
intensive home-based services is a major methodological problem. For example,
when a worker drives a mother and child to the local welfare office to apply for
benefits, the hour-long round trip provides transportation for the family but also
includes modeling parent skills, counseling the client on her problems with do-
mestic violence, and connecting her with community resources. How can the time
used be described to give an accurate picture of the mix of services? If one activ-
ity is given precedence, for example, providing transportation, information about
~ the other three 1s lost. If the hour in the car is divided among the four activities,
some activity will be undercounted, probably providing transportation, which truly
- does take the full hour. If combinations of activities are listed along with single ac-
tivities (for example, travel, travel and counseling, travel and modelmg child c.am),
~ the activity list would expand to unmanageable lengths. i
~ Because earlier studies in family preservation and famﬁy reumﬂcgtmn mma-
. dld not pwvlde uaeful madels, as noted above, the coding methodology
~ for this study was based on research prmously conducted in t cy usin
~ unique system of describing elements of time with two. mtegmm of desc

_?--'%irf(ch and Staff, 1991b). Activity Mmm were used to name what was dm lnd

~ purpos aatagms to describe the func

© compleh daiy time silm on which the ey noted cach askby
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child welfare system. Concrete services (22 percent) and visiting time and prepa-
ration (16 percent) received greater emphasis than direct counseling (8 percent).
Traveling was an important component, taking almost one-fifth of all worker time
(18 percent). The parent and child educational and support groups established at
one of the sites during the last month of the study took 14 percent of the time at
that site for the month for presentation and preparation. The teams that were as-
signed to each family acted in unison for 23 percent of the time spent with clients
and collateral professionals. A substantial amount of time (20 percent) was spent
in meetings among staff members for planning and discussion.

Workers’ Role Differences

The program was staffed both with master’s level social workers and with fam-
ily support workers who did not have formal clinical training and certification but
were experienced in delivering services to families. Differences were anticipated
in the amount of time used and thus the extent of responsibility each type of
worker had for both the clinically oriented efforts and the concrete services pro-
vided to the families. The anticipated differences were found. As compmd toso-
cial workers, family support workers spent more of their time in direct contact o
with families (29 vs. 19 percent), traveling (23 vs. 13 percent), prowdmg cencrete: i
services (31 vs. 10 percent), arranging and attending family visits (22 vs. 10 perf .
cent), and providing direct child care (11 vs. 3 percent) They spent a smaller por-
tion of their time counselmg clients (5 vs. 10 percent), meeting with and cnlhng o

. collateral pmfessmnals (8 vs. 16 percent), and doing narrative recnrdmg 5 vs. 11__
oy '-"zpercent) Both types of workers spent fau'ly equal amounts of tlme m staﬁ’ m i
-""_L.__:flngs (21 and 22 percent) Sty

 ; "'“_fffj f-'i_.':;__;;Sue D{ﬂ'erences

The service modc«l was the same for boﬂa sltes whmh bmn the P _' nat
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entiation at Site A. At each location social workers spent less time than family sup-
port workers providing concrete services and visiting, but more time in contacts
with collateral professionals. What were small or moderate differences at Site B
were large differences at Site A, where the proportion of time one type of worker
spent was three to five times greater than was spent by the other.

Intensity of Service Delivery

The program was originally deve:leped to offer a more intensive level of services
~ than the state could provide. However, the percentage of worker time devoted to
direct service categories such as direct client contact and contact with collateral
. professionals was not greater than that found for another of the agency’s programs,
~ long-term foster care, previously studied (Fein & Staff, 1991b). Each program
~ used approximately 35 to 40 percent of its time in direct contact with clients and
~ collaterals. This similarity between reunification’s intensive services and those of
~ a “regular program,” however, represents only the perspective of worker time.
| From the perspective of the reunifying families, they were the recipients of an in-
~tense amount of contact; they received an average of twelve hours of service each
- week, w:th a range of three to thlrty-ﬁve haurs

:;-;Inwnsily ar Bm&mnt Stages ﬂf Inmnﬁm . o

- During the time stnd)t, act:we cases were at vanaus atages of the semce dehv-
: ;°1".'t' process: assessment, working reunification, and postreumﬁcanon, The
";--'_;largest subgroup of families was wrkmg toward retnnﬁcauen, they expenencedt |
an average of sixteen hours of service pm mek mthm a range ofmne to thlrty e
five ham"_!,fl'he nmen&ty was. wer for | and .
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cent), providing counseling (4 vs. 12 percent) and concrete services (13 vs. 29 per-
cent), and attending and arranging visits (14 vs. 24 percent). Also, social workers
and family support workers spent more of the client and collateral contact time
during assessment acting together (51 vs. 21 percent). The pattern of different ser-
vice delivery during assessment was most evident at Site A, where the provision
of counseling (1 percent), concrete services (1 percent), and visiting coordination
(3 percent) was almost nil during assessment. The team work difference was par-
ticularly dramatic (55 percent during assessment vs. 14 percent during the work

toward reunification).

Summary
What does this look inside the black box reveal about the services prcmded by

the reunification program? It is an intensive service program with an emphasis on
the provision of concrete services rather than reliance on counseling alone. The in-
tensity measured by the number of hours of service experienced by the fan'uhes is
high, made possible by low caseloads and team assignments. W
The intensity and nature of the services changed during the course ef semce' .
delwery intensity was somewhat lower during the initial assessment phase anda
shift occurred after reunification toward more counselmg time and less time for
provision of concrete services. The team concept was working; families were in-
~teracting with both a social worker and family support worker who worked closely
“together while the fa:rmhes"‘ eligibility for the program was assessed and then

- worked somewhat more mdepmdenﬂy, pmwdmg dlffcrent services as afforts %—-

i  ward reunification occurred.
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Utilization of Findings and Implications

UTILIZATION OF FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS

The study described in this chapter examined one aspect of the service delivery
of a single family reunification program and in the process helped the management
of the agency to understand the program better. As a consequence of the study,
workers as well as managers became interested in, sometimes challenged by, and
sometime comforted by learning how colleagues were providing services.

