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Introduction 

There are many different ways to design and implement a social program.  There are probably 

an equal number of different ways to design and implement an evaluation of that program.  Developing 

the appropriate evaluation design requires an in-depth understanding of the social problem the 

program attempts to address, the program’s goals, and the program’s context.  This paper provides an 

example for appropriately designing a program. 

The purpose of this professional paper is to introduce a new method of program evaluation 

design called simultaneous evaluation design.  Simultaneous evaluation design (SED) is a response to 

program evaluators’ common trouble of verifying program outcomes due to missing or insufficient data 

for crucial points in a program.  It is predicated on the simple idea that the collaboration of the program 

evaluator and program designer during the program planning period would significantly improve the 

quality and completeness of the program’s data.   

This paper has five sections.  The first section provides context and definitions for the ideas and 

terms that will appear throughout the paper.  This is by itself an important step in the design process 

because industry-specific terminology often becomes ambiguous when drawing from more than one 

author and from different generations of publication.  Over time, evaluation terminology, such as 

transferability or validity, has evolved as it has been applied in different settings.  Although program 

evaluation is a young discipline, this paper draws on literature from the 1960s through contemporary 

publications. 

Section two of this paper is a review of the program evaluation literature that presents many 

common evaluation challenges that SED must satisfactorily address before becoming legitimate 

practice.  The selected literature includes theory-based evaluators’ responses to these evaluation 

challenges.  Although SED can accommodate any type of evaluation methodology, such as an 
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experimental model, this paper argues that it is most advantageous to use SED in conjunction with 

theory-based evaluation (TBE).   

After discussing common evaluation challenges in the literature review, the remainder of the 

paper will illustrate the SED process by designing a social program, a mentoring program for 

undergraduate college students.  Section three offers a brief description of SED.  Section four presents 

the mentoring program’s theory with a brief literature review and a logic model.  The final section of this 

paper contains concluding remarks about the SED process and offers other suggestions for future 

research and program development.  In sum, this paper seeks to uncover the possible advantages, as 

well as the challenges, of incorporating a program’s evaluation procedures before the actual 

intervention takes place. 

Definitions 

Designing a program and its evaluation simultaneously is both a luxury and a risk.  Many 

evaluators cite the inability to reconcile a program’s design with possible evaluation designs as one of 

the most frequent causes of negative evaluation results (Schon, 1997; Weiss, 1997).  This may be due to 

lack of pertinent data, dissimilar implementation strategies across program sites, or a lack of consent or 

support from program staff.  Ideally, obtaining appropriate data should be the least difficult aspect of an 

evaluation.  Unfortunately, as Schon points out, it is generally very difficult. 

Designing an evaluation that is effectively compatible with its program, one that uses the same 

language, targets the same data intervals, and projects the same goals, limits the potential for negative 

evaluation results.  According to Weiss, there are four potential causes for negative results:  incorrect 

program theory, poor program implementation, inappropriate evaluation methodology, or some 

combination thereof.  Increasing the compatibility of a program and its evaluation should guard against 

methodological confusion.  Negative results would then almost certainly be attributable to theory. 
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SED increases this compatibility, and choosing theory-based evaluation as the evaluation model 

forces a program’s theory out into the open.  Otherwise, a finding that suggests that program theory is 

to blame for negative evaluation results, for instance if a treatment is evaluated with the experimental 

method, could not point to which part of the theory is culpable.  Also, relying on program theory can 

increase the quality of program implementation because theory should provide program staff with 

information on when, how, and how long to expose clients to the treatments (Weiss). 

 The TBE literature displays TBE’s impressive resilience in many difficult evaluation situations 

(Weiss, 1997; Finney and Moos, 1989; Bickman and Peterson, 1990; and Patton, 2008).   Although there 

are several different applications of TBE in this literature, this paper’s definition of TBE comes primarily 

from Weiss’s version.  Weiss defines a program’s theory as the “beliefs and assumptions underlying an 

intervention…expressed in terms of a phased sequence of causes and effects” (501) and TBE as an 

evaluation that “can tell not only how much change has occurred but also, if the sequence of steps 

appears as expected” (502). In her model, TBE is organized around the premise that three levels of 

design make a social program, activities, mechanisms, and operating mechanisms. Together, they 

comprise a social program’s intervention.  

 The first level of design, program activities, is the most easily identifiable.  It is also the most 

familiar to those delivering the program or receiving its services.  Program activities are the services that 

a program provides.  For instance, a program designed to improve the academic performance of 

underachieving students might offer an array of activities to meet this objective.  It could require 

students to work with a tutor once a week, attend several test preparation classes, or write short weekly 

essays describing what they are learning from the program.  Each of these tasks is a program activity.  

While they adequately define the program, they offer little explanation of the assumptions on which the 

program is based. 
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The second level of design, a program’s mechanisms, communicates these assumptions behind 

the program’s activities.  Mechanisms are the rationale for why a given activity is believed to help 

achieve the program’s goals, or, put another way, what is expected as a result of a given program 

activity.  Including mechanisms in the program design increases the likelihood that the specified data 

points that program staff collect, and program evaluators analyze, will provide meaningful information 

about the improvement of program recipients and are not just arbitrary, convenient to quantify, points 

in the program timeline (Weiss).  

The mechanism for the tutoring activity could be that tutoring fills in specific gaps in a student’s 

understanding of a topic.  Then, with a better understanding of that topic, he can now more easily 

understand new material and increase his knowledge level.  Students may not be able to elicit these 

specific pieces of knowledge in the classroom due to the limited time a teacher is able to devote to any 

one topic or individual student.  From the student’s perspective, it may be difficult to understand new 

information without first internalizing an earlier-covered topic. 

 The third level of design is the operating mechanisms.  Operating mechanisms, like mechanisms, 

serve to explain why a given activity will provide a desired outcome.  The only difference is that different 

operating mechanisms may be able to explain the same activity (Weiss). The mechanisms are the 

program designer’s theory, whereas the operating mechanisms are theoretically persuasive alternatives 

to that theory.  Spelling out alternatives, pretreatment, may help establish a cause and effect 

relationship from evaluation results.  

 For example, while it may be true that a student’s participation in a regular tutoring session 

does in fact increase his classroom performance, it may not be due solely to his understanding of a given 

topic, as the mechanism predicted.  Perhaps the operating mechanism is that tutoring increases student 

confidence because during a tutoring session students are able to see their own knowledge increase as 
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opposed to measuring their knowledge relative to other students in the classroom.  Or, perhaps simply 

participating in an academic conversation, something a student may avoid in front of his peers, 

increases a student’s confidence for public-speaking and therefore increases his classroom participation.  

There could be any number of single operating mechanisms capable of explaining the impact of tutoring, 

and some may work simultaneously. 

The fact that it may be difficult to pinpoint just one operating mechanism is why it is so 

important that program designers attempt to do so.  The literature on evaluation design, not solely TBE, 

provides a wide-range of support for specifying these mechanisms as specifically as possible (Bickman, 

1985, Component Theory; Yeh, 2000, Planned Variation; Patten, 2008, Causal Linkages).  Noting possible 

mechanisms pretreatment allows evaluators to better investigate theoretical findings with which to 

begin constructing a knowledge base. 

