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ABSTRACT 

This paper is an in-depth look at program evaluation as 
a diagnostic tool for improving effectiveness in the public 
sector. It encompasses a case study of a program evaluation 
of the Montana Law Enforcement Academy's Advanced School. 

The evaluation found that although the school was meet¬ 
ing its objectives of providing training in technical skills 
and leadership to experienced Montana law enforcement offi¬ 
cers, 10 to 20 percent of those in each class were dissat¬ 
isfied — half.of them complaining that they weren't super¬ 
visors and, therefore, did not need all the management infor¬ 
mation given in the school while the other half complained 
that the course did not offer enough management training. 
The evaluation reinforced a staff recommendation to divide 
the school into two separate courses, one emphasizing man¬ 
agement and the other emphasizing the technical skills 
and giving only the basics of supervisory practices. The 
decision makers accepted the recommendation; however, some 
complaints persisted after the changes were made in the 
school. MLEA decision makers now figure the original diag¬ 
nosis made by the evaluation of a mismatch between the 
trainees and the course was correct, but the prescription 
of changing the course was only a partial solution. MLEA 
is now trying to match the trainees better to the course 
by encouraging law enforcement agencies to send only offi¬ 
cers who have already assumed supervisory positions or those 
who are about to take on such responsibilities to the Ad¬ 
vanced School. 

In this case study, this paper concludes, program eval¬ 
uation was in fact a diagnostic tool for improving effec¬ 
tiveness in the public sector. 
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CHAPTER I 

PROGRAM EVALUATION AND EFFECTIVENESS 

This chapter defines program evaluation, discusses its 

relationship to effectiveness in the public sector, and out¬ 

lines the case study undertaken for this paper. 

Program Evaluation 

Program evaluation, as a form of policy analysis, is 

the systematic assessment of specific government activities 

to provide objective information on the full range of the 

program's short- and long-term effects and impacts on the 

community and its citizens. It uses scientific methods to 

measure how well a program's actual accomplishments match 

its original intentions.^- 

The underlying assumption is that the worth of public 

programs should be judged on the basis of the contributions 

they make to society. Theodore H. Poister asks, "Does the 

policy or program result in changes that produce desirable, 

observable benefits to the society or sectors of the soci- 

2 
ety?" The desired benefits are expressed as the goals or 

objectives of the program, which are usually already set 

through the political process. Once the objectives have 

been set, it is the program evaluator's job to find out how 
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well the program is meeting those objectives. The evaluator 

asks, "Is the program on target? If it is, can it be fine- 

tuned into an even better program?" 

Why We Need Program Evaluation 

Managers in the private sector know immediately if their 

products are not meeting the consuming public's needs or if 

a competitor is offering a better product because sales drop 

off. Public sector decision makers and administrators do not 

have sales charts to let them know when their "customers" 

are dissatisfied because in most cases the "customers have 

no choice but to accept the public service. Most people, 

for example, can turn only to their local government for 

street repairs or police protection due to the monopolistic 

nature of public services. 

Program evaluation can play the substitute role of the 

market place for the public sector; it can tell decision 

makers and administrators whether or not their programs are 

meeting the "customers'" needs. Like the private sector 

managers who study their competitors' strategies and prod¬ 

ucts in the market place for ideas to improve their own 

products, public administrators can study the "market place" 

with program evaluations and get ideas for improving their 

programs. Just as the market place can keep dress manufac¬ 

turers from making mini-skirts when the buying public wants 

midi-skirts, program evaluations can keep the city from 
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building a park full of softball fields when the city resi¬ 

dents want a park full of sandboxes, seesaws, and swings. 

The Program Evaluator's Job 

Program evaluators must identify the program's goals 

and objectives and then determine indicators of the pro¬ 

gram's success or failure in meeting those goals and objec¬ 

tives (criteria), and the causal relationships between pro¬ 

gram operation and results. 

Effectiveness 

The single, dominating concern of program evaluation is 

effectiveness — how well the program is accomplishing its 

objectives. 

Poister gives the following definition of effective¬ 

ness: 

Effectiveness refers to a program's perform¬ 
ance in the light of specified objectives. Measur¬ 
ing effectiveness looks at the question of whether 
the program is producing the desired kinds of re¬ 
sults, comparing actual accomplishments with stand¬ 
ards of what is expected of the program. The effec¬ 
tiveness criterion refers to the real-world conse¬ 
quences of the program and involves the identifica¬ 
tion and measurement of physical or behavioral 
changes in the environment that are attributable 
to the program in relation to the program's in¬ 
tended objectives. The primary concern of effec¬ 
tiveness analysis is not whether the program is 
being operated as planned, but whether its opera¬ 
tion is producing the intended effects in the 
environment.3 

Although some program evaluations look strictly at the 

intended effects of a program, more thorough evaluations go 
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on to examine all the effects of the program — unintended 

and negative impacts as well as the planned effects. The 

evaluation should try to find out everything that would not 

have happened without the program. 

Decision-Making 

The purpose of program evaluation, and all other forms 

of policy analysis, is to provide information that will help 

4 . 
policy makers in making decisions. Among the kinds of deci¬ 

sions program evaluation can help with are the following: 

1. To continue or discontinue a program. 

2. To improve practices and procedures. 

3. To allocate resources among competing programs. 

4. To accept or reject a program approach or theory. 

5. To institute similar programs elsewhere. 

. . . 5 
6. To add or drop specific program strategies. 

Summative and Formative Evaluations 

Program evaluations can be divided into two categories 

based on the types of decisions they will be used to make. 

If the decision is to continue or discontinue or to adopt or 

not adopt a program, it is a summative evaluation. A summa¬ 

tive evaluation is considered a final assessment of a pro¬ 

gram's value and would not include information on how to 

improve the program. A formative evaluation is designed to 
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provide the program developers with "positive feedback to 

aid in improving the usefulness of the program. 

The case study presented in Chapter III here is an 

example of a formative evaluation. 

Planning-Programming-Evaluation 

Program evaluation should be an integral part of the 

on-going planning and programming process. The system 

should be a continuous loop with the following steps: 

1. Identify a need or problem. 

2. Establish objectives and criteria for programs 
to meet the need or solve the problem. 

3. Research and develop alternative programs. 

4. Collect data and information about the alter¬ 
natives . 

5. Select one alternative and set it up as a 
demonstration program. 

6. Expand the demonstration program into a fully 
implemented program. 

7 
7. Continue operation of program. 

Program evaluation would be necessary between steps 

five through seven and should provide information about 
g 

needs to start the process all over again at step one. 

Figure 1 shows the continuous loop system in general" while 

Figure 2 shows a continuous loop system Irwin I. Goldstein 

recommends for in-service training programs.^ 
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Fine Tune 
Program 

Program Evaluation 

Expand 
Program 

Program Evaluation 

Demonstration 
Project ^ 

Identify 
Needs \ 

Establish 
Goals 

Develop 
Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Figure 1. Planning-Programming-Evaluation. 

Adapted from Edward S. Quade, Analysis for Public Decisions. 
(New York: Elsevier, 1977), p. 52. 
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Assessment 
Phase 

Training and Development 
Phase 

Evaluation 
Phase 

assess 
instructional 
need 

select training 
media and learn* 
ing principles 

derive objec- 
tives 

    develop criteria 

: 

| pretest trainees 

conduct training") [ monitor training 

j evaluate transfer 

Figure 2. Assessment-Training-Evaluation. 

From Irwin I. Goldstein, Training: Program Development and 
Evaluation. (Belmont, Ca.: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 
1974) p. 16. 
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The Case Study 

Using the case study method, this paper will provide 

an in-depth look at program evaluation as a diagnostic tool 

for improving effectiveness in the public sector. The case 

study undertaken for this paper was a program evaluation of 

the Montana Law Enforcement Academy's (MLEA) Advanced School. 

Three main questions will be considered; they are: 

*Does the program evaluation provide the decision 

makers with diagnostic information? (The decison makers in 

this case study are the head of the MLEA and the other mem¬ 

bers of the Montana Police Officers Standards and Training 

(POST) Council.)10 

*Do the decision makers use the evaluation information 

to make changes in the program? 

*Do the changes improve the program's effectiveness? 
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FOOTNOTES 

Harry P. Hatry, Richard E. Winnie, and Donald F. Fisk, 
Practical Program Evaluation for State and Local Government 
Officials (Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute, 1973), pp. 
8-10; Theodore M. Poister, Public Program Analysis: Applied 
Research Methods (Baltimore: University Park Press, 1978) , 
pp. 3-28; and Edward S. Quade, Analysis for Public Decisions 
(New York: Elsevier, 1977), pp. 224-237. 

2 . . 
Poister, op. cit., p. 9. 