Practice Implications
Despite some predictable grumbling about extra paperwork, workers showed
considerable interest in contributing to the time study. Many found the exercise re-
vealing, making them more aware of how they used their time. In fact, the program
- supervisor at one of the sites felt that workers were more focused in their work and
took a more planful approach to case interventions as the study progressed, af-
fected only by thc process of systematlc self-rcﬂectlon and before any fonnal data

presentanon

~ During thc reumﬁcanon servnce’s early program plannmg an& worker recruit-
ment the proposed emphasis on intensity of services led several of the program
| _planners to believe that the workers’ responsibilities would be focused heavily
‘on field work and direct contact with clients. They recruited staff members with
| '_-t]mt tmderstandmg Tha tlme study’n demanstratlon that mpons:b:lltm for plan-_
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in-house evaluation of the program included case monitoring and promulgated a
structured goal and plan orientation that influenced and presumably systematized
case practice and management.

The extent of the differences found at the two implementation sites in this study;,
however, was great given the planning and practice procedures that might have
been expected to promote greater consistency. If, despite all these procedures, the
style and orientation differences of workers were strong enough to affect the mode
of service delivery as much as they did, how variable must multiagency programs
be? Are programs based on one model but run completely independently by dif-
ferent agencies and states at all comparable? This has important implications for
program managers and evaluators of these programs. Are the conclusions being
made about program training, costs, and outcomes valid when they are based on
assumptions of program consistency? Should attempts be made to use uniform
models in disparate situations or, as Schorr suggests, should the “emphasis [be] on
the attributes of effective programs, rather than on effective program models, be-
cause while you can learn a lot from these programs, I don’t think you can clone

them” (1992:11).

SIGNIFICANCE FOR RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

A s:gmﬁcant interest of all evaluatlons IS in the ultlmate outcomes produced by-._-i
- the progr ims. Thus, even during the early stages of pmgrafn 1mplementatmn and
e ;‘before results can be fairly measured, the pressure is strong, as noted by Sch uer-
| zepnicki, and Littell ( 1994) as well as Piening and Warsh (2002), deter-

- ?;lmne tl‘lé'hutcomes' how the  program is domg In mch a mh to nb mfmm - on,

Tl fﬁpmgmns hased on sumlu models are erh.

auwomes mﬂm&eyom mm
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inputs as well as the all-important outcomes. Indeed, the use of outcome data as a
program planning guide should always be tempered by examining what is inside
the black box of service delivery. Only then can confidence exist that program la-
bels are not hiding service delivery differences.
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The Evaluation of “Community Building”

Measuring the Social Effects of Community-Based Practice

Robert J. Chaskin

There has been an increased focus in recent years in the United States on commu-
nity-based efforts to improve the lives of children and families in need. These in-
clude various kinds of community-based service reform efforts (focusmg on
issues ranging from child abuse and neglect to health to Juvemle Justice and
crime); efforts to promate commumw-based developmental oppomimnes for -
.youth (such as recreatwnal and aﬂ:er-schml programs) and broad-based commu-
nity develupment or | commumty building” initiatives to make disadvantagedjj_'
nelghbarhmds more supportlve enwmnments for cinldren, youth, and ﬂaeu' ¢
--famxhes L

Connnumty-based efforts across thls mtmm Mt !:he local mmmnnily as
L bath the context for and the principle around which pra _ > organ ed.
'As contaxt cemmumty lﬂ ‘taken acemmt af" in o;ﬂer m mnh ™ licies
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tion issues through a focus on decision-making processes, organizational arrange-
ments, and the dynamics of participation, funding, and technical support.

This chapter explores the problem of measuring the social effects of community-
based interventions. It outlines the theoretical assumptions about community social
structure and functioning that drive these interventions, focusing on one (broadly
defined) set of such efforts—comprehensive community initiatives (CCls)." It
briefly describes the nature of these interventions, the dilemmas of evaluation that
face them, and the state of evaluation technology within them. It then reviews sev-
eral ways of understanding community strength and “social fabric.” outlines some
of the constructs that are used to define it, and considers some of the methods and
~ approaches used to measure these constructs. Finally, it draws some conclusions
~ about the value and relative benefits of different approaches to measuring these
constructs as a camponent of the e’valuatmn of community-based efforts.

COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY INITIATIVES AND
THE EVALUATION OF "‘COMMUNITY BUILDING"

Ammg the many cemmumtyu efforts Spawned over the last ﬁﬂeen years
"_}_m the Ututed States that aeek to tm IC ,_;__”e the lw&s of chxldren aml falmhes. Com-

_relmne:e cm and mtent ta rehuild the ma] fahnc of pamcular comumt:es These -
' IY “ommunity-building endeavors ﬂm vhw twal mmmmnes (nften-:__,
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focus on comprehensive, coordinated strategies through the creation of local
mechanisms to foster collaboration and community participation—using different
organizational approaches and some different programmatic strategies.