If one of the goals of evaluation is to add to the established knowledge of social programming, 

and Campbell (1984) and Yeh (2000) make convincing arguments for broadening the knowledge base, 

evaluators need a deeper understanding of a treatment’s cause and effect than program activities are 

able to provide.  According to Yeh, appropriate evaluative work of academics, contract evaluation firms, 

private consultants and even internal evaluators should be collected and organized in the same manner 

as other social science disciplines to avoid reinventing the wheel and to identify and streamline 

programs’ best practices.  Although, before they can become relevant for other programs and qualify for 

entry into the knowledge base, program findings must meet certain standards. 

  In attempting to add to the knowledge base, evaluators design evaluations to maximize the 

number of findings that will apply to similar programs in other contexts.  This is called generalizeability.  

For instance, randomization in experimental evaluation models increases the generalizeability of the 

results because, under normal circumstances, randomization reduces the impact that any particular pre-
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treatment characteristic of program users might have on the intervention.  If the treatment population 

is made up of people with a higher than average level of motivation, the outcome would be skewed in a 

positive direction.   

A higher level of generalizeability refers to two things:  (1), the amount of an evaluation’s results 

that is relevant for other programs, and (2), the number of programs for which some of the results are 

applicable.  The term transferability, which is sometimes used in place of generalizeability, refers more 

narrowly to the transfer of best practices between related programs (for instance, only Alcoholics 

Anonymous or only mentor programs). 

Generalizeability is split in two categories:  internal and external validity.  The former speaks to 

the ability of an evaluation’s results to predict outcomes in programs with nearly the same 

implementation and client population.  In other words, would the same program produce the same 

results if it were repeated?  External validity, on the other hand, refers to the relevance of the results to 

other types of programs (although they must be related thematically:  capacity-building or 

rehabilitation, for instance) with different populations.  Activity-level specification provides internal 

validity, but evaluators must investigate the mechanisms to achieve external validity with TBE. 

For instance, if an evaluation of an education program revealed that students that regularly 

participated in tutoring sessions improved their grade point average over the course of the semester 

more than students who did not, it is reasonable to expect that the students who participate in next 

semester’s tutoring sessions will also improve significantly.  Therefore, this result is internally valid, 

especially if the program controls for confounding variables, such as motivation.  The knowledge base 

for student achievement will benefit from this finding, but the finding does not apply to other types of 

programs, such as job-retraining programs, unless the activity’s mechanism is examined. 
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To qualify as externally valid, in addition to its activities, a program’s mechanisms must also be 

proved to produce positive results.  This can be accomplished by proving the predicted pattern of client 

improvement along a hierarchical pathway.  An example of this pathway is that tutoring fills in gaps in 

students’ knowledge, increasing their academic confidence, causing an increase in classroom 

participation, further increasing students’ learning and confidence, finally increasing test scores.  If all of 

these points in the program (student knowledge followed by confidence, followed by participation, 

followed by more learning and confidence, followed by improved testing) are observed to increase in 

that order as a result of tutoring, the externally valid finding is that confidence increases academic 

performance. 

 

 

This finding could be tested by substituting a different activity for tutoring that is already known 

to increase confidence to see if a similar pattern follows.  If yet another confidence-building activity is 

shown to increase the performance for a population that is different in age, location, income status, or 

other observable characteristics, the external validity of the theory “confidence increases performance” 

increases.  Unlike experimental evaluation models, TBE seeks to prove generalizeability through a 

program’s mechanisms, not its activities. 
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Literature Review 

The following literature review presents the response of theory-based evaluation, component theory, 

planned variation, and development evaluation to many common evaluation challenges.  These three 

models use theory to drive methodology and to prove results.  As such, they will operate successfully in 

conjunction with simultaneous evaluation design.  

Theory-based Evaluation  

Theory-based evaluation is an alternative to “black box” evaluation (also called an experimental 

evaluation).  Black box evaluation is a summative evaluation in which a subject is measured before and 

after an intervention to understand the amount of effect the intervention caused on a given treatment 

group (Yeh).  Such an evaluation may simply measure those two data points in order to determine the 

amount of intervention-inspired change, or it may also compare those two data points to corresponding 

data points for an appropriate control group.  This latter method is called Difference and Difference 

testing, which many consider the gold standard of evaluation (Yeh). 

A black box evaluation measures the overall effect of a program, but it does not speak to the 

moving parts within the treatment, i.e. the program’s activities.  Experimental evaluation “does not 

focus on questions about the needs of individuals and social groups, about the implementation of 

programs, or about the feasibility of obtaining intended effects” (Berryman and Glennan, 20, 1978).  A 

black box evaluation either tests the effect of manipulating one variable among many, or the overall 

effect of manipulating many smaller variables over a given period of time for a given treatment group. 

On the contrary, according to Weiss, the most important benefit of TBE is the ability to explain 

what took place to allow the change in outcomes to occur.  TBE does away with “the usual inability of 

even the most sophisticated experimental evaluations to explain what factors were responsible for the 
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program’s success – or failure” (502).  By contrast, a well done experimental evaluation can certify that a 

change took place and that the change is attributable to the program, but it cannot provide evidence as 

to how or why the change took place.   

In addition, although a well done experimental evaluation is internally valid, the external 

context in which that validity is certified is very small.  Experimental evaluation results are only valid for 

programs implemented in the same way among similar populations.  Theory-based evaluation contends 

that replicating mechanisms in different contexts is more beneficial for treatment populations, more 

academically defensible, and more efficient than replicating entire programs in similar contexts. 

In fact, Berryman and Glennan, in defense theory, claim that “When analysts know more about 

a program, they can specify which program effects are reasonable to expect, and if outcome data fit this 

prediction, analysts are in a stronger position to attribute these outcomes to the program” (23).  They 

claim that evaluators miss an opportunity that is fundamental to proving causality when they lean too 

heavily on methodology at the expense of theory.  Proving causality logically, as opposed to 

methodology, is potentially as accurate but certainly more meaningful for program improvement.  

 In addition, as with other types of evaluation, if a theory-based evaluation produces negative 

results, the cause of little or no change could be incorrect theory, poor implementation, or bad 

evaluation methodology.  The difference between TBE and other models is that there is a record of the 

activities that failed to cause a difference in program outcomes.  “TBE should give the evaluator the 

capacity to identify the stage in the sequence at which things broke down” (Weiss, 507). For example, if 

the tutoring program fails because an increase in class participation does not in fact increase student 

confidence, TBE will reveal this.  In such a case, an alternate activity should be implemented to improve 

student confidence.   
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Of course, because an evaluator is not involved with a program until after the intervention has 

taken place, this benefit may not be met.  The cause of negative results could be incorrect theory, but it 

could also be poor implementation or bad evaluation methodology.  SED would help TBE identify the 

ineffective elements of the program. 

Like other models, TBE is designed to work best with programs that were designed and 

implemented according to specific theory.  For instance, a Difference and Difference experimental 

evaluation model would fail to produce positive results of a program that did not vary its treatment 

between the experiment and comparison groups, or a program that did not collect data before the 

intervention.  Likewise, if a program that is to be evaluated by TBE does not capture measurements for 

relevant data points, but first design and implement the intervention to correspond to those data 

points, TBE cannot produce positive results either.   

However, by stipulating important evaluation data points before the intervention, SED increases 

the likelihood that appropriate data will be collected.  This process also unifies program implementation, 

another cause of negative results, because to obtain key data points, and obtain them in the correct 

order, the program must be implemented similarly across program providers.  SED provides both the 

means and the incentive for program staff to unify program implementation; the former because SED 

creates and communicates an implementation strategy and the latter because there is now a record of 

implementation quality.  At the end of the day, if data show that planned activities were implemented 

at the appropriate time and yet the data do not display the anticipated outcome, the culprit is decidedly 

program theory. 

