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The practice of evaluating ones own efforts is as natural
as breathing. Cooks taste their own gravy and sauce, cab-

inetmakers run their hands over the wood to decide when
a piece is smooth enough, and basketball players watch to
see whether their shots go in. Indeed, it would be most
unwise after turning on the hot water to neglect to check

the water temperature before stepping into a shower stall.

— Posavac & Carey (1997)



Did the program work?

WIll this program work?

Why do we think it will worke
How will it work?

For whom will it work?

What is “work” supposed to meane What is the goadl
of the programe What is a good result?

What is a successtul program? How do we know our
program was successfule



Evaluating programs

Process evaluation — looking at the implementation
of a program

Outcome evaluation- looking at the results of a
program and evaluate the results against
something (e.g. control group’s or comparison
group’s results)

Methodologies and research approaches for
process evaluation and outcome evaluations



Process Evaluation

Looks at the implementation of a new program
Focuses on answering questions like:

Was the program implemented as infended?
Were all planned program activities performede

How is the program/activities being perceived?
What is the perceived outcome?

Were changes needed to the programe Did any
program activities or component of the program
have 1o be excluded or adjustede If so, why?



Process evaluation-- how
to measure the process

 Measure program outputs

« Qutputs can most often be counted or expressed
as A percentage

O O O O

How many children were served in the programe
How many attended each activity/session?
How many staff were involved?

Were the same staff members involved throughout the program
start-up/implementation (staff furnover)?

What was the cost of the programe How much money was spent
on different components, activities, staff categories etc....?

o What was the cost per unite
o Did changes had to be made to the program during

Implementatione Whye



Process evaluation-- how
to measure the process

Measure perceived effects and outcomes

Ask the participants what they think the effect and
outcomes are for them

Methodologies:

o Surveys—satisfaction surveys with Likert-scale responses
(strongly agree - strongly disagree)

o Interviews

o Focus groups

o On-going “reflection” meetings
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Process Evaluation

Provide understanding of what was done correctly
when the program was first launched

Evaluate fidelity to the model- implementing a

program as the model program.

o But what if there is no model program?¢ Document changes and
adjustments important.

Provide understanding of what elements were
difficult to implement or had to be changed with

the program

E.g. ESTEEM court parent group and girls group on different day from
court day, participants had to come to Letot twice a week. Parficipation
low. Change: parent and girl groups moved to same day as court day.

Provide understanding of why the program was
successful or not as part of the outcome evaluation.



Example: Activities and Outputs

Logic Model for GirPOWER!*

What needs does the What happens as a result of What are the benefits of

program address?

What goes into the program? What goes on in the program?
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EARLY ADMDLESCENT
URBAN, MINORITY GIRLS
Low self-esteem

Drepression

Victimization

Health risk behaviors:

et/ nutrition, exercise,
substance use, violence, risky
sexuzal behavior, self-harm

* Academic underachievement

PREVENTION FPROGRAMS

FOR GIRLS

= Lack of effectiveness

= Lack of gender-specific
strategies and content

the program? participating in the program?
Prbgmm - Fmgrﬂm I Frﬂgrﬂm - ngrum
Inputs Activities Qutputs Outcomes
FINAMNCIAL SUrPrORTS FIDELITY INITIAL
* MIMH Grant Funding +  Staff training and supervision + Implementation of training = % social support from
+ BBBS Subcontract + Mentor training sesspons for staff and mentors non-parental adult {mentor):

PERSONNEL
= 2720 FTE BBRS Swmff
*  Services of community

apencies (workshop

reseniations)
* 10 BEBS female volunteer
meniors
+ Consultation: UIC Besearch
Team
MATERIALS
* Program manuzl

+ Supplies (participant handouts
and notebooks, disposzble
cameras, picture purdes,
refreshments, workshop
praps]

FACILITIES
+ Space for workshops and gozl-

serting and |progress sessicns

* This program was developed through collaboration berween Big
Brothers Big Sisters of Metropolitan Chicago (BEBS) and the
Girds Mentoring Project at University of Hlinois at Chicago (UTC),
David DuBois, Ph.l}., Director. FTE = full-time equivalent.

+ Bi-monthly supervision of
mentors and parent/youth
check-ins

DIRECT SERVICES

+  Bi-monthly workshop series
for meneorsfyouth:
on relztionship and ream
building, promotion
of healthy self-esteem,
prevention of risk behaviors!
promotion of healthy
behaviors (11 workshops total)

+ Goal-setting and progress
sessions for individual
matches

+  Berween-session struciured
activities for matches during
workshop series (Power
Builders)

¢ (Continued one-on-one
interactions between mentors
and youth following
workshop series to 1-year
mark {includes Power
Builders)