While the individual efforts that comprise this field differ along several dimen-
sions, they hold in common a set of fundamental goals and are guided by adher-
ence to a shared set of general principles. The goals are both broad and ambitious:
to fundamentally change the circumstances of poor neighborhoods and the people
who live in them. The principles are equally broad: community-building practice
requires (1) a comprehensive or holistic approach and set of strategies and (2) the
participation of community “stakeholders”—residents, community organizations,
businesses, local institutions, government—in the development and implementa-
tion of such strategies. CCls thus seek to support and develop sustainable
processes, organizations, and relationships that can address the physical, social,
and economic circumstances of poor neighborhoods and their residents and to
build on and strengthen more informal community strengths—Ileadership, resident
engagement, informal networks—that could provide the foundation for an ongo-
ing capacity in the neighborhood to address its needs and support the wel]—bemg
of i its members

THE EVALUATION OF COMPREHENSW E COMMUNITY IN'ITIATIVES |
Challengmg as they are to lmplement CCls are equally challengmg (some would

i:say impossible) to evaluate. This is true for several reasons. First, they are highly
ol 'complex, seeking to ‘work across sectors (soéml, mnamm, physncal) md levels

(individual, mgamzatlonal commumty) simultaneously.

__-'mlunonary Rather than b g with a clear set of oﬁimme objwuves anda

iy .clmtly defined mtmenmn,hmhtmd t0 be dmloped over time by local partici-

second, they are hnghlyf;_ -
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those that are most elusive—those concerning the social and interactional aspects
of community building. Instead, they have focused largely on implementation
processes, following out the conduct and activities of the initiatives as they de-
velop. These implementation studies have provided documentation of the planning
process, accountings of programmatic developments, descriptions of the dynam-
ics of participation and decision-making, analyses of the role and influence of
funding and technical support, and assessments of initiative successes and short-
comings and the factors that contributed to them (e.g., Brown, Butler, & Hamil-
ton, 2000; Brown & Stetzer, 1998; Chaskin, Chipenda-Dansokho, & Toler, 2000).
Often, they have served a diagnostic function, informing the initiatives as they
~ evolve through interim analysis and formative feedback. This is a vitally Impor-
~tant aspect of this work and should not be undervalued; interim analysis allows for
": _nudcom'se strategic review and correction by initiative actors, helps build local ca-
~ pacity for using evaluation as a strategic tool, and provides a basis for accounta-
 bility ﬂuoughout the planning and implementation process (Brown, 1998;
;i:'“ 'Fettennan, Kaftarian, & Wandersman, 1996; Rossi, 1999).

Documented outcomes, however, have often been limited to various “bench-
marks“ of progress (e.g., the developmmt of the admxmstratm frmwork for a
newpmmn thepurchaseafproperty' for redevelopment) '
~ puts of programmatic activity (e.g., new housing units; individuals plawd in _mbs
yauth pammpmng m an aﬂemchem program). More distal outcomes—measura-

Is, "'-__uom,mdtbmnyauwhﬁle——. -
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dents of the target neighborhood, members of the governance body that has over-
sight responsibility for planning, and funders. It then has these stakeholders work
“backwards™ from their anticipated long-term outcomes, through early and inter-
mediate outcomes (or “benchmarks”), the initial activities that are posited to lead
to them, and the resources available and needed to implement these activities in
the context in which the initiative is taking place.

Finally, this approach to evaluation seeks to reconcile diverging theories of
change in such a way that a “good” theory® on which stakeholders can all agree is
adopted, and to identify appropriate outcome measures and data collection strate-
gies for tracking progress and providing useful, credible analyses of initiative ac-
tion and effects over time (Connell & Kubisch, 1998; Milligan, Coulton, York, &
Register, 1998). Evaluation design thus becomes a tool for the planning and man-
agement of the initiative at the same time that it seeks to tame the initiative’s com-
plexity, reduce its uncertainty, and harness its evolutionary nature in order to make
it more evaluable. (For more on strengthening the relationship between evaluation
and program implementation, see Piening & Warsh [2002], and Wright & Paget,
Chapter 10 in this volume.)® In these respects, the theory of change appmach to
evaluation shows real promise for CCls and similar efforts. | L

Major challenges, of course, remain. Not all participants will hold the same

thtory of change and reconciling competmg theories is not always easy. The
~ process as a whole requires significant up- ,,
~ tionships and an agreed-upon process that will guide the work, sufficient re-
e ;;;; nom*ces to dn the resaarch. and a behef in and conmntmcnt to suppemng th&"f

.: LHRS wi

' and evaluation tool. There are also sigr

o inmatwe amomm; as well as a dmchmmg w-

-front investment in establishing mla-;f;;[
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USING ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

In addition to this approach (and in some cases as a component of 1t), there has
been increasing focus on the manipulation and use of administrative and other ex-
isting data to allow for outcome analysis at the community level. The intent here
is to be able to tap into existing data resources both to inform the planning of CCls
and other local efforts and to provide indicators of community change relevant to
their evaluation. Administrative data, where they exist, can be beneficial in this re-
gard for several reasons: Since data already exist, they can be used both to con-
struct a retrospective baseline and to follow out change longitudinally without the
expense of new data collection, and since in many cases data sources “cover the
entire city, district, or county within which the CCI target community is located,”
using geographic information system (GIS) technology allows for the aggregation
- of data into community units within the largcr area that can be compared w1t11 one
i annther (Coulton & Holhster, 1998 166).
 Beyond generally available data like those provided by the U.S. Census, sources
;‘of administrative data avallable in the Umted States will dlﬁ‘er from iocahty to lo-
~ cality, but include data on housing a.nd land use (e.g., land uwnershlp and property
 tax records); the local economy (e.g., income tax and public community develop-

“ment expenditure records); safety (e.g., police records); education (e.g., public
~ school records); health (e.g., nnmumzanon mrds}; social services (e.g., public
~ assistance and child welfare records); com
rectories and omanimmomf membersh

p mﬂl):__mé.mnl behaviar (e _g..

resources (e.g., community ﬁ- -
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ready help. Fifth, in many cases data that might be helpful are not routinely col-
lected by community organizations and other institutions, which differ in their ca-
pacity and the resources necessary to ask productive questions, gain access to and
work with information, and engage in data collection strategies where information
does not exist. This is particularly difficult given the inherent constraints under
which many community organizations work, including limited staff capacity, fi-
nancial resources, and time. Finally, some information relevant to understanding
community circumstances and change is not available at all through existing data

sources. For example, information on qualitative aspects of community life, resi-

dent and stakeholder perceptions of community strengths and needs, and infor-
mation on networks and relational dynamics are not routinely collected or
available.