 Bickman and Peterson (1990) gravitate to theory for the same reason.  In “Using Program 

Theory to Describe and Measure Program Quality” they claim that the main problem with experimental 

evaluation is that it fails to measure the “quality” of a program (61).  Like Weiss, they claim that a black 
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box evaluation displays the effect of a collection of activities on a given treatment group without saying 

anything about which activities within the treatment are responsible for the effect.  Due to the specific 

needs of their evaluation client, their rating of “quality” is determined by the transferability of their 

evaluation results to their client’s other programs (61).  

 Bickman and Peterson’s goal is to make the most impact among the population being served by 

their client’s programs from the finite resources available to those programs (61).  The existing model 

for achieving this outcome in their evaluation setting, which they argue against, seeks to (1) identify 

poorly performing programs through the use of simple summative evaluations, (2) close these programs, 

and then (3) transfer their resources to the better performing programs (Brook, Kamberg, and Lohr, 

1983).  They refer to this method of shifting resources to their most appropriate uses as prioritization 

(62); it will be referred to here as external prioritization.   

Bickman and Peterson dislike the idea of excluding clients that would like to participate in the 

program, so they develop a competing model of prioritization, which will be called internal 

prioritization.  Unlike Brook, Kamberg, and Lohr’s model, they do not attempt to discover the most 

successful programs – or the least – but instead search for the most successful features within all 

programs.  They write, “Quality measurement should move from selection of general dimensions of a 

program that relate to quality via theory, to the description of program characteristics within those 

dimensions” (63).  This transfers the search for quality from the program level to the activity level.  

Under this model, finite resources are focused on the best program activities for all clients instead of the 

best programs for only some clients. 

Patton makes a similar argument in “The Program’s Theory of Action: Conceptualizing Causal 

Linkages” (2008) using TBE to achieve prioritization, albeit a different sort of prioritization.  Brook et al. 

developed their model to make the best use of the finite resources available for their programs.  Their 



 
 

 
13 

“finite resources” is program funding.  Patton sees stakeholder’s interest and power among his finite 

resources.  His priority is to focus evaluator’s resources only on those elements of a program that 

stakeholders are willing and able to change. 

Patton claims that the traditional logic model that lists all of a program’s goals, activities, 

outputs, and short, medium and long-term goals is absolutely critical to an evaluator for two reasons, 

especially in the early stages of an evaluation.  First, a logic model is a relatively quick way for an 

evaluator to gain sufficient contextual familiarity with both the theory and design of a program.  Second, 

because a logic model is often completed with the assistance of program staff, creating a logic model 

increases the likelihood that the evaluator and program managers are on the same page, in terms of 

both theory and design. 

Patton is known for an approach to evaluation that attempts to maximize its utilization, which 

he has named “Utilization Focused Evaluation,” (UFE) and his version of prioritization in The Program’s 

Theory of Action bears this out.  He claims that most programs often have many intended outcomes, 

and while the evaluator and program staff could create an unabbreviated map of all of them, it is not 

necessary for two reasons.  First, the cost to the evaluation users, and the nuisance to the program 

clients, would be very high.  Second, it is unrealistic to think that even most of the information 

generated by such an investigation will be of use to program staff.  Instead,  he claims it is better if “the 

decision about where to enter the theory sequence for a particular evaluation is made on the basis of 

what information would be most useful to the primary intended evaluation users” (218).  

In “Theory and Method in Treatment Evaluations,” (1989) Finney and Moos provide a terrific 

example for using TBE for the purpose of increasing evaluation use.  Unlike Patton, their idea of use is 

based in the transferability of results to other programs, not simply maximizing a particular program’s 

improvement.  Like Weiss and Bickman and Peterson, Finney and Moos believe that “studies are more 
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likely to produce useful findings when they are grounded in a theoretical framework.” Finney and Moos 

value transferability because the sorts of programs that they have spent a great deal of their time 

evaluating, that is, chemical rehabilitation programs, are not implemented uniformly throughout the 

population, either by design or treatment population.  A finding is only useful to them if it can be applied 

to all of the chemical dependency programs operated by their client. 

Although all of the rehab centers are offering a similar type of treatment, the amount of 

treatment offered to program clients varies by site, as does the timing, duration, and completeness of 

the treatment’s different activities.  In addition to these challenges to uniformity, it is difficult to 

randomize the treatment population of this type of program or to control for their observable and 

unobservable characteristics because of the immediacy of the immediate nature of the treatment and 

the high dropout rate.  Therefore, to increase the evaluation’s transferability, Finney and Moos decide 

to build a body of knowledge of best practices, and the model they choose is TBE.   

Their first step was to assist individual treatment providers in expressing and documenting their 

program’s theory.  Weiss claims that all programs are based on some kind of theory, even if that theory 

is only a funder or program manager’s tacit assumptions regarding how a given change is brought about.  

She cautions that this first step can be quite tedious in some situations because the espoused theories 

that inspired a program’s design may be very different from the way the program was actually 

implemented. 

By creating a knowledge base, Finney and Moos have expanded their task beyond simply 

evaluating the success of a program.  This is one of the challenges to the mass adoption of TBE:  Who is 

responsible for the added cost of building a body of knowledge?  While TBE is still useful in the absence 

of a body of knowledge, one of its greatest strengths is its ability to integrate past research into current 
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programs to improve their results.  TBE’s external validity process is another of its strengths.  Neither of 

these advantages is realized without a body of knowledge.  

Next, Finney and Moos use their newly constructed programmatic theory to create a general 

logic model that encompasses the broad features of all of the dependency programs.  They then ask 

providers to “specify pairs or small sets of program variables that influence each other” (311).  Finally, 

they piece together these smaller cause and effect variables into an overall causal network and present 

it to all of the program providers for their inspection, comments, and adoption.  An example of a causal 

network would be using figures like the student achievement figure in the previous section to explain 

each of a program’s activities. 

Beyond building a foundation to accumulate information, Finney and Moos claim that this 

process serves to increase the uniformity among the programs’ implementations.  First, consulting 

program providers about their program theory causes them to think about the theoretical 

underpinnings of the program.  Second, this process exposes providers to new ideas of how best to 

achieve desired outcomes.  Third, after providers receive the overall causal network, there is both 

guidance and peer pressure to more closely conform to the theoretical foundation.  

Aside from the lack of an established body of knowledge, Bickman (1987) points out two other 

impediments to the use of TBE.  First, certain programs may be “purposely ambiguous because of 

political concerns” (6).  If a given organization were to make explicit its theory of change, the 

organization may appear, fairly or unfairly, to be inappropriately affiliated with a given political party or 

politician.  Such a label could possibly harm both the longevity of the program, its staff, and its clients. 

The second impediment is that the program personnel that develop, implement, or fund the 

programs may not have the capability to properly clarify and document program theory due to a lack of 

sufficient familiarity with pertinent theories of behavior.  While these staff may be advanced 
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professionals, they are probably experts in a different field than is the social problem that the proposed 

program is to address (Bickman).  In this case, Finney and Moos say evaluators must not only gather 

disparate information regarding individual program staffs’ theories of action and strategies for 

implementation, but they must also explain and convince stakeholders of its usefulness.  The degree to 

which this particular challenge is relevant to evaluators depends on the evaluator, the nature and the 

frequency of the intervention, and the resources available for evaluation.  A rare type of intervention, 

for instance, may not warrant the laborious process of building a knowledge base.  However, if the 

results of a program are not collected and disseminated, the ongoing improvement of programs is 

limited. 