3 
Ibid., p. 10. Chester I. Barnard in The Functions of 

the Executive (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1938), pp. 19-20, differentiates between effectiveness and 
efficiency. A program is effective if it accomplishes its 
specific objective aim, he says. "We shall also say it is 
efficient if it satisfies the motives of that aim, whether 
it is effective or not, and the process does not create off¬ 
setting dissatisfactions." An action is inefficient if the 
motives are not satisfied or if offsetting dissatisfactions 
are brought on by the action even if it is effective. "This 
often occurs; we find we do not want what we thought we did," 
Barnard concludes. 

4 
Hatry et.al., op. cit., p. 1; Poister, op. cit., p. 

19; and Quade, op. cit., p. 4. 

5 
Carol H. Weiss, Evaluation Research (Englewood Cliffs, 

N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1972), pp. 16-17. 
£ 
Poister, op. cit., p. 16. 

7 . . . 
Quade, op. cit., p. 52. This is an adaptation of 

Quade's paradigm for policy analysis. 
0 
Other forms of policy analysis, such as needs assess¬ 

ment or cost-benefit analysis, might help at other stages 
in the process. 

9 . . . . 
Irwin I. Goldstein, Training: Program Development and 

Evaluation (Belmont, Ca.: Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1974), 
p. 16. 

"^Appointed by the Governor, the Council certifies all 
training for Montana police officers. The chief of MLEA is 
an ex-officio member of the Council. Other members repre¬ 
sent the professional law enforcement officers of the state, 
the state legislature, and the citizens at large. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE PROGRAM EVALUATION PROCESS 

Before starting a program evaluation, the evaluator 

must find out from the decision makers who commissioned the 

study whether the evaluation is to be formative or summa- 

tive. The evaluator then takes the following steps: 

1. Identifies program objectives. 

2. Sets effectiveness criteria for the program. 

3. Designs instruments for measuring the criteria. 

4. Collects the data. 

5. Analyzes the data. 

6. Reports findings and recommendations.'*' 

Each of the individual steps in the process is looked 

at more closely below. 

Program Objectives 

The first step in a program evaluation is identifying 

the program's objectives. If a program does not already 

have clearly defined objectives, the evaluator will have to 

work with the decision makers, staff, clients, and anyone 

else who might be affected by the program to define the pro¬ 

gram objectives. In evaluating public school programs, for 

example, Bruce Wayne Tuchman urges starting with the 



ii 

"district goals" set by the school board and superintendent 

and then working with teams of teachers and parents in de- 

2 
veloping "broad-ranging objectives" by grade level. 

Effectiveness Criteria 

The second step is selecting the criteria to use in 

judging whether or not the program is meeting its objectives. 

The criteria should be concerned with impacts on citizens or 

the community — the physical, socio-economic, or behavioral 

changes that are the real objectives of the program. One of 

the criteria for evaluating a juvenile delinquency preven¬ 

tion program, for example, might be the number of first 

offenses among juveniles in the community served by the pro¬ 

gram while a criterion for an in-service training program 

might be changes in on-the-job behavior. 

Evaluators sometimes rely too heavily on output or work¬ 

load measures, such as tons of garbage collected, number of 

training hours offered, or miles of road patrolled. Outputs 

are the direct products of programs, but they are important 

only because they are intended to lead to impacts. As 

Poister explained, "Outputs alone cannot justify a program's 

existence because they do not constitute benefits in their 

own right; rather programs are designed to produce outputs 

3 
that in turn are expected to generate impacts." 
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Harry P. Hatry, Richard E. Winnie, and Donald W. Fisk 

suggest the following list of questions to help develop 

criteria: 

1. What is intended to be changed by the program, 
both immediate and long run? How would the pro¬ 
gram manager know if the program was working? 
What evidence would be accepted as indicating 
success? 

2. What are possible side effects, both immediate 
or long run? 

3. Who is the target of the program? What types 
of people? Is the community as a whole affec¬ 
ted either directly or indirectly? Who else 
might be affected by the program? 

4. What would the consequences be if the program 
were eliminated completely? What would happen 
to the citizens of the community? Who would 
complain? Why would they complain? Who would 
be glad? Why? 

Other ways of generating criteria include: checking 

the legislative statements about the program; reviewing 

statements made by legislators and citizens at public hear¬ 

ings about the program; interviewing program personnel and 

clientele; talking with the decision makers who commissioned 

the program evaluation; and reading reports about evalua¬ 

tions of similar programs.^ 

A frequently suggested method for designing evaluations 

of training programs calls for drawing criteria from each of 

the following four categories: 

1. Reaction — the participants' feelings about the 
course, usually measured by a rating form filled 
out at the end of the course. 

2. Learning — participants' knowledge of the 
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principles taught, usually measured by before 
and after knowledge tests. 

3. Behavior — changes in participants' on-the-job 
behavior, sometimes measured by self-assess¬ 
ments or by interviews with supervisors. 

4. Results — changes in quality or quantity of 
production or reductions in costs, which might 
be measured in a police training course by 
changes in the case clearance rate.6 

The evaluator's job is to come up with as many criteria 

as possible, and the criteria list should always include: 

1) consideration of the costs of the program; and 2) the 

negative impacts of the program because an explicit objec¬ 

tive of every program should be reducing its own negative 

impacts.7 

When setting criteria for formative evaluations, the 

evaluator must always keep in mind the diagnostic nature of 

the evaluation. If an objective of a court system is to 

reduce the time between arrest and trial, for example, 

measuring the amount of time that elapses between arrest 

and trial may offer no clue as to the cause of the delay or 
g 

how to reduce it. The evaluator must go beyond just meas¬ 

uring the time elapsed and survey judges, jailers, police¬ 

men, public prosecutors, defense attorneys, and people who 

have been arrested to find the causes of the delays and 

possible remedies. 
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Research Strategy 

Hatry et.al. and Roister suggest six approaches that 

can be used in identifying the impacts and effects of pro¬ 

grams. They are: a) before vs. after comparison; b) time 

trend projections; c) comparisons with other jurisdictions; 

d) cross-sectional analysis; e) controlled experimentation; 

9 
and f) planned vs. actual performance. 

a. Before vs. After Comparisons 

One or more criteria are measured before the program 

starts and then remeasured after the program is finished 

with this method. The difference between the before and 

after measurements is assumed to be the effect of the pro¬ 

gram, making it particularly important for the evaluator to 

be thorough in looking for other factors besides the program 

that might affect the measurements, such as other govern¬ 

mental programs, general economic conditions, or changes in 

an industry that employs a lot of the clients. 

A before vs. after comparison for a program designed to 

help teenagers in Gallatin County find summer jobs could be 

made by comparing the Job Service's unemployment rate for 

teenagers in Gallatin County the week before the program 

started with the rate after the program finished. Since 

the before vs. after method assumes the environment will 

remain the same between measurements, the evaluator improves 
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the chances of an accurate comparison by keeping the time 

between measurements as short as possible. 

A simple before vs. after comparison of one group could 

be diagramed as follows, where 0 represents the observation 

and X represents the program: 

0X0 

One variation on the simple before-after comparison 

involves using another similar group for comparison, but 

unlike a controlled experiment, the participants here are 

not randomly assigned to the program or non-program group. 

This avoids the equity and "guinea pig" questions that arise 

when experimental designs are used on programs paid for with 

taxpayers' money. This design, known as a static group com¬ 

parison, looks like this: 

X 0 

0 

Because the groups are not randomly selected and are 

often self-selected, there is a danger that they differ in 

ways that affect the variable of interest and thereby dis¬ 

tort the results of the evaluation. 

For an on-going program, the incoming trainees for the 

next session of the program can serve as a static comparison 

group for the current group of participants. This could be 

diagramed as follows: 
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0X0 

0X0 

0X0 

0X0 

A time series design, which Poister classifies as 

quasi-experimental, involves repeated measures of the vari¬ 

able both before and after the program. It looks like this: 

0000X0000 

The time series can be turned into a more powerful de¬ 

sign by using a static group for comparison so that it looks 

like this: 

0000X0000 

0000 0000 

Before vs. after comparisons are very attractive be¬ 

cause they are relatively inexpensive and require the least 

interference in the operation of the on-going program.^ 

They do, however, have some major drawbacks. They require 

access to the clients before the program starts or records 

of pre-program conditions; the before measure can alert 

clients to what the evaluator will be looking for on the 

after measure and thereby change the results of the after 

measure; and they do not control the outside variables that 

could cause changes in the measurements. 

b. Time Trend Projection 

In this design the evaluator uses past data to project 

what conditions would have been without the program and then 
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compares actual post-program data to the projection. The 

difference between the projected data and the actual post¬ 

program data is attributed to the program. A time trend 

projection of pre-program data vs. actual post-program data 

for a new traffic accident prevention program would involve 

estimating what the traffic accident rate would have been 

without the program. Using regression analysis to smooth 

out the short-term variations in the traffic accident rate 

over the past ten years, the evaluator would draw a trend 

line projection of this year's accident rate. Standard 

error of estimate units could be added to give a range of 

the variations that have occurred around the trend line over 

the past ten years. If, for example, two standard error of 

estimate units were used, the evaluator could be 95 percent 

certain that the accident rate for 1983 would have fallen 

within the projected range without the program. 