Unfortunately, it is these kinds of data that speak most directly to the questions
of “social fabric.” Administrative and other available data can be used effectively
to understand other kinds of community outcomes that are targeted by conunumty
initiatives (e.g., reductions in child abuse and crime; increases in high school grad-
uation and household income; improvements in the community’s physical infra-

structure). They may also provide useful proxy measures for certain “conunumty' .

T e A E
B A R o e L e R et

building” kmds of change with which they are associated (e. g residential stabil-

ity as a proxy for community caheswn) 7 However, to measure such changes d1~

--rectly, new. data callecnon w:ll be necessary in most cases

 CONSTRUCTS, RESEARCH APPROACHES AND MEAS- RES

What then, needmbemmmdm“_"“i’*-" tand the effect of ¢ wunity i
~ measurement are most llkely to be»useﬁﬂ—-bath suﬁcient md

-  the context of the evaluation of such efforts?
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Constructs, Research Approaches, and Measures 3

h

both need and opportunities upon which initiative action might build, as well as a
baseline for understanding any change in such resources over time.

 Approaches to this task generally incorporate some combination of mining ex-
isting data, community inventory or “mapping” exercises, and survey research.
Mining existing data for indicators of organizational presence and provision is
generally a first-order task. For example, telephone directories, government
agency listings, and some reference books (like the Encyclopedia of Associations)
can be used to enumerate organizations that provide particular services, and large
funders of community-based nonprofits (such as the United Way) may keep data
on the organizations they fund, which can then be geocoded to determine their dis-
tribution and concentration.

A second, more direct, and broad-based approach in particular communities is
~ through inventories and surveys of existing assets, including but not limited to or-
~ ganizations. Because “asset mapping” (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993) is often

~ associated with action-oriented research that has at its core a principled commit-
~ ment to community building, the research is often participatory, using community
~actors in the conceptualization, implemen't'atim ‘and analysis of data collected.
- For example, “community youth mapping” is a process that has been used in a

-number of cities in the United States in which Iacal you:ths are recm;wd to locate

:: 'and document resoume&mfaclhttea, ﬁmzauuns. services, contact people—that
::__ ;_they conmder 1mp0rtant in their lt)cal commmuty Yauths 89 HWk by block to mP i
_,.Iff'lsuch resources. gmded m thmr rgporhng by _an and a set ot
E f,fam.tines avmlable, eltgtb ty requit > fort
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care), by providing yes/no responses for particular skills within them (e.g., caring
for the elderly, painting, taking children on field trips). They are also asked about
their experience with community activities, such as participating in block clubs or
church groups, and to rank their skills and provide an assessment of their mar-
ketability (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993).

In some cases, specific community assets have been evaluated in the context of
particular programs or through resident assessments of the work of certain orga-
nizations or efforts. Sometimes, these are self-assessment measures provided
through surveys of participants; in other cases, a random sample of community
residents is surveyed. For example, residents have been surveyed regarding

their perceptions of block club efficacy and community organization legitimacy

(e.g.. Perkins, Florin, Rich, Wandersman, & Chavis, 1990); church leaders and
members have been surveyed to assess the fit between church activities and con-

gregational and community needs (e.g., Guest & Lee, 1987); community planning

council members have reported on various aspects of membership and council
quality (such as leadership, knowledge, effectiveness, inclusiveness, influence)
(e.g.. Hughey, Speer, & Peterson, 1999); and community leaders (such as directors
of service organizations) have been surveyed to measure levels of their aware-
ness of community needs, action taken by leaders’ organizations, and their por-
ceptions of the efficacy of particular programs (e g., Goodman et al.,, 1996) 0

_Commuy Attitudes and Percepfions

A second set of constructs that may be relevant for understandms the socla.l Gf'

 fects of community-based practice concerns the perce;

LA ko 155
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particular facets of neighborhood life (e.g., To what extent do you feel safe in your
neighborhood at night? To what extent is building maintenance a problem in your
neighborhood?), and combined with items that ask for self-reports of behavior
(e.g., Which services in the neighborhood do you use? Do you belong to any local
organizations or groups?).

Measures of residents’ connection and sense of belonging have also been de-
veloped, again largely through survey methods. “Sense of community,” for exam-
ple, has been defined as a combination of perceptions of membership, influence,
integration, and emotional connection and argued to have positive influence on
residents’ perception of the environment, social relations, and sense of control, as
~ well as on their participation in community development activities (Chavis &
Wandersman, 1990). Survey measures of sense of community have been con-
- structed from items concerning perceptions and self-reported behaviors regarding
- residents’ feelings of belonging; the extent to which they feel their needs are met
by the community; the extent to which they are concerned about and feel they
- make a difference in the commumty, and the sense that there are shared respect,

_Valllﬁsp alld cnmmltmem amqng mmbem (ChﬁV!S & wm l 990 ,
- manetal, 1998). s

. Sacial Stmctnr: aml Behcvior l

~ In addition to hmldmg omamzational md mdi\miual assets md mmt tn :.: . ; |

: enhance levels of &ﬂtiﬂfactim wm: md thc aﬁ'
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cases, formal network analysis will attempt to map and model network structure
and interaction more specifically.