Component Theory 

 Faced with a similarly disparate programmatic landscape, Bickman (1985) advances Component 

Theory as a way of building a base of knowledge from which program staff can begin to improve the 

effectiveness of their programs.  Bickman was working on an evaluation of early childhood education 

interventions in Tennessee when he was asked by state agency staff to catalogue the different sorts of 

activities being offered to Tennessee kids by the dozens of programs that state agencies were 

sponsoring.  In addition, he was asked to measure the degree to which these activities were producing 

any positive effects. Taken together, this was a very large undertaking.    

Bickman found two problems most troubling.  First, individual programs collected data “using 

non uniform procedures that did not adequately describe the services delivered or specify the 

populations being served.  Second, there was no comprehensive method that agencies could use to 

communicate to one another the types of services they funded” (189).  He developed Component 

Theory in response to these challenges.  
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 After meeting with various stakeholders, it was decided that Bickman must first assess a 

majority of the programs to find out what services were being delivered and to whom.  Bickman ranked 

each program according to two criteria:  (1) how easily he could perform an impact evaluation of the 

program, and (2) its potential transferability to other state education programs (190).  He found that 

many individual projects could be evaluated but that there was no collection of programs that were 

both implemented well (worthy of a summative evaluation) and also transferable to many other 

programs (191).  The alternative of evaluating the impact of a large number of programs was too 

expensive.  

 Instead, Bickman began collecting information on as many program components as he could 

identify within all of the different types of early childhood programs.  His definition of a component, 

“sets of activities that are related to the same objective,” is somewhat different from Finney and Moos’s 

cause map (311), Weiss’s theoretical foundation (508), or Patton’s unabbreviated map (218).  The key 

difference is that the size of Bickman’s components was much larger. 

 In all of the former designs, the level of analysis is the activity.  The size of the component is 

crucial because TBE must capture subjects’ progress along each individual activity if it is to maximize its 

external validity because TBE does not provide a counterfactual (Weiss).  Bickman, however, is basically 

combining Finney and Moos’s model of transferability (the best theory should be adopted universally by 

similar programs) but with a different method of assigning quality.  The programs had too much variety 

to warrant Finney and Moos’s method of sampling of a few exemplary programs. Instead, he opts for 

early-childhood education experts to rank the quality of the components. 

 Bickman’s components are very large.  What Weiss called activities, he refers to as “sub-

activities”, and just one of his components included 39 sub-activities (194).  Not every early-childhood 

program will have 39 sub-activities, but he was able to identify 39 different sub-activities among all of 
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the early-childhood programs in Tennessee that were used to achieve the same program goal.  He does 

not note how many overall goals he was ultimately able to identify.   

 So, although the level of analysis is about the same size as an activity, the difference is that 

Bickman does not attempt to draw a line of causality between them and investigate the pattern of cause 

and effect as have the preceding theory-based models.  He neglects this for two reasons:  (1) any two 

subactivities may or may not exist within the same program, and (2) he attempts a different method of 

achieving external validity, due to the overwhelming lack of consistency among programs. 

 The method he selects is the judgment of a collection of early-childhood education experts 

(197).  He presents the experts with all of the sub-activities by component, lists the goals of the 

components, and then allows the experts to rank the sub-activities according to theoretical 

performance, transferability, efficiency, etc.  Bickman believes that “by reducing the unit of analysis to a 

component instead of a program, it is more likely that the component as contrasted to entire programs 

can be generalized to other sites and other providers” (199).  He leaves the task of establishing the 

causal chain for the next evaluator.  Given his resources, Bickman was only able to establish the context 

within which the next evaluator will be able to begin building the knowledge base. 

Planned Variation 

 Although he attributes his model to Campbell (1984), Yeh (2000) posits a model that draws on 

some of the explanatory power of both the experimental model and TBE.  In Improving Educational and 

Social Programs: A Planned Variation Cross-Validation Model, Yeh claims that a program can implement 

two or more nuances of a treatment simultaneously to measure their relative effectiveness.  The 

differences in results, he argues, should be attributable to the variation in treatment (171).  The key to 

maintaining internal validity is that the programs’ implementations must be similar so as to “isolate one 
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important variable or package of variables” (171).  This model clearly requires SED because of the 

complexity involved in implementing the program and the overt focus on theoretical results. 

 Verifying the external validity of this type of model poses the same challenges as an 

experimental evaluation, in terms of the impact of observable and unobservable characteristics of the 

treatment population.  However, if the targeted activity has already been verified by some other model 

of evaluation, TBE perhaps, then planned variation may prove to be satisfactorily rigorous.  In fact, if the 

external validity of the majority of the treatment’s components has already been verified, continually 

employing planned variation is a relatively easy and inexpensive way to perpetually improve a program.   

Every time the program is offered, the treatment population will be separated into two groups, 

with one receiving the previously-verified treatment while the other receives a new and potentially 

better treatment.  This new variation in treatment is based on theory and can therefore be evaluated 

using TBE, especially if the external validity of the standard treatment has already been verified. 

 Yeh argues that the most relevant interest group for planned variation evaluation is researchers 

who are seeking to build a body of knowledge that is centered on effectiveness enhancement (171).  

Improvement, Yeh claims, will take place in two ways:  (1) “directly, as promising practices are 

implemented in the course of evaluation, and (2) indirectly, as evaluators publish, share, and use their 

findings…” (173). In addition, Yeh insists that it will be easier to empower program stakeholders with 

this model.  Unlike the traditional experimental model, which Yeh terms “Darwinian” due to its survival-

of-the-fittest-type political nature, the model does not compare the effect of a program to the effect of 

no program, but to a different program (173).  Therefore, negative results are substantially less risky for 

program staff’s careers as they will not lose their job if the experimental group shows less improvement, 

their program will simply change.   
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However, Yeh concedes a tradeoff between formative evaluation that stimulates organizational 

change and the scientific rigor involved in verifying the external validity of an intervention with the 

experimental model.  Nevertheless, if implementation across programs is in fact consistent, the results 

of a planned variation evaluation are academically defensible, as long as the sample population is 

representative of the treatment population.  Alternatively, it would be academically defensible to certify 

such results with TBE.  Finally, this tradeoff is worthwhile if the evaluation propels continuous program 

improvement, the likelihood of which increases, according to Yeh, given the increased stakeholder buy-

in. 

An additional advantage of this model is that, unlike the preceding theory-based models, when 

planned variation exposes a certain type of treatment as relatively ineffective it simultaneously offers an 

alternative.  Weiss’s operating mechanisms do offer an alternative, but Yeh’s alternative will have data.  

On the other hand, planned variation is only capable of measuring a few variables at a time because it 

must isolate any variation of implementation.   

Developmental Evaluation 

In the late 1980s, Patton was working as an evaluator for a community leadership program that, 

like those Finney and Moos and Bickman encountered, presented challenges to a traditional summative 

evaluation.  One challenge was that the program was extraordinarily unique, so there was no theoretical 

grounding from which to develop an evaluation plan.  Another was that every year the program 

progressed it significantly expanded the treatment population, and many of the new participants had 

slightly different characteristics and needs.  Finally, program staff continually made changes to the 

program as they observed its affects and encountered new challenges.   