The actual accident rate for 1983 would then be com¬ 

pared to the projected accident rate, and the difference 

between the two would be attributed to the program, provid¬ 

ing again that the evaluator has eliminated or accounted 

for all other plausible causes of the change. 

Time trend projections are based on the following 

assumptions: 1) enough past data is available to make a 

valid projection; 2) comparable and accurate past data; 3) 

a linear or curvilinear pattern to the past data; and 4) 

past performance is a valid predictor of future performance. 
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It does not control for all possible outside variables and 

cannot always be used on new programs. It is a bit more 

expensive than the before vs. after comparisons because it 

requires statistical expertise. 

c. Comparison With Other Jurisdictions 

By comparing the traffic accident rate in the county 

with the accident rate in a county that did not have an 

accident prevention program, the evaluator may be able to 

determine the effects of the prevention program. 

The county used in the comparison, however, must be as 

nearly identical to the county with the prevention program 

as possible in both general characteristics, such as socio¬ 

economic make up, culture, and prevailing attitudes, and the 

characteristic of interest — traffic.accidents. Picking a 

county in the same state or a nearby state would alleviate 

some of the problems in finding a similar county, particu¬ 

larly those related to cultural and attitudinal differences. 

One of the major problems with this design is getting 

accurate, complete, and comparable data from another juris¬ 

diction. This is a fairly expensive design because of the 

expertise and time involved in selecting the comparable com¬ 

munity . 

d. Cross-Sectional Analysis 

The evaluator would divide the jurisdiction into matched 

pairs of neighborhoods — for example, two wealthy neighbor- 
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hoods, tv.ro middle-income neighborhoods, and two low-income 

neighborhoods — and provide the program to one of the 

neighborhoods in each pair. After the program, the differ¬ 

ences between the neighborhoods in each matched pair are 

attributed to the program. 

Since both neighborhoods are within a single jurisdic¬ 

tion, this design eliminates the problem of gathering accu¬ 

rate and comparable data from another jurisdiction. This 

method also controls for many environmental factors that 

could affect the data. However, the moral, ethical, and 

legal problems presented by giving a taxpayer-financed pro¬ 

gram to some residents and not to others often preclude the 

use of this design. 

This is a relatively expensive design because of the 

expertise and time involved in matching the neighborhoods. 

e. Controlled Experiment 

Dubbed "the Cadillac of program evaluation" by Hatry 

et.al., this design compares two groups, one of which re¬ 

ceives the program while the other does not. The people are 

randomly assigned to the program or non-program (control) 

group to make the groups as nearly alike as possible before 

the experiment or program. After the program has been given, 

the two groups are compared on the variable of interest, and 

the difference between them is attributed to the program. 

The simplest version of the controlled experiment is 

the after-test-only-control group design. It might be 
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diagramed as follows, where R stands for the random assign¬ 

ment of cases to groups: 

R X O 

R O 

A more complicated variation is the before-after-con¬ 

trol group design. It looks like this: 

R OXO 

R O 0 

The Solomon four-group design is a combination of the 

two designs above; it controls for pre-test bias — the 

before test alerting participants to what the tester will 

be looking for on the after test. It looks like this: 

R OXO 

R 0 0 

R X 0 

R 0 

The randomized block design sorts participants into 

blocks based on some factor other than the variable of in¬ 

terest that might affect performance on the after test. 

Then the participants in each block are randomly assigned to 

the experimental or control group. This design amounts to 

repeating the experiment several times with different groups. 

For an in-service training program, for example, trainees 

might be put into blocks on the basis of the amount of for¬ 

mal education they've had and then randomly assigned to a 
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control or experimental group, 

looks like this: 

Block 1 R 0 X 

R 0 

Block 2 R 0 X 

R 0 

Block 3 R 0 X 

R 0 

The randomized block design 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Although controlled experiments are considered the most 

powerful designs, their scientific advantages are often more 

than offset by the moral, ethical, and legal problems in¬ 

volved in giving taxpayer-financed services to some resi¬ 

dents and not to others and in using people as "guinea pigs." 

It also raises the question of the propriety of getting 

people used to a service and then withdrawing it. Another 

major problem is getting true random assignment to the con¬ 

trol and experimental groups; often people willing to parti¬ 

cipate in the program, especially "experimental programs," 

are different from the general population in important char¬ 

acteristics, such as motivation. The actual assignment of 

cases to a control or an experimental group also would cause 

more interference in the operation of an on-going program 

than any of the other evaluation designs. 

Because a controlled experiment requires rigorous de¬ 

sign to prevent contamination by factors such as the Haw¬ 

thorne effects, where people perform better because of the 
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extra attention they get by being in the experiment, it is 

the most expensive design. It is seldom used effectively 

except in closed environments, like hospitals, prisons, or 

educational institutions. It is also most frequently used 

12 on small groups. 

f. Planned vs. Actual Performance 

Although this is not really a design, it can provide 

valuable information about program effectiveness if prop¬ 

erly done. It involves comparing the program's actual 

effects to the effects planned before the program started. 

Planned vs. actual comparisons are fairly commonplace, but 

they usually focus on workloads, population served, and out¬ 

puts rather than on the. effects of the program. Here, of 

course, we would focus on the impacts or effects on the 

citizens or environment. 

The cost of a planned vs. actual comparison is very 

small; however, it produces little evidence that the program 

actually caused the effects or impacts measured. 

However, it should be noted that all of the evaluation 

designs mentioned above suffer, to one degree or another, 

from the following limitations: 

*Inherent technical problems may prevent identification 

of direct causal relationships between program activities 

and specific effects. 

*Some program objectives are difficult to identify and/ 

or measure quantitatively. 
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*The numbers provided by an evaluation are not "scien¬ 

tific truths;" many human judgments are involved. (Program 

evaluation is decision oriented as opposed to the conclu- 

13 
sion-oriented nature of traditional academic research.) 

*Program evaluation cannot by itself directly indicate 

whether or not a program is worth its cost; it is just a 

14 
tool to help with that job. 

Collecting and Analyzing Data 

Among the sources of data are: existing records and 

statistics; interviews or surveys of clients or citizens at 

large; ratings by professionals; experiences of other govern¬ 

ments; and other special data collection procedures, such as 

field observations of things like fire trucks' response 

time or the critical incident technique, which counts the 

things, for example, a patient can do after psychiatric 

treatment that he could not do before treatment. 

Each evaluation should include some measures that do 

not require the cooperation of a respondent and do not them¬ 

selves contaminate the response. These unobtrusive measures 

include data like the number of books checked out of the 

library. Interviews and questionnaires can "create as well 

as measure attitudes," and they are often chosen solely on 

15 
the basis of availability. 

The program objectives and evaluation criteria should 

suggest the data that should be collected. Once the 
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evaluator selects the data collection instruments, the data 

should, of course, be collected and analyzed objectively, 

accurately, and consistently. If computers or statistical 

tests will be used in analyzing tests, the evaluator should 

consult the appropriate experts before designing the data 

collection instruments, like survey forms, to make them the 

most efficient and effective. 

Findings and Recommendations 

The evaluation's final report should be action- or 

decision-oriented. In the case of a formative evaluation, 

it should focus on the changes that are needed in the pro¬ 

gram or at least identify areas where change seems needed. 

The evaluator can increase the likelihood that the study 

will be used by keying the report to pending decisions or 

the needs of the most likely potential users or by tying the 

evaluation into the planning process as was mentioned earlier 

in this chapter. 

In presenting the findings and recommendations, several 

other factors, besides relevance, need to be considered. 

They are: 

^Timeliness -- partial information made available at 

the decision or action time is worth more than complete 

information turned in later. 

*Accuracy — results that are approximately correct 

with a high degree of certainty are worth more than those 
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that are more elegantly derived but with a higher' probability 

of being incorrect. 

*Representation — when competing interest groups have 

a stake in the outcome, it might be a good idea to have 

each group do its own replication of the evaluation. 

The report itself should be simply and clearly written 

so the intended audience — the elected officials, the pro¬ 

gram administrators, the staff members, the citizens — can 

understand the main points quickly and easily. The conclu¬ 

sions and recommendations should be simply stated in list 

form at the beginning or end of the report with a brief ex¬ 

planation of each item. Including a summary for those who 

don't have time to read the whole report might help too. 

In writing reports, as with all the other evaluation 

steps, evaluators should keep in mind the purpose of program 

evaluation, which is to provide decision makers (citizens, 

their elected representatives, program administrators) with 

objective information on the full range of the program's 

short- and long-term effects on the community and its citi¬ 

zens. In the case of formative evaluations, the information 

should also attempt to identify ways of improving the pro¬ 

gram. 