Network analysis may entail a focus on the existence of interpersonal (or inter-
group) linkages along several dimensions, such as the shape of networks and the
patterning of relationships (including their density, “reachability,” and range) and
the nature of the linkages (such as their content, durability, intensity, and fre-
quency) (Mitchell, 1969). Generally, respondents’ relations are mapped based on
responses to highly specific survey questions about their networks. They are asked
to list the (first) names of people to whom they would go for particular types of fa-
vors, talk with about particular types of issues, rely on for particular types of as-
sistance, or spend time with in different circumstances. They may also be asked
about the intensity of their ties with different people, the contexts in which they
meet, and their ties to local organizations (e.g., Fischer, 1982). Mapping these re-
sponses and analyzing the patterns of relationships they describe provides an un-
derstanding of an individual’s (or group’s) placement within a network of
relationships, and (aggregating out) the relationship among 1 netwurks and the pas—-
mble flow of resources within and across them.
~ Two aspects of social networks are of particular interest in the context of com-
- munities and cammumty-bmldmg efforts. One concerns the degree of network c!n-

sure—the extent to WhICh people know the people who know you. This is

e particularly important in supporting informal mechanisms of social control and

‘support. Youths, for example, are less hkely to engage in antisocial behavior if their
actions are likely to be reported to their parents, and watchful neighbors who know
| their clrcumstmces are more likely to be able and wxlhng to land mfonnal he!p' |
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social relations at both the micro and macro levels (Woolcock, 1998). In this way,
social capital has developed a kind of “circus-tent quality: all things positive and
social are piled beneath it” (Briggs, 1998:178), although some analysts stress the
potential negative aspects of social capital as well (Foley & Edwards, 1997: Wool-
cock, 1998).

Given this diversity of definition and emphasis, measuring social capital
becomes quite problematic. In the context of evaluating community-building ef-
forts, few attempts have been made. One serious recent attempt in the United
States 1s a study of the social effects of community development corporations
(CDCs), in which measures of relationships, attitudes, and behaviors were com-
bined (Briggs & Mueller, 1997). These measures were derived largely from sur-
- vey responses of CDC residents and a sample of residents in comparison
~ neighborhoods to questions about (1) how many people (relatives and friends) re-
Spondents knew in and out of the nelghborhood (2) pemeptlons af hkely support

.....

_-,;and "‘collectwe actmsm that 1s engagement in cmcally cmcnted actwns such
~ as signing a petition or getting together with nexghbom to mlvc a pmblem. Results
"_-'fof surveys of the CDC residents were compare
‘parison nmghborhuods, md ethnograg
pret survey findings. :
A relmd cmmt relemzt fﬁl‘
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on specific strategies, measures, and instrumentalities will need to be tailored to
the particular goals, contexts, and constraints provided in specific cases. Some key
issues are briefly outlined below.

Theories of Change and Reasonable Expectations

The clearer the theory of change that drives community-based practice, the
more guidance it can provide to both practice and evaluation. To serve both pur-
poses in efforts like CCls that are participatory and developmental, the theory re-
quires a rational and well-supported process that explicitly—and from the
beginning—ties strategic planning activities to evaluation requirements, identifies
objectives and appropriate measures, collects baseline data across sites, and es-
tablishes management information systems that can be maintained by local actors
who are provided with dedicated resources and support to do so.

It also requires attention to reasonable expectations, and to specifying outcome
goals and aligning evaluation activities with the level and focus of the interven-
tion. In many CCls, for example, the overarching goals of “comprehensive
change and “neighborhood transformation™ contrast with a level of investment
~and targeted programmatic activity that, at least taken piece by piece, is relatwely
| tradmonal narrow in its scope, and tatgeted to partlcula: sets of outcomes (such
~as more housing or better schools)—-—whxch is not to say that these component ac-
tivities are not vital or difficult in their own nght nor that such efforts should not

| : ' | push beyond them toward broader change. On the one hand, bold ambitions far_:
~ broad change can capture the imagination and resources needed to catalyze seri-
~ ousaction; on the other, unreasonable expectations can lead to disillusionment, es-

~ pecially among commumty mmdmts who hnve seen such pmmmes fail to come to .
L ﬁ'mtmn in the past %
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works, and residents’ perceptions of community resources, nei ghboring behaviors,
assets, and expectations. Instruments can be developed that draw from measures of
relevant constructs previously tested and can provide representative assessments of
key elements of social structure and dynamics, as well as be analyzed to make sta-
tistical inferences. Surveys can also be implemented in some cases using local res-
idents as interviewers and analysts or in partnership with local organizations or
community-change efforts (e.g., Littell, Smoot, & Chaskin, 1993). In this way,
research can also be used as an outreach, training, and employment tool.
Qualitative research—ethnography, structured observation, key-informant in-
terviews, focus groups—can, if done well and systematically, provide a critical un-
derstanding of the complex dynamics of initiative or program implementation and
community action. Regarding the former, it can provide the foundational “story
line” of Initiative conduct to provide a diagnostic analysis over time and against
~ which any outcome measures can be better understood. Regarding the latter, it al-
~ lows for an inductive understanding of social circumstances and processes, the
~ meanings atmbuted to them by community actors, and the interaction among
individuals, groups, program activities, and the environment. It can be used effec-
 tively to provide “thick desmptlon of the social envnromwnt and rich illustra-
~ tions of action within it; to inform the development of survey instruments and
“sampling strategies; and to extend and inform the interpretation afmey ﬁml-
w corroborating patterns or suggesting alternative inter