Patton (1994) had trouble creating an appropriate evaluation plan for this program for two 

reasons:  (1) it was difficult to measure progress because key data points would change throughout the 
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year as the intervention was continually evolving (2) and program staff was unsure what data would 

benefit them in the future because the nature of the implementation would probably change.  In other 

words, the program could not be held constant long enough to carry out a summative evaluation, nor 

would its results be useful if it could.  The potential for formative evaluation, traditionally the other 

option, was also limited by the same constraints.  On the other hand, those funding the community 

leadership program demanded performance measures.  In response, Patton had to create a solution to 

his problem, and his solution, Developmental Evaluation, is similar to Simultaneous Evaluation Design. 

In Developmental Evaluation, the program evaluator becomes part of the program design staff.  

Although the program staff was constantly changing the community leadership program, Patton did not 

see this as an argument against the need for an evaluator, but rather, in fact, a forceful demand for one.  

The program changes were not based on hollow ideas, but were a response to data that Patton, the 

program evaluator, was collecting.  They were also a response to data that Patton would be collecting.   

As a part of the design team, Patton had a certain amount of control over the change process.  

As an evaluator, this input consisted of “evaluation logic, knowledge about effective programming based 

on evaluation wisdom, and some methods expertise to help set up monitoring and feedback systems” 

(315).  His role was both to provide the data by which program designers would change the program and 

to help structure the changes of the redesigned program so that it would provide useful data for the 

next round of changes.  He claims the inspiration for developmental evaluation came from the 

“empowerment evaluation” movement of the late 1980s (311).  His conception of a developmental 

evaluator is, therefore, that of an active and “subjective” participant that works in support of the 

program’s mission (312).   
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Simultaneous Evaluation Design 

This section provides a brief presentation of SED.  SED can provide a number of advantages in response 

to challenges such as transferability, validity, and knowledge base, that arose from the preceding 

literature review.  This discussion will also address SED’s feasibility.  

SED means only that program planners incorporate evaluation methodology into program 

design.  The degree to which evaluators and planners will need to cooperate pretreatment depends on 

the program’s relation to the themes discussed in the preceding literature review.  For example, if a 

proposed program is similar to other existing or past programs, it is advantageous to consult the 

relevant subject theory pretreatment to discover programmatic and evaluative best practices.  If the 

social problem that the program will address is a widespread problem, for example poverty or 

joblessness, the program should be designed so that it can produce externally valid results.  Identifying 

these and other program characteristics pretreatment is crucial to realizing the advantages of SED. 

  Ideally, program planners would be capable of fulfilling SED’s requirements without the 

assistance of a program evaluator, or at least without much assistance.  It is not wishful thinking to 

expect that program planners, those applying for grants to develop and manage a social program, have 

adequate theoretical or experiential knowledge of the social program they are attempting to elicit 

funding to address.  Therefore, qualified grant applicants should have the capability and academic 

familiarity to be able to adequately respond to relevant program characteristic challenges that are made 

known to them throughout the grant application process.   

In fact, it is conceivable that the grant application process could simply require that program 

planners comply with an SED checklist that includes questions about all of the conceivable program 

characteristic challenges, perhaps with the consultation of a program evaluator.  After accumulating the 

relevant program theory, the planner and evaluator could create a logic model, which lists the 
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program’s goals, activities, outputs, and short-term, medium-term, and long-term outcomes, that would 

document the program’s theory and nail down crucial data collection points.  As the program begins 

operating, program staff will better understand and more-closely comply with the program’s data 

collection strategy. 

Remember, SED does not only benefit the evaluation, or the utilization of its results, for instance 

through improvements in transferability and validity.  It improves the quality of the program by 

providing program planners with relevant, contemporary program theory.  It also unifies the program’s 

implementation because it offers an explicit program strategy for program staff to follow, but also 

because that strategy includes specific data points in clients’ progress through the program that must be 

captured.   After all, the main purpose of evaluating a program is to improve the program.  SED improves 

the program before the evaluation even begins.   

 In addition, there is no added cost to using SED.  In fact, SED is probably cost-saving.  Building a 

logic model in consultation with program staff is already common practice for evaluators (Patton).  

Theory-based evaluators already spend a lot of their billable time researching relevant, contemporary 

theory (Weiss).  However, by using SED, the data analysis stage will be much quicker for two reasons:  

(1) the data are complete and more accurate, and (2) the data provide the exact information that the 

evaluator needs to test the program’s impact.  In sum, all of the tasks that an evaluator will complete in 

the program planning stage are tasks that that evaluator would have had to complete anyway; the 

difference is the time and effort involved in working with good versus poor data.  Consequently, SED 

improves the likelihood that the quality of the program increases. 

SED is similar to Patton’s Developmental Evaluation, but there are a few key differences.  First, 

SED does not attempt to influence the type of program theory that program staff select.  It merely seeks 

to improve the information available to program designers, the clarity of the design, and the relevance 
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of collected data.  Second, SED is not an advocacy model.  SED does not require a personal relationship 

between the program staff and the evaluator, although it does not preclude it either.   

Developmental evaluation does meet SED’s dual purpose of specifying relevant data points 

before the intervention and unifying implementation across the program.  The inspiration for this dual 

purpose in SED is not program development, as it is in Developmental Evaluation.  Rather, it is the 

external relevance of evaluation results, which is why SED clings so strongly to TBE.  SED is designed to 

apply to all social programs because of this dual advantage, but it benefits programs in those social 

areas that are particularly rich in theory because SED avoids continually reinventing the wheel.  An 

evaluator that provides these services to a social program need not become subjectively invested in the 

program’s success. 

 SED and Developmental Evaluation are applied in different settings and for different reasons.  

Patton writes that “Developmental Evaluation isn’t a model.  It’s a relationship founded on shared 

purpose:  Development” (313).  The same is true for SED, although the shared purpose is the 

development of the response to the social problem, not simply the development of the program.   

In Understanding by Design, Wiggins and McTighe (1998) suggest a starting point for the SED 

process.  Their model, entitled the Backward Design Approach (BDA), is centered on a program’s 

intended outcomes.  By cementing outcomes before planning the program activities, program designers 

cannot sacrifice the integrity of the program’s goals, advertently or inadvertently, in response to 

theoretical or technical difficulty, such as political expediency or poorly documented theory.  BDA is a 

three-part process:  (1) identify the program’s desired results (long-term goals), (2) determine the 

evidence would serve as sufficient proof that those results have been achieved, and (3) design the 

program activities that will achieve those outcomes and produce the specified evidence. 
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 Of course placing long-term goals as step 1 in the design process is appropriate because solving 

a social problem is the purpose of a social program.  Because step 2, determining evidence, precedes 

step 3, designing activities, there is common concern that BDA designs programs to fit what is most 

easily measured instead of what will best achieve program goals.  This is an important question because 

the same objection could be raised about SED.   

Placing the identification of long-term goals before determining satisfactory evidence in the BDA 

model should protect against the temptation to target easy measures.  SED would address this concern 

by pointing out that evaluators already fulfill step two, but the program has been completed by the time 

they arrive on the scene.  The most basic request of SED, however, is that step 2 and 3, regardless of 

their order, are completed before the intervention.  Then, the likelihood that the program will be able to 

produce complete and pertinent data will increase because program staff will know which data points to 

collect. 

 SED can provide many benefits to social programs.  The most fundamental benefit is the 

improvement of program data.  The concern that determining acceptable evidential measures before 

establishing program design can “rig” the data is a legitimate concern, but it is based on a false premise.  