The Final Step 

The final step in the process of program evaluation is 

the exercise of the decision makers' judgment on the 
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information produced by the evaluation. Program evaluation 

is a tool to help in decision making; but it is by no means 

a substitute for the political process or the judgment of 

the policymaker. After all is said and done, only the deci¬ 

sion maker.can decide whether or not the effects or impacts 

measured by the program evaluation were worth the costs in¬ 

volved. 



27 

FOOTNOTES 

^Hatry et.al., op. cit., pp. 28-92. 

p 
Bruce Wayne Tuckman, Evaluating Instructional Programs 

(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1979), p. 9. 
o 
Bolster, op. cit., p. 48. An evaluation aimed pri¬ 

marily at a program's inputs, such as internal procedures, 
staffing, and management, would be called a management audit 
or a functional audit. 

^Hatry et.al., op. cit., p. 36. 

^Ibid., pp. 23-37. 

^Donald L. Kirkpatrick, "Technigues for Evaluating 
Training Programs," in Evaluating Training Programs, ed. 
Donald L. Kirkpatrick (Chicago: American Society of Train¬ 
ing and Development, 1975), pp. 1-17. This series of arti¬ 
cles originally appeared in the 1959-1960 editions of the 
Journal of the American Society of Training and Development. 

7 
Hatry et.al., op. cit., p. 26. 

o 
Edwin W. Zedlewski, "Performance Measurement in Public 

Agencies: The Law Enforcement Evolution," Public Adminis- 
tration Review 39 No. 5 (September-October, 1979), pp. 488- 
493. 

9Hatry et.al., op. cit., pp. 39-70, and Poister, op. 
cit., pp. 267-307. 

■^Poister, op. cit., pp. 291-292. 

^Ibid. , p. 268. 
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Hatry et.al., op. cit., pp. 56-62. 
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Poister, op. cit., p. 23. 

14Hatry et al., op. cit., pp. 39-70, and Poister, op. 
cit.; pp. 267-307. 

15 
Goldstein, op. cit., pp. 64-65. 

16 Poister, op. cit., pp. 23-24. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE CASE OF THE MLEA ADVANCED SCHOOL 

In looking at the case study, we will follow the pro¬ 

gram evaluation process recommended by Hatry et.al, as de¬ 

scribed above. The six steps in the process are: 1) iden¬ 

tify the program objectives; 2) set effectiveness criteria; 

3) design measurement instruments; 4) collect the data; 5) 

analyze the data; and 6) report findings and recommenda¬ 

tions . 

Program Objectives 

The objectives of the MLEA Advanced School, as set by 

the POST Council, are to give experienced Montana law en¬ 

forcement officers high-level technical training along with 

basic leadership training. Ideally officers completing the 

two-week school will be well trained in the technical skills 

needed to handle major cases, such as homicides, burglaries, 

and kidnappings, and able to supervise other law enforcement 

officers' work on major cases. 

Trainees are sent to the Advanced School by police 

departments, sheriffs' offices, and tribal police forces 

from throughout Montana as well as by the National Park Ser¬ 

vice, Malmstrom Air Force Base, and the Montana University 
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System. The trainees have all completed MLEA's Basic and 

Intermediate Schools or their equivalents. 

While some Montana law enforcement agencies require 

successful completion of the Advanced School for certain 

promotions and/or pay raises, other agencies do not require 

the course. While some agencies select trainees for the 

school on the basis of the officers' need to know the mate¬ 

rial or their potential for promotion, other agencies go 

strictly by seniority in selecting trainees for the school. 

Still other agencies allow qualified staff members to volun¬ 

teer for the school. 

The trainees in the 14th and 15th sessions of the Ad¬ 

vanced School were asked to participate in the evaluation. 

The 14th session ran from April 1 through 13, 1979, and the 

15th session ran from November 25 through December 7, 1979. 

The average age for the 27 trainees in the 15th session 

was 32.4 years, and the average time in law enforcement was 

7.5 years. The average number of years of formal schooling 

was 13.2 years, and 22 percent of the trainees had college 

degrees. MLEA's statistics for the 14th session as well as 

the previous eight sessions of the Advanced School show 

similar average trainee profiles. 

Seventy-five percent of the trainees in the 15th ses¬ 

sion had supervisory duties on the job at least occasionally, 

and nearly all of the trainees said they expected to have 

supervisory responsibilities at some point in their careers. 
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MLEA selected the Advanced School for evaluation be¬ 

cause the staff was considering dividing the Advanced School 

into two separate schools — one focused primarily on han¬ 

dling major cases with some instruction on basic supervisory 

skills and the other focused primarily on management skills. 

The officers would attend the major case-oriented school 

shortly before assuming their first supervisory duties (team 

leader-level supervision) and come back for the management 

course just before or shortly after assuming full-time 

duties as a supervisor, such as a shift commander. 

Effectiveness Criteria 

The following criteria were set by the evaluator in 

cooperation with MLEA staff members: 

1. Knowledge gained by the trainees. 

2. Trainees' perceptions of course usefulness. 

3. Changes in on-the-job behavior. 

4. Percentage of law enforcement agencies in the state 

that use the school. 

5. Cost.1 

Measurement Instruments and Analysis of Data 

The measurements for the first three criteria were 

basically before vs. after comparisons. 
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1. Knowledge 

For the knowledge criterion, a combination of a before- 

after and an after-only comparison was used. It could be 

diagramed like this: 

15th session 0X00 

14th session X 0 0 

The trainees in the 15th session of the Advanced School 

were given a before test, a final examination, and a follow¬ 

up test two months after they completed the course while the 

trainees in the 14th session were given a final examination 

and a follow-up test ten months after they completed the 

course. All of the questions used on the knowledge tests 

were drawn from a pool of questions that the school instruc¬ 

tors submitted to the MLEA testing officer. The testing 

officer drew the final examination questions for each ses¬ 

sion from the pool, deleting any questions that were missed 

by 50 percent or more of the trainees the last time it was 

used. The questions used on the two follow-up tests — two 

months after course completion for the 15th session and ten 

months after course completion for the 14th session — were 

identical; however, the exact questions used on the 15th 

session's before test were not used on the final examination 

or the follow-up test. The before test and the final exams 

were written while the follow-up tests were administered 

over the phone.^ 
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The before test of the 15th session could be used as 

a control group against the final examination and follow-up 

scores of the 14th session. Because there were seven months 

between the final examination for the 14th session and the 

start of the 15th session, when the before test was given, 

there could be some contamination from history and matura¬ 

tion bias.^ 

This design was selected because while it promised use¬ 

ful data, it was relatively unobtrusive and inexpensive. 

True fandom assignment to Advanced School and a control 

group seemed out of the question because MLEA accepted res¬ 

ervations for the classes nearly a year in advance, not to 

mention the equity and expense questions. 

Twenty-three trainees took the written before test on 

November 25, 1979, when they registered for the 15th session 

of MLEA's Advanced School. All 27 trainees took the final 

examination, and 23 took the two-month follow-up test. Nine 

of the 14 members of the 14th session of the Advanced School 

took the ten-month follow-up test. 

All three measures of central tendency — mean, median, 

and mode — were applied to the knowledge tests while the 

dispersion was measured by the range. Because anonymity was 

promised on the before test in hopes of getting more frank 

replies on some of the questions,, it was impossible to com¬ 

pare individual before test scores with final examination 
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and follow-up scores to see whether or not there was a rela¬ 

tionship between scores on the before test and scores on the 

later tests. 

As Table 1 and Figure 3 show, the average test score 

jumped 17 percentage points from 68 to 85 percent between 

the before test and the final examination. The average on 

the two-month follow-up dropped five points to 80 percent 

while the average on the ten-month follow-up was 76 percent. 

The changes in the median scores were similar to those in 

the average: before test, 70 percent; final examination, 

86 percent; two-month follow-up, 80 percent; and ten-month 

follow-up, 80 percent. 

The range of scores, which was 56 percentage points on 

the before test, narrowed to 33 percentage points on the 

final examination and was 41 two months later. The range 

was 51 points on the ten-month follow-up. 

Another measure of the trainees' knowledge was the 

action plan exercise. Toward the end of the course, the 

trainees were asked to draw up action plans for themselves 

based on what they'd learned from the course. They were 

asked to write a series of statements about actions they 

would implement when they returned to their regular duties. 

The contents of the action statements would indicate how 

well the instructors were conveying their main points and 

how well the trainees had learned the leadership skills, 
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■■■■■>■■■■. Mean 

Median 

Figure 3. Knowledge Tests. 
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especially the goal setting skills taught in the adminis¬ 

trative management class. 

The trainees were contacted two months later to find 

out what progress they had made on their action plans. In 

addition to indicating how well the trainees had applied the 

leadership skills they'd learned, the follow-up study indi¬ 

cated how well the course content meshed with the organiza- 

4 
tional goals of trainees' agencies. 

