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PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION:
MINIMIZING PITFALLS AND MAXIMIZING OPPORTUNITIES

Catalina Herrerias, University of Oklahoma

ABSTRACT

Program development and evaluation in any setting constitutes no simple task, particularly when faced
with problems that could have been anticipated and perhaps averted with better initial planning and
administrative support. This article discusses potential obstacles in program development and evaluation
and makes suggestions concerning how they might be avoided. Circumstances surrounding the design,
implementation, and evaluation of a child sexual abuse prevention/education program in a private non­
profit social service organization in a Midwestern metropolitan city are used for contextual and illustrative
purposes. Recommendations for future programmatic efforts are also provided.

Program development and evaluation in
any setting constitutes no simple task, par­
ticularly when faced with problems which
could have been anticipated and perhaps
averted with beller initial planning and ad­
ministrative support. The development of a
new program entails the ability to secure
sufficient resources, obtain access to des­
ignated clients, and provide a service to these
clients (Tripodi, Fellin & Epstein 1978). One
legitimate expectation of program develop­
ment is program effectiveness. Program ef­
fectiveness depends upon numerous other
factors, such as specific delineation of pro­
gram objectives, clear conceptualization of
program elements, and establishment of
criteria for assessing quality andlor quantity
of services provided, and possession of the
necessary resources with which to carry out
a specified pro9ram (Sylvia & Sylvia 2004).
During the process of program development
it obstacles emerge, yet fail to be resolved,
they can serve to complicate development,
undermine implementation, and ultimately
negatively influence program effectiveness
overall (Schram 1997).

Research evaluations are also an essen­
tial component of program development
(Caputo 1988; Weiss 1998). Without con­
crete evidence of a program's impact or its
outcomes, continuation of the effort may
range from difficult to nearly impossible to
justify. Moreover, funding sources or other
stakeholders increasingly require evidence
that monies awarded have been spent effec­
tively (Grinnell 2001; Rossi, Freeman &
Lipsey 2003; Royse, Thyer, Padgett & Logan
2001; Unrau, Gabor & Grinnell 2001).

Many standard texts on evaluation re­
search tend to ignore the developmental
aspects of evaluation strategies (Tripodi

1983; Weiss 1998). This paper lends sup­
port for an evaluation tramework that paral­
lels the stages of program development.
Such a framework assists in identifying ob­
stacles that preclude effective and efficient
programs and evaluations and affords an
opportunity to suggest what administrators
and evaluators can do to ensure a more har­
monious parallel process of program and
evaluation development.

Early on, Leviton and Boruch (1983) indi­
cated that evaluations could be heiptul in in­
fluencing and perhaps even motivating deci­
sions. In any event, without greater open­
ness and cooperation between program ad­
ministrators, evaluators and other decision
makers, it is likely that evaluations will con­
tinue to have a secondary role in programs
overall (Berg & Theado 1981). More impor­
tantly, if program evaluations are not con­
ducted, there will be no information concern­
ing a program's effectiveness or efficiency
(Fink & McCloskey 1990; Krause 1998; Rossi
et al 2003).

Circumstances surrounding the design,
implementation, and evaluation of a child
sexual abuse prevention program in a pri­
vate nonprofit social service organization in
a midwestern metropolitan city are used for
contextual and illustrative purposes. The pro­
gram's exact location is unidentified and the
time frame of the program has been changed
in order to avoid any potential hard feelings
and ensure the confidentiality and privacy of
everyone involved. Recommendations forfu­
ture program planning, development, imple­
mentation, and evaluation are provided.

OVERVIEW OF THE PROGRAM
A child sexual abuse education program

(CSAEP) was conceptualized to aid in the
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prevention of the sexual victimization of chil­
dren through an extensive education effort
provided through the public elementary
school system in an urban city. A multi­
pronged approach, CSAEP targeted three
groups: children, parents, and teachers. The
public school system's cooperation and sup­
port were critical in maximizing the number
of program participants. While the actual de­
tails of the CSAEP had not been shared with
the school's administration until funding was
actually obtained, the administration's ver­
bal commitment in terms of access to the
target groups was contingent upon final ap­
proval of all program materiais.