If this were true, then program designers and managers cannot be trusted to design their own 

programs.  However, given the shoddiness of program data that is produced by many current evaluation 

models, the perpetuation of contemporary programs can only be the result of trust in program 

designers and managers.  SED is simply attempting to lay all of the cards on the table, after which, 

shoddy evidence should be transparent.  
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Designing a Program with Simultaneous Evaluation Design 

The remainder of the paper provides an example of using SED to design a social program.  The 

theoretical underpinnings of the program activities and the activities relationship to the program’s 

medium and long-term goals are discussed.  A logic model is also provided, and it includes metrics for 

measuring participants’ compliance with the program activities.   

 

The program is a mentoring program for first and second-year undergraduate students.  This section 

displays the theory-development process, and is written as if it were real, not an example.  It is written 

from the perspective of a university’s director of career services.  In a real scenario, much of this 

information would have come from interactions between the program designer, the funder, and the 

program evaluator. 

Introduction 

 It is becoming increasingly more difficult for college graduates to enter the full-time job market.  

The 2008 recession certainly created some of this difficulty, however data reveal that the job market for 

college graduates has been declining for a much longer period of time.  In the March 2011 Federal 

Reserve Bank of San Francisco Letter, Hobijn, Gardiner, and Wiles claim that the unemployment rate 

among 21-25 year olds receiving their bachelor’s degree within a year has risen from seven percent in 

1998 to 17 percent currently.  Although the rate had once again declined to seven percent in 2007 just 

before the recession, the ten year period beginning in 1998 saw the rate resting around twelve percent.  

Now at 17 percent, Hobijn et al forecast the rate will eventually return to that of earlier periods but put 

the likelihood of a return to below ten percent as very low.  
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 Improving the rate of job attainment among our recent graduates could improve the university’s 

reputation and increase alumni giving.  It is also the right thing to do if it can be done at a reasonable 

cost.  A mentor program is an appropriate response to this problem, and it can be implemented at a 

reasonable cost.  It would provide many additional benefits to both students and the university beyond 

job attainment.  For example, mentor programs increase school pride (Cosgrove, 1986) and better 

school performance (Robinson and Niemer, 2010).  Most of all, mentor programs have been shown to 

significantly increase job attainment among graduating students (Farrell, 2007; Robinson and Niemer; 

Kram, 1985). 

Literature 

A mentor program is a capacity-building program.  Farrell describes a mentor as “A more 

experienced individual who addresses both the psychosocial and career development of a lesser 

experienced individual by guiding, training, role-modeling, providing access to networks, and sharing of 

knowledge” (16).  As this definition points out, mentor programs provide students with an opportunity 

to improve in a number of ways.  From increasing the number of opportunities for professional and 

academic success to providing personal and professional advice, mentor programs can help students 

achieve their professional aspirations. 

Amartya Sen provides the context for this mentor program’s definition of capacity building.  In 

Development as Freedom (1999), Sen writes that development, improvement and even freedom is 

predicated on two dimensions of a person’s life.  One is the processes that govern one’s world (laws, 

norms, or cultural standards) and the second is opportunities one has to sustain or improve his or her 

station in life (education or health care systems and career options, for instance).  Together, these two 

dimensions make up the capabilities of people to “lead the kind of lives they value” (18).  They also 

serve to inspire the metrics by which people will value their lives.  Sen’s “capabilities approach,” is, 
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therefore, a two-way relationship in that a person’s capabilities generate the measures used to judge his 

or her capabilities.   

A person’s development, therefore, is a closed circle.  A person’s level of development defines 

his or her ability to develop themselves, which in turn predicts his or her level of development.   A 

stimulus is required to intervene, and a mentor program can provide this intervention.  The 

opportunities that a mentor program can provide, such as access to networks and knowledge sharing, 

are not only important because they provide a venue for learning the skills needed to perform a desired 

job.  They are also crucial to the promulgation of the values by which a job is considered desirable.  In 

other words, current processes determine one’s opportunities, but those opportunities should provide 

the skills and values for improving the processes.  

 For example, consider a traditional internship.  To appear more attractive on a college 

application, a high school student who thinks that he may want to be a police officer secures an 

internship at a local police station.  After observing the law enforcement setting for a couple of months, 

the student might observe a pattern among delinquents, or encounter another occupation (the resident 

social worker, perhaps), that inspires him.  This may slightly alter his interest.   

Perhaps the social worker counseled the student on various college social justice or social 

service programs (processes) and offers to write a letter of recommendation.  The student may not even 

have known what social services were before his internship, but afterward he is both aware of and more 

qualified for a college social services program (opportunities).  This student may have learned many 

skills and picked up relevant knowledge during this internship, but the relationship with the social 

worker has the potential to change the entire course of this student’s life.  A mentor program can 

provide such opportunities by exposing students to new and different things.  
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College, in general, is of course one of the most prominent capacity-building opportunities for 

young people, and it offers an array of processes and opportunities to students beyond classroom 

education, such as student organizations and campus jobs.  According to relevant literature, the 

mentoring experience, although minor relative to the college experience, actually increases the 

frequency and value of students’ utilization of college opportunities (King, Vidourek, Davis, and 

McClellan (2002) and Farrell (2007).  As a tour guide is to a tourist in an unfamiliar land, a mentor is to a 

college first or second-year student.  A mentor increases the quality of the college experience by 

maximizing the value of students’ common opportunities, such as helping them decide which classes to 

take, while also exposing students to unfamiliar opportunities, such as internships or interesting events.  

The Program 

It is the office of career services’ recommendation that this university begin the process of 

building a mentor program.  This university would do well to address the problem of falling job 

attainment among our recent graduates, and a mentor program is the most cost-effective response, 

given our resources.  The program has already been planned, and its effectiveness will be evaluated on a 

semester basis according to the following criteria.   

Appendix A is a model that portrays how the relevant mentor theory has been turned into a 

program.  The six activities, listed in the first column, are the program.  All the students who participate 

in the program will take part in those activities, and their participation will be measured according to the 

corresponding output measures.  The short-term outcomes display how mentees’ knowledge and 

perspective will change as a result of participation in the program, and the medium-term outcomes 

portray their change in action.   

The direct link between specific mentoring activities and long-term outcomes in the literature is 

weak, which is why long-term outcomes are listed below the model.  The literature generally 
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investigates the relationship between the model’s medium-term outcomes and long-term outcomes, 

such as the relationship between internships or university affiliation and postgraduate employment.  

However, the relationship between activities and medium-term outcomes is based on observed 

practices in literature and common sense, not on tested success. 

The following section discusses the elements that should make up our mentor program, based on the 

mentor programming literature.  

Long-term goals:  

 Goal 1:  Mentees will increase their professional and academic confidence. 

Almost everything in a first or second-year undergraduate college student’s life is in transition.  

The academic theories and terminology, as well as the amount of time and seriousness that collegiate 

studies require, are new.  First and second-year students are entering new areas of study.  More 

fundamentally, many first- and second-year undergraduate students are new to the cities and states in 

which they are now living.  These students have new friends, new authority figures, and a new level of 

autonomy.  This is a period of tremendous transition.  A mentoring relationship can become one stable 

component of a student’s life, providing support, direction, and confidence in a chaotic environment.   