This is an obtrusive measure. The act of drawing up an 

action plan no doubt changes the outcome of the course, 

especially when the trainees know they will be asked in two 

months about their progress; however, this was mitigated by 

the fact that goal setting was one of the topics covered in 

the administrative management class, and the action plans 

were written as part of that class. 

The next-to-the-last day of the 15th session, the 27 

trainees were asked to write action plans for themselves 

around the material covered in the course. Five trainees 

did not write plans. Four offered no explanation; but one 

said he didn't write a plan because the course was all about 

management and he didn't hold a management job. 

The 22 trainees wrote a total of 61 action statements, 

which are listed in Table 2. Twelve of the statements (20 

percent) involved initiating in-service training; eight (13 

percent) involved initiating community relations projects; 
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TABLE II 

TRAINEES' ACTION PLANS 

Number of 
Action Statement Trainees 

Replying 

Initiate In-Service Training 12 
On non-lethal weapons — 3 
On hostage negotiations — 3 
On dealing with stress — 2 
On bomb threats — 1 
On investigations — 1 
On human relations — 1 
More in-service training in- general — 1 

Initiate Community Relations Project 8 
"Showing new attitude — 4 
Accident prevention program — 1 
Crime prevention program — 1 
Brochure — 1 
Public speaking — 1 

Improve morale by emphasizing positive factors in 6 
dealing with other officers 

Get promoted 5 
Improve report, dispatching or filing systems 4 
Improve non-lethal weapons locker 3 
Improve relations with the county attorney 3 
Set up guidelines and uniform procedures 3 
Get more equipment 2 

By writing a grant proposal — 1 
Become an expert in one area 2 
Initiate re-education program for bad drivers 1 
Establish burglary target areas 1 
Identify impact areas 1 
Improve law enforcement salaries 1 
Issue citations for traffic violations at a specific 

corner to decrease accidents there 1 
Improve evidence locker procedures 1 
Check all gambling houses and remove slot machines 1 
Make arrangements to attend a more advanced gambling 
school 1 

Initiate a program to get police involved in plea 1 
bargaining process 

Take political action for more legalized gambling 1 
Take political action against the current Supreme 1 

Court 
Write new schedule for shift 1 
Improve relations with the juvenile court 1 

TOTAL 61 
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and six (10 percent) called for improving morale by "empha¬ 

sizing positive factors in dealing with other officers." 

Two months later, as shown in Table 3, the trainees 

reported they had completed action on eight statements (13 

percent) and started work on 31 (51 percent). Two percent 

of the statements could not be completed because financing 

was unavailable, and the trainees had decided another three 

(five percent) of the statements were inappropriate after 

all. 

The trainees had not worked on 11 (18 percent) of the 

statements. In three cases they reported they hadn't had 

time while in three other cases the trainees said there had 

been too much turmoil within the department to try to intro¬ 

duce any new programs. Three of the trainees could not be 

reached for the follow-up, leaving 11 percent of the state¬ 

ments unaccounted for. 

2. Usefulness 

The second criterion — trainees' perceptions of course 

usefulness — was measured in several ways. MLEA's standard 

evaluation form, which consists of a list of the school's 

classes and the names of the instructors, asks for comments 

on each class and each instructor. In addition to that, the 

trainees in the 15th session were asked to rate each class 

on a forced choice scale ranging from "would like more detail 

about this subject" to MLEA should "drop this subject" from 
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TABLE III 

TWO-MONTH FOLLOW-UP ON ACTION PLANS 

Result Number Percentage 

Goal Completed 8 13% 

Started Work on Goal 31 51% 

Couldn't Complete Because of Lack of 
Funds 

1 2% 

Haven't Done Anything About the 
Because of no time — 3 (5%) 
Due to turmoil in department 

Goal 

— 3 

11 

(5%) 

18% 

Decided goal Wasn't Appropriate 
All 

After 3 5% 

Did Not Report on Goal Outcome 7 11% 

TOTAL 61 100% 
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the school. They were also asked how frequently they ex¬ 

pected to use the material in their work, how they expected 

to use the material on the job, and what were the most and 

least beneficial aspects of the school. Since most of the 

trainees were well aware of the changes in the Advanced 

School that MLEA was considering, their opinions were also 

asked on the proposed changes. Tables 4 through 10 show the 

results of the trainees' evaluations of the course. 

Twenty-three or 85 percent of those in the 15th session 

said they thought what they learned during the school would 

help them do their current jobs better. The remaining four 

class members replied "maybe" to that question. 

When asked if they thought the course would help them 

handle future responsibilities better, seven said "yes" and 

one said "maybe" while none said "no." When asked if they 

expected the school to help them get promoted, nine trainees 

said "yes" and another nine said "no" while six said "maybe." 

The community perception class received a very negative 

rating from the 15th session trainees with 21 class members 

urging that it be dropped from the course (Table 4). On an¬ 

other section of the evaluation, 16 trainees listed it as 

the<least valuable aspect of the school (Table 8); and on a 

third section of the evaluation, nine of the 28 comments 

called for a different instructor for the class (Table 9). 

In the section asking how frequently they expected to use the 

Advanced School material (Table 5), however, 16 of the 
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TABLE IV 

TRAINEES' RECOMMENDATIONS ON SUBJECTS 
COVERED IN THE COURSE 

Number of Trainees Making Comment 

More About Less Drop 
Subject Detail Right Detail From 

Course 

Community Perception 1 

Gambling 13 

Commanding Tactical 8 
Situations 

Police Discretion 7 

Human Behavior and 6 
Relations 

Juvenile Court and 2 
Procedure 

Hostage Situations 5 

Patrol Planning 5 

Recent Court Decisions 5 

Police-Judicial Relations 4 

Administrative Management 4 

Grand Jury System 3 

Civil Rights Act 3 

Elements of Supervision 1 

Internal Affairs 

Non-Lethal Weapons 3 

Police-Prosecutor Relations 1 

Records & Privacy Security 2 
Acts 

3 

14 

19 

20 

20 

20 

21 

18 

19 

23 

18 

19 

22 

23 

22 

21 

23 

24 
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TABLE VI 

HOW TRAINEES THINK COURSE WILL 
HELP THEM ON THE JOB 

Number of 
Response Trainees 
   Replying 

I will be better able to handle supervisory or 5 
administrative problems. 

I will be more positive in dealing with fellow 3 
officers and the public. 

I have a better understanding of myself. 3 

I learned more details about my job. 1 

I developed my abilities. 1 

All. 1 

TOTAL 14 
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TABLE VII 

TRAINEES' PERCEPTIONS OF THE MOST BENE¬ 
FICIAL ASPECTS OF THE COURSE 

Number of 
Response Trainees 
 Replying 

Elements of Supervison 6 

Administrative Management 4 

Human Behavior & Relations 3 

Non-Lethal Weapons 2 

Practical Police Problems, Movies 2 

Hostage Situations 1 

Juvenile Court and Procedure 1 

All aspects will benefit me at some time. 1 

TOTAL 20 
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TABLE VIII 

TRAINEES' PERCEPTIONS OF THE LEAST 
BENEFICIAL ASPECTS OF THE COURSE 

Response 
Number of 
Trainees 
Replying 

Community Perception 16 

Administrative Management 1 

Internal Affairs 1 

Patrol Planning 1 

Police-Prosecutor Relations 1 

TOTAL 20 
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TABLE IX 

TRAINEES' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON SUBJECTS 

Number of 
Response Trainees 
  Replying 

Different instructor needed for Community 9 
Perception 

Police-Judicial Relations instructor did an 5 
excellent job. 

Under the Police-Judicial Relations column, one 1 
trainee wrote that instructors contradict each 
other. "One will say you can do it; the other 
will say you can't." 

Human Behavior & Relations instructor did an 2 
excellent job. 

Human Behavior & Relations was too technical. 1 

Recent Court Decisions material was covered in 2 
other sessions. 

Administrative Management instructor talked too 1 
fast and over your head. 

Don't need so many hours of Administrative Management. 1 

Different instructor needed for Non-Lethal Weapons. 1 

Non-Lethal Weapons was a good course. 1 

Instructor for Grand Jury System should permit 1 
fewer distractions. 

Patrol Planning was aimed too much at traffic 1 
not patrol. 

Patrol Planning didn't apply to small departments. 1 

More films with situations could be used in Police 1 
Discretion. 

TOTAL 28 
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TABLE X 

PROPOSED COURSE ADDITIONS FAVORED BY TRAINEES 

Proposed Subject Number of Trainees 
Favoring its Addition 

Supervising Major Case Investiga¬ 
tions 

20 

Special Investigations — Homicide 19 

Firearms 16 

Special Investigations — Robbery 10 

Special Investigations — Kidnap 
and Extortion 

10 

Special Investigations — Aggravated 
Assault 

9 

Special Investigations — Burglary 
and Grand Theft 

8 

Civil Liability 8 

Vicarious Liability 6 

Jurisdictional Problems 5 

TOTAL 111 
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trainees said they would use the community perception mate¬ 

rial daily. Since it was the first time that particular 

guest lecturer had taught at MLEA and previous sessions had 

reported little or no negative reaction to the class, the 

reaction reflects more on the individual instructor than the 

course material. MLEA planned not to use that instructor 

again based on the strongly negative reaction of the class. 