+  (Group reunion session

EVALUATION
+  Built-in program evaluation

ACTivities

+  Implementation of workshops
& reunion

+  Quality of implementation of
training sessions, workshops,
supervision/check-ins, gaaf—‘

setting, and TE55 SES5I0NS
+  Mentor/staft satisfaction with
Craiming
+  Mentor/parent/youth
satisfaction with workshops,

supervision/ check-ins, goal-
SEiNg SeS5LONS, Program
materials

+  Youthdmentor parent
satisfaction with mentworing

relationship

DOSAGE

+  Awvg. # of workshop sessions
attended by mentors and
youth

+ Parent amendance at
onentation & talent
showi graduation

+  Avg # of supervision
contacts/chedk-ins for
mentors!parents/youth

+  Avg. # of poal-setting and
progress sessions completed

+ Avg. hours of weekly one-one-
one mentl:-r.l‘}"m.u'h interactions

« Avg. # of Power Buikders
completed

+ % of evalustion materials
completed by stafff mentors!
youth/parents

* % of relationships sustained
One year

emotional, companionship,
instrumental, informational
+ & health-related
knowledge/amimudes
+ ¢ gender and racial identity

INTERMEDIATE

+ ¢ self-esreem sl fefficacy
beliefs

+ # social competence

+ ¢ skills for avoiding risky
behaviors'engaging in itive
health be-haﬁE;IEE s

+ ¢ quality of relationships with
parents, peers, and other

adules

LONG TERM

* & risky health behaviors:
substance use, violence-
refated, unsafe sexual
behavior, self-harm, etc.

+ # positive health behaviors:
exercise, diet/nutrition, etc.

+ & mental health problems:

internalizing (e.g., depression)

and externaliving (e.g..

conduct disorder)

+ positive mental health:

happiness, life satisfaction

» ¢ social, educational,
occupational functioning at

later stages of development



Outcome Evaluation

Measures change or makes comparison

Did the program worke What benefits did the
program provide<¢

In juvenile justice key measures are:

o DID THE PARTICIPANTS COMPLETE SUPERVISION/PROBATION SUCCESSFULLY
o DID THE PARTICIPANTS COMMIT NEW OFFENSES/ RECIDIVATE

Other outcomes possible and depending on the
program.
o TRUANCY pgm: Did school attendance improve, as a result of the
programe

o SUBSTANCE ABUSE pgm: Did substance use decrease, as a result of the
programse

o EVENING REPORTING CENTER pgm: Did probation supervision compliance
increase, as a result of the program?



Outcome evaluation

How can we know the change/improvement/
reduction was due to the program?

Comparing apples to apples

Calculate a freatment effect

Calculate predicted probabillities

Rule out alternative explanations
Control for other factors

See staftistically significant differences
Randomize tfreatment and conftrol group

=> CREATING COMPARABLE COMPARISON GROUP



Outcome Evaluation

To know if the program has an effect we need o
compare the results of the program 1o @
comparable group that did not parficipate in the
program.

We want to compare the result to if we had done
nothing.

Before and After:
o PRE and POST Test

Research Design:
o RANDOM ASSIGNM ENT=>» creating apples and apples

o TREATMENT GROUP AND CONTROL GROUP

Statistical Analysis:

o STATISTICAL MODELING = compensating for lack of random assignment
o Multivariate analysis with predicted probabilities



OQutcome Evaluation:
Before and After

BEFORE AND AFTER : PRE and POST Test
Measures change in the same individuals over time
Examples:

Administer a risk and needs assessment after 6
months o look for changes in certain domains
compared to the first assessment

Use a survey measuring self-esteem before and
after a Girls Circle program

Valuable research approach, but can not tell us
what the change would have been without the
program



Outcome Evaluation:
Random Assignment T/C

RESEARCH DESIGN — RANDOM ASSIGNMENT TO
TREATMENT(program) AND CONTROL GROUP

With random assignment (e.g. coin flipping) to two
groups (freatment and control), the differences
between the groups are removed. The groups are
“apples and apples”.

The only difference between the groups is
participation in the program.
The difference in outcome between the two groups

Is due to the program.

o E.g.lower recidivism for mental health court parficipants is due to the
programming in the MHC.



Outcome Evaluation:
Statistical Modeling

Used when Random Assignment is not possible

A method to conftrol for other factors/differences
between the treatment and control group.

Adding the factors/variables known to matter for
the outcome into the statistical model to “contro

for them/ remove their effect.

E.g factors known to matter for recidivism: number of prior offenses, serious
felony offense, high risk on RAI, prior probation failures

The statistical model can provide a predicted
probability of recidivism without the program, but
when other factors are the same in the two groups.



Outcome Evaluation:
With a comparison group

« Example: matching for comparison group for
Broward County Mental Health Court

archival data. A misdemeanor court in another
Florida county with similar characteristics was
chosen as a comparison to the MHC. We enrolled
120 individuals from the MHC and 100 individu-
als from the comparison court, matching them
on a number of key variables to attempt to assure
that individuals enrolled in the comparison
misdemeanor court would have been eligible for
the Broward County mental health court.



Outcome Evaluation:
Practice Example

With the new mental health grant available to the
juvenile department, you will develop a program
evaluation of a new mental health court for
children on deferred prosecution:

Eligibility: (1)mental health diagnosis, or (2)
“warning”-score on Suicide ldeation or
Depressed/Anxious MAYSI-2 scale. (3) eligible for DP.

How would you ideally design this program
evaluatione

How can you create a comparable comparison
groupe
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