The primary goal of the CSAEP was to
empower third through sixth graders with
skills in self-protection since this group was
cited at the highest risk for intrafamilial
abuse, with child victims being between 8
and 12 years (Alter-Reid, Gibbs, Lachen­
meyer, Sigal & Massoth 1986; Brassard, Tyler
& Kehle 1983; Finkelhor & Baron 1986; Her­
rerias 2002). The children's program com­
ponent consisted of presentations that lasted
one hour each on four consecutive school
days. Children were taught basic decision­
making and assertiveness skills to employ
in potentially abusive situations, emphasiz­
ing that children report all problematic inci­
dents to adults until the child's report is be­
lieved. The message of "say no, get away,
and tell someone" was continuously rein­
forced with children (Herrerias 1989). Due to
the nature of the curriculum content, paren­
tal consent was required preceding program
participation for every child.

Two-hour separate parent and teacher
presentations were also developed. The
goal of these presentations was familiariza­
tion with the common elements of child sex­
ual abuse (e.g., the likely victims and perpe­
trators, examples of sexual abuse, and gen­
eral incidence and prevalence statistics);
teaching what behaviors exhibited by chil­
dren might be more indicative of sexual vic­
timization (e.g., early sexual activity or act­
ing-out); where parents and teachers might
be able to obtain other than medical care for
victims: and the importance of reporting and
where to report potentially abusive incidents.
Participants in all three program components
would be administered pre- and post-test
questionnaires to evaluate one aspect of pro·
gram effectiveness as measured by in­
creases in learning. Moreover, the adults'

questionnaire would contain a series of
questions on the quality of the program.

PARALLEL PROCESS OF PROGRAM
DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION
STRATEGIES

Social programs tend to progress through
comparable stages of development (Tripodi
et al 1978). Although the CSAEP may not re­
flect a typical social program, its develop­
mental stages of program initiation, contact,
and implementation are relatively similar. As
programs are being developed, evaluation
strategies ideally should follow correspond­
ing paths to allow for concurrent exchange of
information and necessary modifications in
program or evaluation frameworks.

During the initiation phase, the necessary
program materials and resources must be
acquired. Beyond establishing a compelling
need for the program, stipulating objectives,
and targeting appropriate recipients, the over­
all planning effort could stand to benefit con­
siderably with the inclusion of a stakeholder
survey (Lawrence & Cook 1982; Rubin &
Babbie 1997). Primarily directed toward the
design and implementation of more useful
evaluations, the stakeholder survey gathers
valuable information from individuals and or­
ganizations directly or indirectly involved with
a program (e.g., program administrators,
staff, and clients). A stakeholder survey can
contribute suggestions from several differ­
ent perspectives, help to minimize or pre­
vent possible problems, and facilitate pro­
gram implementation.

The contact phase includes communica­
tion with potential clients while ineligible in­
dividuals are screened out. During the final
stage of development-program implemen­
tation-clients are engaged, goals are met,
and outcomes are measured (Tripodi et al
1978).

Each stage of program development
made its own demands on evaluation strat­
egies. They presented formidable obstacles
about which administrators and evaluators
need to be aware. Initial problems arose
when the originator of the program concept,
who also authored the grant proposal, would
be unable to oversee the project as a conse­
quence of other work commitments. The au­
thor would be responsible for the program's
evaluation; however, someone else would
coordinate the overall effort. Throughout the
remainder of this paper, these two individu-
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als will be identified as the Evaluator and
Coordinator.