Eighty-two percent or more of the trainees were satis¬ 

fied with the amount of information presented on: records 

and privacy security acts; police-judicial relations; police- 

prosecutor relations; elements of supervison; civil rights 

act; and internal affairs (Table 4). 

When asked to list the most beneficial aspects of the 

course, six trainees listed elements of supervision while 

four mentioned administrative management and three listed 

human relations and behavior (Table 7). Twenty-six of the 27 

trainees, however, noted on another section that they ex¬ 

pected to use what they learned in the human relations and 

behavior class daily (Table 10). Police discretion was the 

second most frequently cited class with 24 trainees saying 

they expected to use it daily. 

The 15th session trainees were also asked about the 

changes MLEA was considering for the school. Twenty or 74 

percent favored adding supervising major case investigations 

to the curriculum v/hile 19 favored adding instruction on 

homicide investigation and 16 wanted firearms training (Table 
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10). Ten favored adding instruction on robbery investiga¬ 

tions, and ten called for adding aggravated assault investi¬ 

gations . 

3. On-the-job Behavior Changes 

The third criterion — changes in on-the-job behavior — 

was measured by asking the trainees and their direct super¬ 

visors if they had noticed any changes in performance. These 

measurements were taken two months after course completion 

for the 15th session and ten months after course completion 

for the 14th session. Telephone interviews were used to 

gather the information. 

To minimize memory bias, each person was asked first to 

think about the trainee's on-the-job behavior before attend¬ 

ing the school and then compare it to his behavior since re¬ 

turning from the school. Focusing on specific behavior also 

helped minimize the halo effects that might be caused by the 

trainee's or supervisor's favorable attitude toward MLEA or 

training in general.5 

Sixteen of the 23 trainees (70 percent) from the 15th 

session reached in the two-month follow-up said they v/ere 

doing their jobs differently as a result of the Advanced 

School (Table 11). Six (26 percent) said they had not 

changed the way they did their jobs. Thirteen of the 

trainees also said the course was worth the expense involved 

and one said it was not. Four trainees could not be reached 

for the follow-up study. 
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TABLE XI 

TRAINEES' ASSESSMENT OF JOB PERFORMANCE 
CHANGE ON TWO-MONTH FOLLOW-UP 

Number of 
Response Trainees 
 Replying 

No change in job performance since taking 6 
the course. 

Improved handling of situations involving 7 
fellow officers. 

Improved understanding of management's actions. 3 

No major changes in job performance but some 3 
subtle improvements. 

Don't use the information on my current job but 2 
expect to use it in the future. 

The course came at the right time in my career. 1 

Think things through more and look for the dif- 1 
ference options available for handling a 
given situation. 

More cautious now. 1 

TOTAL 23 
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As Table 12 shows, five of the nine trainees from the 

14th session interviewed in the ten-month follow-up said they 

had not made any changes in their job performance since com¬ 

pleting the school while three trainees specifically men¬ 

tioned changes in job performance as a result of the school. 

Six of the trainees said the course had not come at the right 

time in their careers to be most beneficial to them. Seven 

trainees called for more detail in the course or asked for 

specific training to be added to the course. 

Among the questions asked of supervisors were: 

*Can you compare the officer's on-the-job behavior be¬ 

fore taking the course to his behavior now? 

*Have you noticed any change in the way he handles 

cases, especially in terms of effectiveness or efficiency? 

*Have you noticed any changes in the way he deals with: 

(a) the general public; (b) suspects; (c) fellow workers; 

(d) supervisors; and (e) people he supervises? 

*What did you expect the officer to get out of the 

school? Did he get it? 

*Has the trainee been promoted since completing the 

course? Was course completion a factor in the promotion? 

As Table 13 shows, 16 supervisors of graduates of the 

15th session saw definite improvements in job performance 

after the school while seven said they saw no change in the 

trainee's job performance. Three of the supervisors who saw 

no change in job performance said the course did not apply 
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TABLE XII 

TRAINEES' COMMENTS ON THE 
TEN-MONTH FOLLOW-UP 

Number of 
Response Trainees 
   Replying 

See no change in the way I do my job. 4 

It's more for sergeants or shift commanders. 3 

I would have liked to have gone through the course 3 
earlier in my career; five or six years into 
my career, just when I started supervising, 
would have been better. 

The management and supervision classes were espe- 2 
cially helpful; they opened new ideas for han¬ 
dling personnel, and I've adapted some of them 
for use. 

I've been on the force for ten years so I made only 1 
minor changes in the way I do my job after the 
course, but I did change my approach on traffic 
stops. 

It was a good up-date on new laws, search and 1 
seizure and new methods of investigation. 

I didn't learn anything I didn't have knowledge 1 
of from my own experience or from my own 
research. 

The course should be upgraded so we would have 1 
more professional investigators in Montana. 

The course should go into more detail — give more 1 
specific instruction — in all areas. 

Repetition doesn't hurt at all, but then you 1 
should go-on to something more. 

The course was a good refresher. 1 

I would like to see even more on management and 1 
supervision. 

It seemed like a good course at the time. 1 
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TABLE XII (Continued) 

Number of 
Response Trainees 
  Replying 

Recent decisions and juvenile law were espe- 1 
cially beneficial. 

Instruction in organized crime, major con schemes, 1 
fraud and industrial and white collar crime 
should be added. 

Firearms training should be added. 1 

They should go back to the old major case school. 1 

You can only learn so much by listening. You need 1 
to get out and do it yourself. We need more role 
playing and films to give us a chance to really 
figure out what we would do in that situation. 

The test questions weren't ever brought up while we 1 
were in school. 

We're going to try to get all our people through 1 
Advanced by the time they've been on the force 
five or six years. 

TOTAL 28 
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TABLE XIII 
\ 

SUPERVISORS' ASSESSMENT OF JOB PERFORMANCE 
CHANGE ON TWO-MONTH FOLLOW-UP 

Number of 
Response Supervisors 
 Replying 

Investigative techniques upgraded 9 

Knowledge of the law improved • 8 

Deals with people better 6 

Saw no change in behavior 5 
(One trainee was "unmotivated" and two were 
so good before the course it would have been 
difficult to detect any improvement, accord¬ 
ing to the supervisors.) 

Improved attitude 4 

The course was very beneficial 3 

Conduct more professional 3 

Reports are better 3 

Since the trainee is not a supervisor, he has 3 
not had a chance to use the material he 
learned 

Shows more leadership capacity 2 

More thorough 2 

Has a better understanding of administrative 2 
problems 

Deals with supervisor better 2 

Shows more confidence 1 

Doesn't make as many procedural mistakes 1 

Brought back some new ideas from other 1 
departments 

Thinks things out a lot more now 1 

The course pays off for the motivated ones 1 

TOTAL 57 
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directly to the trainee's current job while one said the 

trainee "just isn't motivated." Another supervisor said, 

"It's hard to tell any improvement; he was a good officer 

before the course, and he's a good officer now." 

Two of the trainees had been promoted in the two months 

following the course, and in one case the supervisor said 

the Advanced School helped the trainee win his promotion. 

Two supervisors declined to participate in the two- 

month follow-up and two could not be reached. 

Four of the 14 men in the 14th session of the Advanced 

School were excluded from this portion of the study because: 

(a) one was no longer on the force; (b) one had been on sick 

leave since completing the school; (c) one had a new super¬ 

visor who was unfamiliar with his job performance before tak¬ 

ing the course; and (d) the fourth supervisor could not be 

reached. 

Three trainees were promoted since completing the course 

while a fourth was being considered for promotion. 

As Table 14 shows, all but one of the supervisors inter¬ 

viewed noted some improvement in job performance, and the 

performance of two officers showed a great deal of improve¬ 

ment. In the one case where no improvement was noticed, the 

supervisor said, "His performance before the school was good. 

He did things the other shift commanders didn't do, like 

holding briefings and trying other innovative things, before, 

and he has continued with them since returning." This 



56 

TABLE XIV 

SUPERVISORS' ASSESSMENT OF JOB PERFORMANCE 
CHANGE ON TEN-MONTH FOLLOW-UP 

Responses 
Number of 
Supervisors 
Replying 

Showed improvement in job performance 
(Two showed "great" improvement) 

9 

Improved knowledge 3 

More thorough 3 

More enthusiastic 3 

Improved self-confidence 2 

His performance before school was good. He did 
things the other shift commanders didn't do, 
like holding briefings and trying other inno 
vative things, before, and he has continued 
with them since returning. 

1 

Takes more interest in the management aspects 
of job 

1 

He seems to know what we want more and as a result 1 
clears cases so we (supervisors) don't have to 
come in and work on them. Rather than leave a 
message for us to send a detective out, he 
wraps it up himself. 