' ing a “feedhwk loop” that _em refine miym or w ' du'eeﬂm fm .
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conduct an experimental research using randomized controls. Some have argued
for the value of an interrupted time-series approach using comparison communi-
ties or randomized site selection, particularly where the effects are expected to be
large (Gueron, 1999), or “blending™ such a design with other quantitative and
qualitative methods n an integrated way (Granger, 1998). Given sufficient re-
sources, such an approach can be powerful. Sufficient resources are not always
available, however, and it is often impossible, given the timing of program imple-
mentation, to make an adequate number of preintervention observations to estab-
lish a baseline for the time-series analysis. Compromises may need to be made.
The issue here is how to make a credible case: “Since evaluations are done to help
people make decisions, the credibility of any causal inference should be commen-
surate with the importance of the judgment it will influence” (Granger, 1998:228).
The ability to make this case is to some degree dependent on the social and po-
litical context in which the effort is to unfold. In some cases, tolerance for evalu-
ation may be low: program managers and local participants may believe that
formal evaluation is unnecessary to attribute change (“We’ll know it when we see
it”"), may fear evaluation as a threat, or may see funding for evaluation as money
- that should be spent on program operations (e.g., Ainsworth, Chapter 11 in this
volume; Chaskin, 2000). In other cases, funders or policymakers may need to be
- convinced with compelling evidence of success in order to continue support In; yot
o others theae two tendencies ey canverge, engendenng isagr 1:

'should be sought who shoul& declde and how 1t shauld be pmen t@ be mest ' |
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balance between broader support for rigorous evaluations and demonstrations that
attempt to measure these effects directly and with attendance to establishing a
strong case for attributing causality, and a pragmatic approach to systematic, di-
agnostic evaluations of particular efforts underway, perhaps including support for
comparative case studies or meta-analyses of a range of such efforts. Although
challenging, doing so may help build both a capacity and interest in evaluation as
a tool for action as well as a stronger foundation of knowledge that can inform pol-
icy and practice more broadly.

NOTES

- 1. For overview of the field of CCls, see Kubisch et al. (1997), ngsley, McN&cly and
Gibson (1997), and Jackson and Marris (1996).

2. Onthe Ford Foundation’s Gray Areas Projects, see, e.g., Marris and Rem (1982) On
- Community Development Corporations, see, ¢.g., Berndt (1977), Pierce and Steinbach
(1987), and Vidal (1992). On Community Action and Model Cities, see, e.g., Frieden and
- Kaplan (1975), Haar (1975), and Kramer (1969). On the hnkhetweenthcu eﬂ'ortundcon- |
- temporary neighborhood initiatives, see Halpern (1995). | ;
3. For discussion of the problem of the eomterfacmal in commumty mrmmm, see ._

| R0531(1999) Bnggnmdeﬂer(lW?)prMmmepmmﬂmwy whhhwnll
~ be discussed briefly below. Some other eva - ON-co i

 signs, but have generally used more bounded units 'of mh'lk tu dw eomm |

- such as pubh@ housing developments mthu tlm ne

4. Cf. Fetterman et al. (1996) on “e

*els and Wright and Paget (Chapter mindmwm)mwﬁmﬁfhmm‘ -

the field of child and family services. Mg R B e
SLS R e “’Wh mm- RIRERRE toCnamer g K
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Outcome-Based Evaluation of
National Health and Social Programs

Tiziano Vecchiato

In recent years the planning for social and health services in Italy has hlghllghted
two major issues: the difficulties in defining measurable outcomes and the condi-

tions required for evaluating the effectiveness of services. In particular, the first
issue, defining measurable outcomes, reflects problems involved in accountmg for

geographic differences when determining national goals for outcomes, and also n
defining realistic standards for expected results. The second issue, evai 1¥

ing on the Italian experience, in this chapter we address ho;h m\ in¢ _.:.:.,:_ erto:
__Prmre the theory and methods of evaluatmn, m to AT e

e e T o I B el

:E"
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uating ef-
fectiveness, concerns the difficulties in selecting indicators of eﬂ'ectweness and
detenmnmg the time needed to obtain reliable data that relate to the results. Bmlﬂ
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orities. In some cases, policies have a solidaristic nature, that 1s, decisions are
made based on fiscal or other “social solidarity” considerations as part of public
welfare politics. In other cases, policies have a wtilitarian nature, relying on pri-
vate insurance programs that can safeguard the collective interest by offering ser-
vices to those who cannot meet the welfare criteria. Solidaristic and utilitanian
approaches together create an ecological vision of service provision that recon-
ciles the needs of frail people with the desire not to exclude those who do not qual-
ify (Vecchiato, 2001).
In Italy resources in universal welfare systems are concentrated on the planning
- process, that is, on political and technical choices that regulate the welfare system.
~ These choices are reflected in the 1999 national health reform law, the 1998 Na-
~ tional Health Plan, and the 2000 reform of social services.' All of these laws share
~ social policies based on the following principles:
1. Universality of access: access to services is not limited by the results of the
~ assessment process or by available assets, but depends on professional evaluation
of the person’s need for health, social or integrated services.
- 2. Equal access to a wide range of uniformly distributed services: the removal
ef geographwal barriers to access is guarar teed by local plannmg of sermces
3. Sharing the financial mk the financin | hat an indivi
. ual's payment 'd'u'es. notde end on the seve
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outcomes for a single person or family to the attainment of effective results for the
whole community.