The organization that received the nearly
half-million dollar grant for the CSAEP abdi­
cated significant responsibility up front.
Rather than encourage or help facilitate the
collaboration of the Evaluator and Coordina­
tor, the agency's administrator simply gave
each authority over their respective areas.
First and foremost, a decision maker with
responsibility for overseeing the program
and its evaluation needed to be delineated
(Maher 1979). In this particular case, divided
authority with minimal to no guidance from
administration significantly precluded the
harmonious parallel process of program
development and evaluation strategies. As a
result, obstacles emerged both in and out of
the organization aside from every level of pro­
gram development.

OBSTRUCTING THE DEVELOPMENT OF
PROGRAM INITIATION AND EVALUATION
STRATEGIES

The Coordinator was responsible for iden­
tifying appropriate program materials, writ­
ing a parents' brochure about sexual abuse
which would elaborate on the group presen­
tations, and develop the presentation struc­
ture and content. This program effort com­
menced January 2001; however, the Evalua­
tor was not included in any of the program
planning until the third week of March. Weiss
(1998) states that an Evaluator should be
involved in planning from the outset as a
means of acquiring valuable knowledge
about the program that will subsequently in­
form the evaluation. She indicates that first­
hand programmatic knowledge is important
in helping the evaluator formulate questions,
better understand the data, and make recom­
mendations. This was not the case. Few of
the Evaluator's program concerns were
taken seriously. Rather, suggestions or con­
structive criticism by the Evaluator further
alienated the Coordinator, subsequently de­
teriorating communication. The Evaluator
was also excluded from essential contacts
with the school system's administrators, who
would ultimately furnish access to the target
groups and be responsible for giving final
approval on all program materials and con­
tent to be used during presentations.

Pilot testing of the various program com­
ponents found that mean scores on chil­
dren's, parents', and teachers' pre- and post-

test measures yielded minimal, if any, in­
creases in learning. The Coordinator argued
that there was too much program material to
be covered overall to be concerned with any
specific items on the questionnaires. The
Evaluator countered that if the items on the
questionnaires were not addressed in terms
of program content, there would be a lack of
information on which to assess program vi­
ability. When the agency administration was
approached, the response was that the Co­
ordinator and Evaluator needed to "work
things out" for themselves.

Questionnaire items were expected to tap
knowledge gains on significant points. For
example, one of the CSAEP objectives of
teaching parents and teachers how to iden­
tify children's behavior that might indicate sex­
ual abuse was not accomplished. The power
struggle escalated, particularly without con­
structive guidance or direction from the
agency administration. The details of some
of the more critical obstacles in design,
implementation, and evaluation follow.

Problems in the Initiation of the Program
The Evaluator was not included in the pre­

liminary program planning phase of the
CSAEP. This is contrary to the recommenda­
tions found in the program evaluation litera­
ture (King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon 1987; Schram
1997; Sylvia & Sylvia 2004). No input was
made in terms of curriculum, structure, con­
tent, or presentation of material at the level
of children's, parents', or teachers' programs.
Hence, the Evaluator was in the position of
reacting to existing mechanisms. Another
conflict arose when the Evaluator made a
suggestion to the Coordinator that the lan­
guage employed in writing the brochure for
dissemination to parents be more easily un­
derstood, clear, and free of jargon. Although
most parents would likely comprehend the
written material and verbally presented con­
tent, a large percentage was from working
poor households or homes reliant on public
assistance. In particular, many Spanish­
monolingual or bilingual/Spanish-dominant
families in the organization's service area
averaged a fifth grade education.

The Evaluator was also excluded from the
preliminary contact with the public school
system's administration. This caused the
Evaluator's role to be perceived as a periph­
eral, perhaps even frivolous one, in relation
to the CSAEP. When the Evaluator finally at-



tended a school system meeting, the sale
purpose was to review the instruments that
had been developed for use in the pre- and
post-test time period. Since the Evaluator had
not been afforded the opportunity of meeting
or even knowing who the responsible school
system administrators were no networking
or establishing trust and rapport was pos­
sible.