More professional 1 

Attitude with the public better 1 

It woke him up. 1 

Fellow officers show him more respect now 1 

Reports were a lot better for a while 1 

He shows a lot more maturity now, and I'm posi¬ 
tive it's due to the Advanced Course. 1 

TOTAL 29 
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supervisor also noted that one of his men had taken the 

Advanced School in 1978 and "was disappointed; he felt it 

was just a refresher from Intermediate." 

The supervisor of the one trainee in the 14th session 

who failed the final exam said, "It woke him up and let the 

other men know that the course is not a rubber stamp. They 

don't just automatically graduate. I am satisfied with the 

training." 

When asked for their recommendations on improving the 

school, six supervisors (20 percent) reiterated their satis¬ 

faction with the course. Seven (23 percent) called for more 

course work on criminal investigation techniques; six (20 

percent) called for more human relations training; five (17 

percent) called for more in-depth coverage of the material; 

and three (10 percent) wanted firearms training added to the 

curriculum. Their recommendations are listed in Table 15. 

4. Percentage of Agencies Using the School 

The fourth criterion — percentage of law enforcement 

agencies in the state that use the school — was calculated 

by going through MLEA's rosters for previous sessions of the 

school and comparing them with all-inclusive lists of Mon¬ 

tana's law enforcement agencies. To make this measurement 

more diagnostic, interviews were conducted with a randomly 

selected sampling of the heads of agencies that had not used 

the Advanced School since 1975. 
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TABLE XV 

SUPERVISORS' RECOMMENDATIONS ABOUT THE COURSE 

Number of 
Responses Supervisor 
  Replying 

More on criminal investigation techniques 5 

More human relations training 5 
(Leadership techniques — 2? transactional 
analysis — 1? communication skills — 1; up- 
to-date classes on family disturbances, crisis 
intervention and dealing with distraught 
people — 1.) 

Add firearms training to the course 3 

There's a lot of overlap and repetition from 3 
basic to intermediate to advanced. 

We are hiring more and more officers with college 2 
degrees, and the training is not up to them. 

Overall I am satisfied with the course. 2 

They should be able to handle a major case from 2 
start to finish after advanced. 

We're working toward getting all our people 2 
through advanced by the time they've been on 
on force five years. 

Add a class on resolving problems without reaching 1 
for a gun 

Add traffic investigation to the course 1 

Give them an understanding of why supervision 1 
is needed and why we need rules, regulations 
and standard procedures. 

We want them to improve on knowledge, thoroughness 1 
and enthusiasm, and that's just what they did. 

Good school is preventative maintenance. Our de- 1 
partment now has someone going to school all 
the time. 

Advanced is your most important course. My feedback 1 
is that it's the weakest. 

30 TOTAL 
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Seventy-five percent (21 of 28) of the state's sheriffs' 

offices and police departments having 10 or more sworn offi¬ 

cers sent trainees to the Advanced School between January 1, 

1974, when the school's content was substantially changed, 

and December 31, 1979. The seven agencies which had not used 

the school were the Big Horn, Lake, Missoula, and Ravalli 

County Sheriffs' Offices and the Hamilton, Miles City, and 

Glasgow Police Departments. It should be noted, however, 

that the Ravalli County Sheriff's Office signed up two offi¬ 

cers for the first 1980 session of the Advanced School. 

The percentage figures drop sharply when the smaller 

departments are added in. Nineteen of the 56 sheriffs' of¬ 

fices sent members to the Advanced School between 1974 and 

1979. That represents 34 percent of the sheriffs' offices 

but 52.6 percent of the sworn officers working for sheriffs' 

offices. Twenty-seven of the 95 police departments (includ¬ 

ing town marshalls) or 29 percent sent officers to the Ad¬ 

vanced School between 1974 and 1979. 

Several tribal police forces and the National Park Ser¬ 

vice choose to send their officers to Advanced School at 

MLEA rather than sending them to similar courses offered by 

their own agencies. 

Eleven sheriffs, police chiefs, and marshalls whose 

departments had not used the Advanced School since 1974 were 

interviewed. They were selected using a random number table 

in conjunction with an alphabetical listing of the depart- 
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ments that hadn't used the school. Several of those inter¬ 

viewed were one-officer agencies, and one headed a depart¬ 

ment with 10 sworn officers. 

Since all Montana law enforcement officers must pass 

MLEA's Basic School within their first year of employment, 

four administrators said they could not send anyone to Ad¬ 

vanced School until all staff members had completed the Basic 

School. They added, however, that they hoped eventually to 

be able to send people to the Advanced School. Several men¬ 

tioned that because they had a high turnover in personnel 

due to low salaries they were always sending people to the 

Basic School. Table 16 shows the results of these interviews. 

One sheriff said the only people in his department with 

enough training and experience to qualify for the Advanced 

School had taken the 13-week Federal Bureau of Investigation 

course, which covers the same material as MLEA's Advanced 

School. The sheriff added, however, that MLEA's Advanced 

School compared favorably to similar courses in other states. 

One sheriff suggested having a trained, experienced 

officer available to fill in for the person attending school 

would help; but another sheriff said it would be impossible 

for an officer unfamiliar with the area to function effec¬ 

tively. When MLEA circulated a list of experienced officers 

willing to take short-term assignments several years ago, 

the state's law enforcement agencies failed to make use of 

the list. 
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TABLE XVI 

WHY SOME AGENCIES DO NOT USE THE SCHOOL 

Response 
Number of 

Interviewees 
Replying 

No officers qualified 6 

Must get all officers through Basic first 4 

Sent them to FBI course instead 1 

TOTAL 11 

5. Costs 

The fifth criterion — cost — was measured by the 

direct expenses MLEA incurs in providing the course and the 

costs the state's law enforcement agencies incur in sending 

somone to the school. 

The two two-week Advanced Schools amounted to 3.8 per¬ 

cent of the training hours offered by MLEA in fiscal 1979; 

since MLEA1s total budget for the year was $442,000, it is 

estimated that the two 1979 sessions of the Advanced School 

cost $16,796. That comes to $410 per trainee. Because of 

the technique used to derive this figure, it should be a 

nearly all-inclusive figure.^ 

The agencies that sent trainees to the Advanced Shool 

paid $6.50 a day room and board for each trainee* The major 

expense for the sending agencies, however, was often getting 

along without the experienced staff member. Sometimes the 
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agencies ask other staff members to put in extra hours and 

pay them overtime, but often the overtime work is unpaid. 

Some parts of the program evaluation did not yield much 

useful information. A series of job analysis questions asked 

on the before test, for example, provided no new information. 

MLEA informally gains this information by using only experi¬ 

enced law enforcement officers on its staff and maintaining 

close personal contact with law enforcement officers of all 

ranks from throughout the state. The questions on the end- 

of-course evaluation about how frequently the trainees ex¬ 

pected to use the material they'd learned during the school 

provided only a little information. Since frequency has 

little relationship to importance in police work, i.e. an 

Advanced School graduate should know just how to handle a 

kidnapping although many Montana jurisdictions have never 

had a single kidnapping, a point-blank question about job 

relevance would prove more valuable in future evaluations. 

Findings and Recommendations 

In conclusion, the evaluation found that although the 

Advanced School was meeting its objectives of providing 

experienced law enforcement officers with high-level techni¬ 

cal training along with basic leadership training, dividing 

the school into two separate courses would bring even better 

results. The evaluation reinforced the staff recommendation 

to divide the school into one course dealing primarily with 
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management and another course concentrating on the skills 

needed to handle major cases, including basic supervisory 

skills. The division would provide a more focused and 

directly job-related training experience and would alleviate, 

some of the trainees' complaints. 

The POST Council planned to act on the staff recommenda¬ 

tion to divide the school into two courses at its December 

1979 meeting. Although the evaluation was not yet completed, 

an oral and a written report was given at the meeting be¬ 

cause, as Poister points out, partial information at decision 
7 

time is worth much more than complete information later. 

The sections that were reported on at the POST Council meet¬ 

ing were: (a) comparisons of knowledge test scores for the 

14th session's final examination and the 15th session's pre¬ 

test and final examination; (b) the supervisors' perceptions 

of job performance change for the 14th session trainees; (c) 

the percentage of agencies using the Advanced School; and (d) 

the survey of a sampling of agencies that had not used the 

school since 1975. 

Effects of the Evaluation 

After hearing the evaluation report and the MLEA staff 

recommendation, the POST Council voted unanimously to divide 

the Advanced School into two courses. One of the new courses 

was called the Management School. The "new" course focusing 
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on the skills needed to handle major cases, including basic 

supervisory techniques, kept the title of Advanced School. 