The emphasis on good management of resources for societal well-being is a re-
action to a number of failures in planning, which arise because it is often impos-
sible to document either results or their lack if there is no measurement and
assessment at all. Occasionally, evaluations are avoided to hide such failures, but
failures are recognized even in the absence of adequate evaluations. Indeed. when
a program 1s evaluated, poor results can often be related to planning deficiencies.
such as formulating vague or broad objectives, not defining specific plans, not as-
signing individual responsibilities, or not keeping in mind the available resources.
In such cases, the general objectives are not followed by a clear definition of spe-
cific objectives or indicators for measuring their attainment.

TOWARD IMPROVED PLANNING

To improve planning in the area of health and social programs, we need to en-
rich the theoretical bases of the services, improve their methodologles, provide re-
sources that are consistent with expected results, and facilitate their attainment.?
In addmon various levels of evaluation should be conmdercd—-pmcess evaluanan,

-~ outcome evaluation, and assessment of satisfaction—and evaluation should be un- .-::;.; .
dertaken in a systematic way. This includes monitoring respons:bllmes* specify-

 ing the objectlves in an operatlonal sense and quantif _-.-"ng them as expected
f ._._ji“results“ comparing measures at different times; and exammmg hmv the results
~ of measurements can be analyzed Also the planm,ng pmces s must not be based
v '?.'i‘;‘?ﬂ bmad statement of aims (e.g., “pron i

yromote,” ol “1mpmv il S ':. il “dmmm ), J'
. buron realistic decisions that determme the contents of objecuves and the mea-
o ?-:-:-'suwment af thmr attamment. In tl:us es

''''''

'énth the smmm as !t Ve .'
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ct, an initial evaluation muldhe t‘ﬂ com-
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“maintenance” implies stability of outcomes. This is exemplified in the field of
care for non-self-sufficient elderly people, where a maintenance goal seeks avoid
a deterioration of a person’s quality of life. In fact the 1998-2000 National Health
Plan considers “actively coping with chronicity” as one of its main goals.

The early definition of objectives optimizes the planning process, because it
prevents the formulation of overly ambitious objectives, and those that are not re-
alistic or consistent with the mission of the organization.

EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS IN RECENT NATIONAL PLANNING

Recent national planning in the area of human services in Italy is contained in
the 1998-2000 National Health Plan; the National Plan for children and adoles-
cents; the 2000-2003 Action Program of the government for handicapped people;
the 2001-2003 National Social Plan; and the draft of the 2001-2003 National
Health Plan.’ To determine if these plans set forth indicators that can measure ex-
pected results, we will take, as an example, the draft of the 2001-2003 National
Health Plan. In developing it, one of the first problems that was faced was the se-
lection of outcome indicators. Usually, the indicators used in different countries

for evaluating outcomes in health are divided into two main categories: mertahty-

indicators and general/specific morbidity. From lhere -'it;_:is then -pqgs_=ible_._'tﬁ' specity

more particular measures, as shown in Table 4.1.

The data sources are usually based on adnumslmnve databases s"_
~tal and medical records, estimates of incidence, and pencewed healﬂi status. Nev-
~ertheless, these criteria are not enough ic outcome
~ evaluation. In this connection, the Heal& World Report
. non 2000) mcluﬂes an expl; cor

for planmng a ﬁ.-'_f'__ tem
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Figure43  Relationships between functions and objectives of a health system.

5' -?"The evaluatlons of the WHO are based on five gmups of indicators:

- general level of health of the population of each sulgle state;

+ existing __health inequalities in differont groupe of the populat]an
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trend of data and the consequent positioning have provoked much discussion, be-
cause some countries with an advanced economy did not achieve a high position.
For instance, some of the countries criticized the excessive importance attributed
to outcome indicators in comparison to output indicators, even though achieve-
ment of health and well-being is what primarily interests people and families.
These questions exist in the international debate and they have also fueled the
European debate on shared indicators, which has recently been resolved in the De-
sign for a Set of European Community Health Indicators (European Community
Health Indicators, 2000). In particular, this praposal is artlculated in four main cat-
egories, as indicated in Table 4.2. '
For the goals of outcome evaluation, health status indicators and determinants
of health are particularly important. These have the characteristics indicated in
Table 4.3. .'
An evaluation strategy related to this set of determinants of health does not nec-
essarily take into account the expected results of the health indicators established
at the beginning of the planning process. It represents a map to follow for select-
ing the indicators that better guarantee a before-after compansnn that allows for

o ‘measurement of outcomes. If this does not take place, there is only one possibil-
iyl consxder the situation as it accurs and to compare lt Wlth other Sltlmtlﬁﬂsafh

| . :};:;mgs to the trend Fnr example critics nf the Itahan welfare system claun mat Italyf_.
L ranked second after France in the WHO report outcome indicators in tth:ear 2000
~ not because of the posmve eﬂ'ects of national pohtlcs (such as the 1998-2000 Na-

L e  tional Health Plan) but because of the benefits of the Medite

"dlet Itisulw- |

- _',that results cannnt be automtlcally ascnbed to &ie eﬁ‘mts of national and |

Table 4.2

Main cmms fortne ECHIHeath
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Table 4.3. Determinants of Health
3.1. Personal and biological factors 3.2 Health behaviors
3.1.1. Biological (risk) factors _ 3.2.1. Substance use
Body mass index | Regular smoking
Low birth weight Smoking in pregnant women
| Blood pressure | Former smoking
b Serum cholesterol Amount smoked
~Nutritional status indicators Alcohol use: nondrinkers
i Alcohol use pattern
~ 3.1.2. Personal conditions Total alcohol consumption
- Coping ability s (Il licit drug use
Sense of mastery | Road traffic accidents involving
“'j - Optimism | | alcohol
Knowledge/attnudes on health issues _.
| 3.3 Living and Working conditions
3.13.aNulrmon (SRl 5 33.1 Physical environment
Enarg? fromfood Sl i . Outdoor air
- NenergubomiM. . L Meelng
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question, two measures are necessary: (1) comparisons among well-being indica-
tors (such as in the 2000 WHO report) and (2) comparisons among outcome mea-
sures in relation to the goals established during the preliminary assessment, as a
relationship between expected and obtained outcomes. On this basis, we would
have two sets of indicators: (a) those expected as a result of preexisting programs
(absolute outcomes); and (b) those obtained as a result of specific planning pro-
grams (relative outcomes). |