In revising the proposed pre- and post­
test questionnaires, the school system's ad­
ministrators indicated they saw many prob­
lems with the instruments. First, they did not
want questions which reinforced stereotypes
for the children (e.g., "Only girls are sexually
abused" or "Most abusers are strange, funny
looking people.") School system administra­
tors were resistant to the fact that measured
changes in children's perceptions were ex­
pected to reflect increased knowledge about
sexual abuse, in addition to dispel/ing rather
than reinforcing stereotypes. A significant
amount of meeting time was devoted on two
occasions toward explaining and persuad­
ing school system officials to agree to the
questionnaire content. Ultimately, some
items were omitted and others reworded.

Second, school system administrators
did not want children asked the question:
"Have you ever been sexually abused?" It was
feared that children might be left unduly vul­
nerable if they were to affirmatively respond
to that query. It was explained that if more
children responded positively on the post­
test than on the pre-test, they may likely re­
spond to the question in light of having
learned added information during program
participation. A number of professional re­
sources were identified for those children
that may need further assistance.

Third, under no circumstances were the
pre- and post-test questionnaires to obtain
demographic information (e.g., gender, age,
education, ethnic origin, or marital status)
from any of the program participants-clearly
not all questions were intended for every level
of participant. This point was convincingly ar­
gued by the Evaluator, and the school sys­
tem conceded with allowing age, gender and
grade for children; age, gender, and educa­
tional achievement for parents; and age, gen­
der, and number of years teaching for teach­
ers. The question pertaining to educational
achievement was conditionally allowed for
parents' questionnaires, pending negative
feedback from parents taking part in the pilot
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test. None of the pilot group parents (N=34)
objected to the education question, and it
was retained for wider use. However, the
school system was adamant that should eth­
nic background/racial data be collected that
aI/ support for the CSAEP would be with­
drawn immediately. Both the Coordinator and
Agency administration were silent on this
issue.

Problems in the Contact/Implementation
Phase

The Evaluator established written criteria
for administration of the pre- and post-test
questionnaires, with responsibility for train­
ing the newly hired sexual abuse specialists
who would function as program presenters
to the various target groups. Miscommunica­
tion between the Coordinator, Agency Admin­
istration, and the Evaluator resulted in the
Evaluator attempting to train the Presenters
without having had the opportunity to review
the finalized program materials. The pro­
gram materials had already been provided
to and discussed with the Presenters by the
Coordinator. Further, the Evaluator was not
given the opportunity of seeing copies of the
final pre- and post-test questionnaires, which
were printed in large quantity.

The Coordinator declined to attend the
Evaluator's training session, even though
she would be making some of the program
presentations and would need to adminis­
ter pre- and post-test questionnaires in the
process. Consequently, some of the ques­
tionnaires were haphazardly administered
and appropriate procedures could neither be
reliably monitored nor controlled. At one point
during the Evaluator's training session on
questionnaire administration, all eight of the
sexual abuse specialists complained about
the fragmentation of program materials and
expressed their disappointment with overall
program administration due to "disorganiza­
tion" and "inconsistent procedural guide­
lines."

Regarding pre- and post-test question­
naires, the process for participants' comple­
tion encompassed several tasks. Program
participants that arrived pursuant to pre-test
completion were asked to write an "X" on the
bottom of the last page of the post-test ques­
tionnaire in order to distinguish between
those completing pre- and post-tests from
those completing post-tests only. This pro­
tocol was often not followed.



Problems in the Evaluation Phase
It was expected that at the point of the pro­

gram evaluation, most of the obstacles and
conflicts would have been abated. Not so.
Initial miscommunication and subsequent
unreliable data collection that necessitated
the elimination of hundreds of question­
naires resulted in growing resentment that
confounded the evaluation as well. The omit­
ted questionnaires were not included in the
evaluation as program participants respond­
ed to questionnaire items without needed
information. Consequently, these question­
naires contained missing data (e.g., demo­
graphics, prior sexual abuse history, site of
the program presentation, and distinction
between pre- and post-test takers and post­
test takers only). Moreover, a couple of the
presenters had skipped pertinent informa­
tion due to time constraints.