In a March 29, 1983, interview Clark Price, Head of 

MLEA, said the trainees attending the Management School gen¬ 

erally rate it highly in terms of quality and relevance on 

the end-of-course evaluation forms. However, about ten per¬ 

cent of the trainees in the revised Advanced School still 

complained that the supervisory portions of the course were 

not relevant to their jobs. The MLEA staff found that the 

problem was no longer with the course, but with the trainees. 

"The departments were trying to get all their men 

through the Basic, Intermediate, and Advanced Schools in five 

or six years," Price said. "They were sending them back to 

us for Advanced too soon." The course, he explained, was 

designed for people with eight to ten years of experience 

who were about to or had already assumed supervisory posi¬ 

tions . 

MLEA now encourages law enforcement agencies to wait 

until officers are about to assume supervisory positions be¬ 

fore sending them to the Advanced School and is looking at 

ways of tightening its standards, such as requiring a mini¬ 

mum number of years between the Intermediate and Advanced 

g 
Schools, Price said. 
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FOOTNOTES 

*Hatry, et.al., op. cit., pp. 37-38. 

o 
The telephone follow-ups were used to increase the num¬ 

ber of replies (over what could be expected from a mail sur¬ 
vey) . However, in selecting the questions most suited for 
phone interviews, a true cross section of the material 
covered in the course may not have drawn. Also the differ¬ 
ence in the testing method makes the tests somewhat less 
comparable than they would have been if all the tests had 
been written. 

3 
In retrospect, this problem could have been avoided by 

mailing the before test to the people who had signed up for 
the 15th session so that they received it shortly before the 
date of the 14th session's final examination. The 15th ses¬ 
sion trainees could be asked to actually fill out the before 
test on the same date as the 14th session's final was held. 
(MLEA's class rosters are usually filled months in advance of 
the start of the schools.) 

4 
The action plan exercise was used in 1980 by Ross and 

Mark T. Shanley to evaluate the Southeast Florida Criminal 
Justice Institute's line supervisory training course. That 
evaluation served as a pre-test of the exercise, which was 
later used in the National Evaluation Program: Phase I 
Assessment of Police Management Training Programs. 

5 . . . 
In retrospect, supervisors should have been interviewed 

about the trainees' before-course on-the-job behavior before 
the trainees returned from Advanced School. 

£ 

This is admittedly a simplistic study of costs. MLEA 
records at the time and the limited scope of this paper did 
not permit a further examination of costs. Cost comparisons 
of other training programs and different training delivery 
mechanisms (correspondence courses, for example) might pro¬ 
vide more useful information. 

7 . 
Poister, op. cit., p. 23. 

o 
Interview with Clark Price, Chief of MLEA, on March 29, 

1983. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The program evaluation provided an accurate diagnosis 

of the Advanced School's problem — a mismatch between the 

trainees and the course. However, the prescription for 

action suggested by the evaluator (and the MLEA staff) to 

change the course to suit the trainees did not seem to be a 

complete solution to the problem. The additional modifica¬ 

tion of making sure the trainees are ready for the course 

was apparently also necessary. 

The case study was done to examine program evaluation 

as a diagnostic tool for improving effectiveness in the pub¬ 

lic sector, particularly in terms of the three questions set 

forth at the end of Chapter I. 

Did the Evaluation Provide Diagnostic Information? 

The evaluation did, in fact, provide the decision makers 

with diagnostic information in that it identified that there 

was a mismatch between some of the trainees and the course 

material and suggested a remedy for the problem — dividing 

the course in two. 
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Did the Decision Makers Use the Evaluation Information? 

In deciding to divide the Advanced School into two 

courses, the POST Council used the evaluation information to 

reinforce the recommendation presented by the MLEA staff. 

Did the Changes Improve Program Effectiveness? 

The high degree of trainee satisfaction with the new 

Management School as reported by Price is a strong indication 

of improved effectiveness. With the addition of a more selec¬ 

tive admissions policy, MLEA should see improved trainee sat¬ 

isfaction and course effectiveness for the revised Advanced 

School. Of course, the program evaluation would have to be 

repeated in its entirety to find out for sure whether or not 

there has been an improvement in effectiveness..' But that is 

beyond the scope of this paper. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, program evaluation in this case study 

appears to have been a diagnostic tool for improving effec¬ 

tiveness in the public sector. 
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A two-pronged program for the academy is recommended; 

it would consist of an abbreviated routine evaluation for 

all courses given and an in-depth program evaluation of one 

or two courses each year. 

Routine Evaluation 

MLEA already has in place the basis for an excellent, 

on-going program evaluation system. The demographic data 

gathered on all trainees, the final examination score analy¬ 

sis, and the suggestions and comments forms filled out by 

the trainees at the end of each course can easily be expanded 

into a full program evaluation. 

The informal, but incredibly effective, communication 

network MLEA staff members have built with law enforcement 

officials of all ranks throughout the state also provides 

invaluable feedback about course effects and trainee needs. 

The action plan exercise could be incorporated into the 

MLEA's routine evaluation for all courses except those where 

communication of facts is the prime goal, like the Legal 

School. The action statements show the instructors how 

effectively they are making their main points. Follow-up 

interviews with the trainees indicate the course's job rele¬ 

vance. Explaining the exercise and writing the action plans 

takes about 30 minutes. Follow-up telephone interviews take 

eight to 16 hours, depending on the number of trainees in the 

class and their work schedules. 
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In-Depth Evaluations 

Each year MLEA staff members should select one or two 

courses for in-depth evaluation. Any new courses or existing 

courses staff members are considering substantially changing 

should automatically be given in-depth evaluation. 

The first step in any program evaluation is identifica¬ 

tion of program objectives. MLEA already does an excellent 

job in stating the objectives of each course and involving 

its various publics in setting the objectives by including 

the legislature, POST Council and law enforcement officials 

of all ranks in the planning stages of course development. 

From the course objectives, a program evaluator can 

build a list of evaluation criteria. Since changes in on- 

the-job performance are prime indicators of the effectiveness 

of professional training programs, follow-up interviews ask¬ 

ing trainees and their supervisors if they notice any changes 

in on-the-job behavior should be part of any in-depth evalua¬ 

tion. Interviews with supervisors should also be conducted 

before the trainees complete the course to provide a basis 

for comparison. 

MLEA staff members already gather a great deal of feed¬ 

back about their courses through their informal network of 

law enforcement officials throughout the state, but focused- 

group interviews could bolster this information. The inter¬ 

action of the different people in the group might also gen¬ 

erate more innovative ideas than one-on-one interviews would. 
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An outside consultant or volunteer with training or experi¬ 

ence in both focused-group techniques and law enforcement 

should be brought in to lead the session. A focused-group 

interview could be very effective with a group of graduating 

trainees. Focused-group interviews might also be used with 

groups of top state law enforcement administrators to gather 

more information about what they would like included in spe¬ 

cific courses. The focused-group interviews could be used 

to assure that too much reliance is not placed on the opin¬ 

ions expressed by an outspoken minority. The interviews 

might be scheduled in conjunction with an MLEA Administra¬ 

tion Course or with professional meetings or conventions. 

For Basic, Intermediate, Advanced, and Management 

Schools, the Likes and Interests Test (LIT) is recommended 

to measure changes in trainees' leadership attitudes. The 

half-hour test requires trainees to simply check whether they 

like or dislike 304 items, like strong drink, tough competi¬ 

tion or speaking up at a meeting when you disagree with the 

majority. The test measures 29 traits, including seven which 

are specifically related to leadership ability, according to 

the test's designer, T.G. Grygier. They are: emotional inde¬ 

pendence, verbal aggression, drive for achievement, creativ¬ 

ity, social activities, persistence, and initiative.^- 

Comparing trainees' before- and after-course scores 

would indicate changes in leadership abilities. The test 
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could also be administered in follow-up studies to determine 

long-term benefits of the course. 

This test was successfully used to evaluate several 

police in-service courses at Pennsylvania State University 

and is recommended for the Basic and Intermediate Schools 

as well as the Advanced and Management Schools because the 

seven traits Grygier identified as related to leadership 

ability seem to fit in equally well with the objectives of 

2 
MLEA's Basic and Intermediate Schools. 

Budgeting and Evaluation 

Adding the action plan exercise to the routine evalua¬ 

tions and doing one or two in-depth evaluations each year — 

would still leave MLEA well within the budgetary guidelines 

3 
suggested by Hatry, Winnie, and Fisk, and the extra evalua¬ 

tion effort will pay off with information to help MLEA offi¬ 

cials decide whether a course "should be continued as is, 

4 
expanded, modified, reduced, or eliminated." 
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FOOTNOTES 

^Barbara R. Price and Sheldon Adelberg, "An Evaluation 
of Police Supervisory Training Using a Multivariate Assess¬ 
ment of Attitude Change." Journal of Police Science and 
Administration 5 (January 1977): 69-73. 

^Ibid., p. 69. 

3Hatry et.al., op. cit., p. 9, suggest .5 to 2 percent 
of a state agency's budget should be allocated to program 
evaluation. 

^Ibid. 
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