Studies have shown that professional and academic confidence is related to self esteem, 

validation from peers and role models, and academic accomplishment.  In “Increasing Self Esteem and 

Connectedness through a Multidimensional Mentoring Program,” King, Vidourek, and Davis (2002) claim 

that students with higher levels of school connectedness show higher levels of self esteem.  They claim 

that the stronger the connection to the university, which they find is strengthened through frequent and 

meaningful interactions with teachers, peers, alumni, and campus organizations, the better a student’s 

academic achievement.  High achievement further increases student confidence.  Cosgrove (1986), 
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found students’ overall satisfaction with the university, participation in the university community, and 

personal development significantly increased. 

Buyukgoze et al (2010) present research that links the quality of graduate students’ mentoring 

relationships to higher levels of socialization within their graduate departments, academic self-efficacy, 

and performance outcomes.  Kram (1985) claims socio-emotional support is one of the most significant 

benefits of many mentoring programs.  A productive mentoring experience, he claims, helps students 

adapt to their new academic and physical communities more quickly.  This, in turn, increases students’ 

awareness of the university’s resources and other potential community opportunities much sooner than 

would otherwise take place. 

Simpson et al find that working with a mentor provided new elementary teachers with a greater 

level of “affirmation of self, the community, the school, and the service (their teaching program)” (488).  

Evaluating mentor programs among primary and early childhood teachers in remote areas of Australia, 

they found that teachers valued the input and the unique validation that another person in a similar 

profession with more experience was able to provide.  As a result, teachers’ longevity, performance, and 

satisfaction increased. 

Goal 2:  Mentees will accumulate professional experience related to their professional discipline 

 Whether through an internship, a part-time job, or volunteering, relevant professional 

experience is one of the most important qualifications for future internships and jobs.  Experience 

allows students to acquire relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities related to their professional and 

academic ambitions.  Experience can also inform students as to which knowledge, skills, and abilities are 

relevant to their professional and academic ambitions, giving them the wherewithal to seek out 

corresponding courses and professional experiences. 
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 Permual et al points out that the very experience of gaining experience is becoming increasingly 

important as advances in technology, media, and social networking are increasing the opportunities for 

obtaining relevant experience.  They cite the professional field of management, which they describe as 

finding, gathering, and transmitting successful business practices, as a discipline where experience is 

both the transaction and the currency.  In other words, it is their business to recognize and 

communicate good business.  Relevant professional experiences are, thus, both the ends and the means 

in management. 

Knouse et al (1999) claims that college students who participated in a formal internship were 

significantly more likely to have obtained a job upon their graduation than those who had not.  A survey 

of one thousand students who were about to graduate revealed that 55 percent of the students who 

had a job waiting for them after graduation had done an internship.  Among students without jobs, 63 

percent had not completed an internship. 

Of course, this survey does not prove that an internship automatically leads to a job.  Without 

controlling for students’ unobservable characteristics, these results could simply suggest that the sort of 

student who is able to find a job before their graduation, perhaps because they are good interviewers or 

have greater professional motivation, is the same type of student who is better able to find an 

internship.  In other words, both the job and the internship are indications of some particular underlying 

quality, such as effort.  Nevertheless, even if that is the case, Permual et al (1998), Buyukgoze (2010), 

Kram (1985), and Simpson’s (1997) research reveal that participation in a mentoring program can 

improve these possible unobservable qualities, such as effort, motivation, interest, or interview 

performance. 

Goal 3:  Mentees will increase their network of professional contacts: 
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Permual et al (1998) also point out that networking is continually becoming cheaper, easier, and 

more pervasive because of advances in technology.  If they were writing today, they undoubtedly would 

speak to the rate at which the use of social networking tools such as Facebook and Twitter have further 

continued these forces.  While the authors point out that networking is not a new method of seeking 

employment, the speed and volume at which job seekers can now network is astounding. 

As social networking technology improves to allow users to develop broader networks more 

quickly, more people are becoming users of that technology.  Also, because part of the measure of a 

social networking tool’s quality is the number and variety of people who use it, as more people begin 

using social networking technologies, those technologies improve.  Permual et al make the case that 

networking is a skill that can be developed, but because only a few academic disciplines actually teach 

networking, it is a need that is requires purposeful attention.  

Mentees will immediately receive networking experience from the mentoring program as they 

navigate the mentor’s contacts to find the most pertinent and interesting jobs.  The intent is that 

mentees are assigned to the most relevant mentor, but the number of mentors is bound by the size and 

willingness of the university’s alumni pool, so it is inevitable that mentors and mentees will not relate 

perfectly.  Therefore, mentees will improve their networking skills as they expand their networks. 

Goal 4:  Mentees will attain a higher-than average GPA 

Jacobi (1993) found that a number of colleges adopted peer mentoring programs in response to 

persistent elevated attrition and dropout rates among students in their first two semesters of nursing 

school. Robinson and Niemer (2010) evaluated a collection of colleges that inaugurated mentor 

programs around the same time.  In their study, peer-mentoring consists of a second or third-year 

student mentoring a first-year student.  Using a random experiment, Robinson and Niemer found that 

mentees performed significantly better on exams, on average, than did the control groups.  In an 
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evaluation of a similar peer mentoring program for first-year undergraduate students, Rodgers and 

Tremblay (2003) also found large performance disparities between the control and treatment groups.   

Knouse et al claim that internships improve students’ overall college performance through 

translating job skills into “better academic skills and into better personal habits such as time 

management and self-discipline” (39).  They found that, in addition to higher employment upon 

graduation, students who completed an internship during college had a significantly higher overall GPA 

and were younger upon graduation.  When they attempted a Difference and Difference test by 

controlling for students’ ACT scores, they found the same patterns.   

Goal 5:  Mentees will attain a job in their desired professional discipline 

Finally, the literature does not definitively test the direct relationship between mentoring 

programs and job attainment.  Rather, the relationship is determined transitively, through goals 1-4.  For 

instance, a mentor program helps students obtain relevant professional experience.  Theory states that 

students who participate in an internship are more likely to obtain a job upon graduation (Knouse et al).  

Therefore, mentor programs increase the likelihood of obtaining postgraduate employment. 

Common sense corroborates these transitive claims.  It is reasonable to think that improving a 

students’ professional network, academic performance, relevant skills and knowledge, and confidence 

increases their job prospects.  After all, the purpose of attending college is to achieve those very 

accomplishments, and the unemployment rate among college graduates is significantly lower than that 

of the general population; 1.9 and 4.9 percent, respectively, in 1998 (Fleetwood and Shelley, 2000).  

Plus, mentor programs increase rate of students who complete their academic degree (Jacobi, 1991). 
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Summary 

As the resources to combat social problems become increasingly constrained, the non-profit 

community is going to have to learn how to do more with less.  Philanthropic endowments have been 

performing badly over the last four years, there is an expected reduction in government spending within 

the next four years, and generally poor economic performance is constraining charitable giving.  

Unfortunately, this general depreciation of wealth is simultaneously exacerbating the very problems 

that these non-profits are now less financially-equipped to solve.  To offer effective social programming 

on the scale that is currently required, evaluators, non-profits, and funders are going to have to work 

together to maximize their resources.  

At the same time, there are new social challenges.  The number of English-language learners is 

dramatically increasing, basic healthcare costs are increasing at a faster rate than ever before, and as 

the unemployment rate remains stubbornly high there is a widespread need for skills retraining.  There 

are many other needs, both new and old, but these three examples illustrate the variety of the current 

social challenges that the non-profit community will work to address. 

Simultaneous Evaluation Design is one response to this challenge, but it is also an example of 

the type of innovation that program evaluators must provide.  SED is not appropriate in all settings, but 

when it is it offers a range of advantages at no extra cost to program staff or evaluation clients.  