The Evaluatorwas to identify five individu­
als who would be responsible for number­
ing, pre-coding, and entering data from ap­
proximately 38,000 completed pre-and post­
test questionnaires. Blank employee applica­
tions were mailed to the Evaluator who re­
sided an hour's drive from the community
served by the program agency. Once pro­
spective data coders were obtained from the
Evaluator's area of residence, employee ap­
plications were completed and mailed along
with pre-screening interview information to
the employing agency. The agreement with
the agency was that data coders would be
paid by check mailed from the agency twice
monthly for work accomplished and verified
by the Evaluator. As contract employees, indi­
viduals were to be responsible for their own
tax liability and receive no fringe benefits. This
plan was unexpectedly changed after five eli­
gible employees had filled out the neces­
sary forms, passed pre-screening interviews,
and were in the process of being trained by
the Evaluator.

Agency administration communicated a
requirement for additional documentation
from data coders through a newly hired per­
sonnel manager. Further, data coders were
asked to: 1) obtain a medical examination;
2) provide a copy of educational transcripts,
diploma/GED, or other certificates; and 3)
participate in an in-agency employment in­
terview. Individuals would, moreover, be re­
quired to personally pick up their paychecks
twice monthly at the agency, a two-hour round
trip drive for everyone involved. Needless to
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Program presenters were also to place
completed questionnaires collected from
their respective groups in separate brown
envelopes noted with their name, elemen­
tary school, and date of presentation. All ques­
tionnaire responses were kept confidential,
but occasionally children would report that
they had been sexually abused and provide
their names on the questionnaires them­
selves. When a child discloses any kind of
sexual victimization, it is imperative to follow
through with timely assistance as well as
mandatory reporting. There were times that
children disclosed sexual abuse on ques­
tionnaires, but the presenters had failed to
record the school's name and date of pre­
sentation. Trying to identify abuse victims af­
ter the fact was very complicated, if not im­
possible, without the pertinent information.
More than g,OOO children from 102 elemen­
tary and middle schools participated in the
CSAEP during a four-month period.

Problems also surfaced on the part of the
school system. The school system's admin­
istrators virtually handpicked the elementary
and middle schools for participation, thereby
excluding random selection. Since none of
the schools were given the option to partici­
pate in the child sexual abuse prevention pro­
gram, resistance from some of the princi­
pals, teachers, and school staff was intense.

In order for children to be admitted into
the program, a consent form signed by ei­
ther a parent or legal guardian was required.
Many children never returned consent forms,
and it was never clear how many children
actually received the forms to take home. An
example of the suggested letter to parents
had been provided all school principals as a
way of informing families about the CSAEP.
Few of the schools used the recommended
example. Others never apprised families
about the parent's program and simply sent
notes home indicating that a parent's meet­
ing was to take place at a given date and
time. Many of these parents were not happy
for being usummoned" without a clear under­
standing or explanation of the meeting's pur­
pose. The logistical problems were suffi­
ciently complex, and it was unfair to expect
overburdened, understaffed schools to write,
duplicate, and disseminate letters announc­
ing the CSAEP. Instead, standard letters on
school system letterhead should have been
provided for distribution to each elementary
and middle school involved in this program.
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say, the five prospective data coders-some
graduate students and other gainfully em­
ployed individuals-declined to complete the
additional agency requirements and withdrew
their applications for employment.