The performances of countries or regions could then be described as: absolute
and relative outcomes. Theoretically, relative measures can be ascribed to the ef-

forts carried out by a country or region to arrive at the expected results. For in-

stance, the economic outcomes for developing countries could be understood by

comparing absolute income and growth data over time and among countries. This
way of thinking about outcome evaluation is used for some problems considered

in the draft proposal of the 2001-2003 Italian National Health Plan. For example,

in defining the goals for certain of the main pathologies, specific outcome mea-

sures are used, cmng minimum and maximum values for each regloni Thus m the: 9

I_;'I,&S':. < |

Table 4. 4 Prellminary Data lrom Study of People Suﬁaﬁng P




fJ‘
|

Conclusion

case of allergies, the values for the percentages and the confidence intervals are
based on a national survey of those people suffering from this illness (See Table
4.4). This can also be done with children’s problems, such as abuse and neglect.
In like manner, a regional planner could specify local outcome goals, using as
_ areference the measure of national outcomes and organizing resources and strate-
 gies to achieve the expected results on the local level. In addition, for other prob-
lems it may be possible to use epidemiological data from various surveys such as
 that of HIV, where an association exists between the number of cases in the popu-
lation and the incidence of HIV. From Figure 4.4 it can be seen, just from the slope
af the graph, that (a) the improvement measure (in this case, incidence reduction)
- can be obtained without any intervention; and (b) to influence the slope if it is con-
._-:;"Q;-?ﬁ-_mdﬂred unsatisfactory, intervention must occur with specific actions and strategies
that modify the invested resources to reach the expected results.
~ Another example of the importance of epidemiological data is the use of the
7 -'{f'Bady Mass Index (BMI), which is linearly correlated with mortality in both sexes,
~ or the use of the rate of suicides in adolescence, which varies with areas or re-
 gions.* A Further, in the National Health Plan in Itnly it is estimated that overweight,
j__;ehmty and physlcal mactmty are uwalvod m the increased incidence of some
 types of mali and c: - cer of the endometrious n fe-
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Considering the BMI example, it is logical to assume that diseases connected
with the diet involve a large part of the population, not only at-risk groups; there-
fore, nutrition is one of the main strategies for maintaining or promoting a posi-
tive state of health. Nevertheless, in order to create a goal that is more thana
theoretical recommendation, actions must be planned based on evidence or at least
on research that documents positive results. Plans for intervention can vary, as fol-

lows:

« agood level of evidence exists for a particular intervention;

 uncertain or incomplete evidence suggests that intervention should start;

+ an unsatisfactory level of evidence suggests that intervention should not be
started, even if it could start on the basis of other considerations; E

* uncertain or incomplete evidence suggests that intervention should not be

started; and
* agood level of evidence suggests that the intervention should not be started.

CONCLUSION

The question of measuring effectiveness in the health and socml servwes 18 now :
a focus of scientific debate in Italy. For this reason, it is important to have gmde- i
lines based on scientific literature and research studms that can asswt pla:mm m
their search to obtain eﬁ‘ecnve resﬂts e e o
A major problem in the area of health and soclal s the insuff
of the scientific literature to support p s
?*eratuxe canms;s of case studies or of er e

I relat
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1an case, this can be found in the strategies and the specific goals of the recent na-
tional planning documents noted earlier in this chapter. In Italy the evaluation of
effectiveness is embarking on its first steps and there is huge space for improve-
ment. These problems are also present in other countries, so for now it is not easy
to make systematic comparisons among countries, using absolute indicators (as in
World Health Organization, 2000) or relative indicators, as defined earlier in this
chapter. This could be the challenge for us for the next few years.

NOT ES

: 1, Thcse laws refer, respectively, to Legislative Decree June 29, 1999 Nu. 229 (pub—
 lished in the official Italian government bulletin Gazzerta Ufficiale, No. 132/L (July 16,
- 1999); Presidential Decree July 23, 1998 (published in the Gazzerta Ufficiale, No. 201 (De-
- cember 10, 1998); and Law of November 8, 2000, No. 328 (pubhshed in Gazzetta Ufficiale,
- No. 186/L (November 13, 2000). |

2. For discussion of outcome-based evaluation of national programs in the United
S’thtes, see Chapter 3 by Chaskin and Chapter 12 by Lightburn (in this volume).

3. These are plans that have been approved by the Italian government.

A . The BMI study is described in the Osservatorio Epidemologico Cardlmwc'olam
_%-:::-_(199 ).

.8 In Italyc, as in ather mntm.s, there are pmgmm pmducmg t;lm:cal mdehnei far__
""’"lpmibwénal chmeés as well a.s {
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Nonexperimental Methods of
Evaluating Social Programs

Applications for Child And Family Services

Robert M. Goerge

When faced with doing an evaluation of an intervention, a researcher’s first in-
stmct is to employ a randomized experimental design where members of the study
populatwn are randomly assigned to treatment and control groups. With this de-
~ sign, one has the strongest chance of addressing the other possible causes of any
1a 'hge in the outcgme qf mterest, although thm 1s always a qmstwn of hcrw gen-
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