Innovative ideas will offer more or better services for the same or less cost.   

More than any other stakeholder in the social programming process, it is program evaluators’ 

responsibility to innovate.  Evaluators, as generalists with versatile analytical skills who are trained to 

see the context of processes and effects, are the most qualified to develop new practices.  Among these 

stakeholders, evaluators also have the most to lose by funders’ constant belt-tightening.  If the numbers 
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of programs decrease, the number of evaluations will decrease.  If the amount of funding available for 

individual programs decreases, the program’s evaluation will probably not be the last thing to go. 

Finally, if cost-saving or service-improving innovations can be implemented with no cost to the 

evaluator, it is the right thing to do.  While program evaluators are not generally advocates for particular 

issues, at least during work hours, they care about improving society’s response to social problems.  

After all, a program evaluator’s job is to observe a program, describe its performance, and then offer 

recommendations for improvement.  SED is an example of redirecting this process back onto itself. 

Further research would do well to develop a concrete procedure to model SED that program 

funders could apply to the new social programs they sponsor.  This could be done by observing a few 

trials of SED for common questions and successful procedures.  There is no reason that many of the 

benefits of SED, notably the specification of relevant data points, could not be achieved without the 

extensive involvement of the evaluator. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 
37 

Works Cited 

Berryman, S. E. and T.K. Glennan.  (1980). An improved strategy for evaluating federal programs in 
education.”  J. Pincus. (Ed.), Educational evaluation in the public policy setting (pp. 11-40). Santa 
Monica, CA: Rand. 

 
Bickman L. (1985). Improving established statewide programs.  Evaluation review, 9.  2, 189-208. 
 
Bickman, L., Peterson, K. (1990). Using program theory to describe and measure program quality.”  L. 

Bickman. (Ed.), Advances in program theory (pp. 61-72).  San Francisco: CA:  Jossey-Bass inc. 
 
Buyukgoze-Kavas, A.,Taylor,J., Neimeyer,G., and Güneri.O.  (2010). The mentoring relationship:  a 

comparison of counseling students in the United States of America and Turkey.  Counselling 
Psychology Quarterly, 23. 4, 387-398. 

 
Cosgrove, T. J. (1986). The effects of participation in a mentoring-transcript program on freshmen. 

Journal of College Student Personnel, 27, 119-124. 
 
Farrell, R. (2007). Personal experiences of mentoring among doctoral students in counselor education.”  

Dissertation submitted to the faculty of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. 
 
Finney, J. and Moos, R.  (1989). Theory and method in treatment evaluation.”  Evaluation and program 

planning, 12, 307-316.   
 
Fleetwood, C. and Shelley, K.  (2008). The outlook for college graduates, 1998-2008: a balancing act.  

occupational outlook quarterly,  3, 1-9.  
 
Jacobi, M. (1991). Mentoring and undergraduate academic success: a literature review.” Review of 

educational research 61, 505-530. 
 
King, K., Vidourek, R., Davis,B., and McClellan, W. (2002) “Increasing self-esteem and school 

connectedness through a multidimensional mentoring program.  Journal of school health, 72.  7, 
294-300.  

 
King, J.  (1998). Making sense of participatory evaluation.  New directions for evaluation, Winter, 57-67.  
 
Knouse, S., Tanner, J. and Harris, E.  (1999).  The relation of college internships, college performance, 

and subsequent job opportunity.  Journal of employment counseling, 36.  1, 35-44.   
 
Kram, K.  (1985). Improving the mentoring process.  Training and development journal, 39.  4, 40-43.  
 
Permual, M.  (1998) The cost and benefits of information technology networking:  a contrast and 

comparison of networking in business and law schools.  Educational media international 35.  4, 
253-63.  

 
Patton, M. Q. (1996).  Utilization focused evaluation.  Thousand Oaks, California:  Sage Publications.  
 



 
 

 
38 

Patton, Michael.  (1994).  Developmental evaluation.  Evaluation practice 15. 3, 311-319.  
 
Schon, Donald.  (1997).  Notes for a theory-of-action approach to evaluation.  Never published. 
 
Simpson, T., Hastings, W., and Hill, B. (1997). I knew that she was watching me:  the professional 

benefits of mentoring. Teachers & teaching, 13. 5, 481-498. 
 
Robinson, E., and Niemer,L.  (2010).  A peer mentor tutor program for academic success in nursing. 

Nursing Education Perspectives, 31.  5, 286-9. 
 
Rodger, S., & Tremblay, P. (2003). The effects of a peer mentoring program on academic success among 

first-year university students. Canadian journal of higher education, 33.  3, 1-17. 
 
Weiss, C.  (1997).  How can theory-based evaluation make greater headway?”  Evaluation review, 21. 4, 

501-524. 
 
Wiggins, G., and McTighe, J.  (2005).  Understanding by design.  Alexandria, VA:  Association for 

curriculum and supervision development.  
 
Yeh, Stuart. (2000). Improving educational and social programs:  a planned variation cross-validation 

model.”  American Journal of Evaluation, 21. 2, 171-184. 
 
 
 



Appendix A; LOGIC MODEL 
 

Activities Outputs Short-term Outcomes Medium-term Outcomes 
Mentor schedules 
monthly meeting with 
mentee 
(coffee/dinner/  

-# of meetings    
 

-Friendship/Advice 

-Greater awareness of 
campus resources 

-Increased involvement 
in committees and 
professional groups 

other events) -# of texts/emails -Learn about professional 
opportunities 

(on/off campus) 
-Greater affiliation with 

 -# of campus events 
attended 

-Emotional and academic 
support 

-Fun 

the university 

-Increased specific and 
desirable job prospects 

Mentor brings mentee -Yes/No -Meet new people -Increased recognition of  
to place of work  -# of days -Learn about new and 

different types of jobs 
desirable profession  
-Frequent Info meetings 

 -# of meetings/ 
interviews observed 

-Learn about new topics 
of study 

at relevant firms 

Mentee completes 
relevant work 

-Yes/No? -Learn new KSAs, topics, 
terminology 

-2 < internships/part-
time jobs before  

experience -Hours per week -Increased contacts/ 
professional ideas 

graduation 
-Increased professional 

  -Experience work 
discipline 

and academic confidence 
-A relevant course list 

  -Learn about work 
environment/politics 

-mentee gives 
presentations at 
outside functions 

Mentor assists mentee 
in preparing resume/  

-Yes/No? -Apply for internships/ 
part-time jobs 

-2 < internships/ part- 
time jobs before grad. 

cover letter materials  -Increased professional 
importance and potential 

-Increased interviewing 
and application skills 

Mentor shares contacts 
with, and 

-# of new 
connections 

-Meet new people -Increased membership 
in committees/ 

introduces associates 
to, mentee 

-# of meetings -Familiarity with new 
topics of study/ jobs 

professional groups 
(on/off campus) 

  -Meetings/ info sessions/ 
events 

-Many connections at 
desirable firms 

Mentor shares office 
resources with mentee 
(library/ data/ tech 
access) 

-Yes/No -Sense of belonging 

-Unique resources 
-Expanded academic 
opportunities 

-New and unique    
knowledge 
-Industry-specific skills 

 

Long-term Outcomes  -A growing network of professional contacts 

 -Professional experience in desired professional discipline 

 -Professional and academic confidence 
- A job in desired professional discipline upon graduation 

-A higher than average GPA 
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