The renewed search for data coders took
place through word-of-mouth in the metro­
politan city where the agency was located to
facilitate access to the agency for pay pur­
poses. The change of plan involved signifi­
cantly more time for the Evaluator. This in­
volved the Evaluator making the trip to the
agency to pick up the completed question­
naires, returning home to review the paper­
work for completeness, assigning identifica­
tion numbers on each document, and mak­
ing a return trip to distribute the question·
naires among five data coders. The geo­
graphic factor substantially hampered the
timely resolution of coding questions, as well
as impacted quality control. This was more
conducive to a reactive rather than proactive
approach to working with data coders.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE
PROGRAM EFFORTS

Multiple issues emerged from the circum­
stances surrounding the planning, develop­
ment, implementation, and evaluation of the
CSAEP. A number of recommendations are
offered toward helping others avoid some of
the obstacles experienced with the CSAEP
in the hopes of: 1) heightening awareness
of multiple complications that may arise dur­
ing programmatic initiatives; 2) encouraging
open dialog with funding sources, agency
administrators, program coordinators, and
evaluators; and 3) helping to enhance the
success of future programs.

With the exception of program participants,
all individuals involved with any aspect of a
prospective program should be engaged in
its planning and design to the extent pos­
sible (King et a11g87; Schram 1997; Sylvia &
Sylvia 2004; Weiss 1998). Maximum involve­
ment will help facilitate an understanding of
how, when, and where everyone's expected
contribution to the program effort will fit in.
Knowing who is to be involved and the na­
ture of that involvement will ensure time for
the various tasks necessary to be included
in the design and planning. This represents
the most appropriate time for individuals'
roles to be identified, discussed, and delin­
eated.

Program participants playa critical role in

design and planning as well, particularly
when they are the intended recipients of the
benefits to be derived from the initiative it­
self. Admittedly, every potential participant
could not be involved-many are as yet uni­
dentified and the scope of the process would
be impractical. Nevertheless, a small num­
ber of representatives from each of the
groups targeted by a program will provide
useful information and should be included
(Herrerias, Mata, & Ramos 2002).

A constructive working relationship should
be established within program staff, as well
as between individuals and other systems
involved in the program effort. Respecting
one another's viewpoints will help to en­
hance rapport and trust among staff invested
in the overall planning and also help in work­
ing toward a collective goal. This is greatly
enhanced when individuals' contributions
are understood and accepted by those in­
volved.

Program materials to be considered for
use should be discussed by all program staff.
While the Coordinator (e.g., program direc­
tor, team leader, etc.) may have approval au­
thority concerning what materials are actu­
ally utilized, staff will benefit by both learning
about core content and raising essential
questions during the program's formative
stages. It is more productive and less threat­
ening to explore questions during the plan­
ning period than after the fact.

In order to maximize any and all available
personal resources, a stakeholder survey is
recommended (Rossi et al 2003; Grinnell
2001; Unrau et aI2001). It is likely that cooper­
ation and quality of communication will in­
crease when individuals' views and sugges­
tions are thoughtfully considered. While a
stakeholder survey may take additional time,
the range of perspectives reflected may help
strengthen and afford greater clarity to the
program generally, as well as acknowledge
and avert potential obstacles.

Available literature, prior reports and re­
search in the program area should be
shared with all interested individuals as a
way of sensitizing and educating program
staff, and any other supportive personnel to
relevant issues. Sharing information is a way
of providing answers to questions as yet not
asked. Providing this kind of initial data may
also serve to explain, for example, Why par­
ticular demographic or other information is
desired from participants.
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When pre- and post-test measures are
planned, sufficient time must be allotted for
their administration. The evaluation compo­
nent is an integral part of program planning
and should be included in the structure of
the program. It is no easy task to accommo­
date an evaluation once the program is in
place, and might even necessitate the elimi­
nation of pre-test measures.

All program staff should participate in
training sessions containing curriculum con­
tent, including any program evaluators, if fea­
sible. Similarly, all staff should participate in
training sessions, which explain program
evaluation methods. When pre- and post­
tests are employed, it is best for administra­
tion procedures to be clearly specified. It is
also necessary for program staff to under­
stand the importance of a standardized
method of administering questionnaires,
rather than attempting to establish a unique
one.

If a program is being provided by one
agency through the auspices of another, the
staff from the provider agency should furnish
as much assistance to the sponsoring
agency as possible. For example, as in the
case of the CSAEP, explanatory letters and
mailings announcing the program to pro­
spective participants would have helped fa­
cilitate implementation by fostering goodwill
instead of engendering resistance. This
would have also helped avoid last-minute
mailings or other more desperate measures
to generate one or more participant groups
at each targeted site.

Program pilot testing is an important first
step in determining whether the structure and
content are compatible and consistent. In the
event presentations are made by more than
one presenter, video or audio recording can
be used to help staff work on a more stan­
dard format. Pilot testing is also useful in
assessing the existence of problems with
any measuring instruments and further sim­
plifying and clarifying questionnaire items.

Reading or reciting a common instruc­
tion note to participants is a substantial help
toward standardizing administration proce­
dures of any measuring instruments em­
ployed (e.g" pre- or post-tests or other as­
sessments). Aithough most chiid and adult
program participants may be able to work
autonomously on questionnaires, consider­
ation should be given to staff reading each
question out loud to facilitate understanding

for those that may have more limited Engiish
proficiency. When participants' ask ques­
tions, those responses must be standard­
ized as well as a way of minimizing biased,
inconsistent, or irrelevant responses.

A concerted effort should be made to
standardize program content and length of
presentations across participant groups. Dif­
ferences in questionnaire responses be­
tween participants exposed to shorter and
longer program presentations are generally
due to not having received the benefit of the
same content. This can influence reliability
and validity of the measuring instruments.
Also, when multiple program presenters are
involved, the name of the presenting indi­
vidual, identification of participant group (e.g.,
name of school or location where program
was held), date and time of day should be
noted for questionnaires or other materials
collected from participants. This information
will allow for better control of situational fac­
tors and help maintain the integrity of the data
gathered.

Guidelines for hiring consultants to as­
sist with any aspect of the program effort
should be clearly spelled out to avoid mis­
understandings, valuable time wasted, and
work backiogs. At the same time, some flex­
ibiiity for engaging short-term contractual
empioyees may help expedite the hiring pro­
cess.AII manner or category of potential hires
should be considered and clearly described
in an agency's human resources' policy.

When program content is of a sensitive
nature, such as child sexual abuse preven­
tion education, the involvement of a social
worker, counselor, or psychologist may pro­
vide necessary support for children who dis­
close victimization resulting from their pro~

gram participation. Similarly, program staff
should anticipate disclosures from adult par­
ticipants and be able to provide referral infor­
mation as needed (Herrerias 1989). Written
pamphlets are another valuable resource for
dissemination to participants.

As a professional courtesy to the sponsor·
ing agency, the provider agency should en­
sure that copies of preliminary, interim, and
final reports are shared with their stakehold­
ers. it enhances feelings of collegiality, en­
courages future collaborative efforts, and
helps avert unpleasant or unexpected sur­
prises. The Evaluator presented findings
from the CSAEP at a regional conference pur­
suant to having completed the evaluation and
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submitted the results to the provider agency
for which she did the work. Agency adminis­
tration did not share the findings with the
school system (sponsoring agency) unbe­
knownst to the Evaluator. A newspaper jour­
nalist in the conference audience reported
some of the findings in the next morning's
edition relative to the percentage of school
children ages 8-12 that disclosed they had
been sexually abused. The school system
was put in a highly awkward position as they
attempted to respond to the media's report
without corroborating data. The sensation­
alism surrounding the evaluation findings
even involved the funding source who was
displeased with how the entire matter was
handled.

Finally, appreciation should be expressed
to program participants at the end of each
session. Their participation and feedback are
critical to program success and certainly
warrants acknowledgement and apprecia­
tion. If possible, brief evaluation findings
might also be provided to the participants in
some form.
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