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Abstract:

Résumé:

The issue of accountability in the social work has resulted in the
convergence of research and practice principles at program and
case-levels of practice. Program logic models have surfaced in so-
cial work practice arenas in efforts to develop systematic
conceptualizations of program services. However, most program
logic models have emphasized program-level, or administrative,
utility. More effort is needed to explore the benefits of systematic
service conceptualization for front-line practitioners. A program
logic model approach to service conceptualization that has case-
leve] utility is presented. A case example is used to demonstrate
the application of a program logic model for direct practice.

La question de 1a responsabilité individuelle dans les travaux sociaux
a résulté dans la convergence de la recherche et des principes de
pratique au niveau des programmes et études de cas pratiques.
Des modeles de programme logique ont émergé dans l'aréne de la
pratique des études sociales, en un effort pour développer des
conceptualisations systématiques des programmes de service.
Cependant, la plupart des modales de programme logique ont souligné
P'utilité administrative ou pratique au niveau des programmes
utilisés. Davantage d’efforts sont nécessaires pour explorer les
avantages d’'une conceptualisation systématique du service pour
les praticiens du front. Une approche par une logique de programme
pour la conceptualisation duservice, qui a une utilité pour les études
de cas, est mise en avant. Un exemple de cas est utilisé pour
démontrer 'application d'un tel programme dans la pratique concrate.
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B The notion of evaluation, or evaluative research, in social
work practice has been around since the inception of social work as a
profession. However, social work practice has neglected to integrate
basic research principles and procedures with the fundamental meth-
ods of helping clients. More than 40 years ago, Margaret Blenkner (1950
commented that social workers are on the “verge of doing [evaluative
research], but they have not quite managed to get around to it” (p.55).
More recently, Hudson and Williams (1991) have suggested that it is
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not a matter of disinclination that keeps evaluation from the ranks of
direct practice, but it is “the fact, that deep down, [social workers| don’t
know how to conduct an evaluation” (p.1).

In 1967, Suchman argued that social agencies “are required to pro-
vide ‘proof’ of a program’s legitimacy and effectiveness in order to
Justify continued support” (p. 2). The state of our present fiscal economy
has given this statement new interpretation. The standard exists,
with more rigor, that evidence of demonstrated accountability of services
is necessary for continued appropriation of funds. Yet, for most so-
cial work programs, accountability cannot be established because service
delivery has not yet been conceptualized to accommodate an evalua-
tion framework.

Despite some growth of research-oriented literature in social work journals
(Fraser, Taylor, Jackson, & O’'Jack, 1991), the application and integra-
tion of empirical practice approaches continues to be prolonged. Fur-
thermore, the researcher-practitioner dichotomy continues to linger in
debates that examine the most appropriate knowledge-base for educa-
tional and occupational domains of social work (Berlin, 1990; LeCroy,
Ashford, & Macht, 1989). Although empirical methods of practice have
gained new emphasis in social work education programs, evaluation
activity in the practice arena has been slower to emerge. While educa-
tion curriculums aim to provide students with increased skill to evalu-
ate their own practice, practitioners in the field are left to independently
assimilate prevailing research concepts and skills while maintaining
their practice. The question then becomes, how can social work practi-
tioners balance the expectations from clients, the demands from funders
and their own need to know that they are doing a good job?

The purpose of this paper is to describe a program logic model approach
to service conceptualization which emphasizes case-level utility for prac-
titioners. A case example is provided to demonstrate how a systematic
program framework can directly benefit client service. The process of
service conceptualization is generally more easily accepted among so-
cial work practitioners than the structure and design of evaluation. By
participating in a process of service conceptualization, practitioners are
more likely to relate to concepts of accountability and, specifically how
those concepts translate into subsequent evaluation activity.

PROGRAM LOGIC MODELS

Program logic models have emerged in the practice arena as concep-

clllefzged 1

tual guides that aims to clarify a program’s purpose and the assump-
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tions on which it is based (Rush & Ogborne, 1991). They provide a method
for delineating program clarity by developing a schematic representa-
tion of a program’s service delivery. A program logic model is a generic

structure that is fortified by the properties of the program being de-
scribed.

Several program logic models have been proposed for use in social work
(e.g., Rush & Ogborne 1991; Williams & Hudson, 1991). However, there
are several reasons why practitioners have not readily accepted the
models as a way to organize their clinical practice. First, most program
logic models emphasize administrative value or program-level utility.
They rely heavily on the involvement of an outside evaluator which
perpetuates the division of roles between research-oriented and prac-
tice-oriented social workers. Although administrative support is essen-
tial to develop effective program evaluation strategies, the direct benefit
of evaluation for case-level practice must be made more apparent.

Second, program logic models have emphasized the “evaluation” as-
pects of organizing services. Several authors have explored the nature,
function and method of evaluative research in social work (e.g., Bingham
& Felbinger, 1989; Bloom & Fischer, 1982). Much less attention has
been given to the process of service conceptualization for practitioners.
It seems that many practitioners are unaware of, or have overlooked,
the significance of service conceptualization since the threat of research
and statistics is so closely intertwined (Mullen & Goldstein, 1992).

Program evaluation, as the name implies, is a two phase process. The
“program” phase involves a process of service conceptualization and is
a prerequisite to the “evaluation” phase which specifically aims to pro-
vide a structure in which to examine the effectiveness of program out-
comes. In contrast to evaluation procedures, service conceptualization
is not value free. Conceptualization of services is a process of specifying
a client outcome, judging that outcome to be desirable across clients
receiving the service and illustrating a method of achieving the out-
come. The credibility of the “evaluation phase” is dependent upon the
theoretical assumptions detailed by the process of service conceptualization
in the “program phase.”

Third, in most cases, the process of conceptualizing services is more
accurately described as one of re-conceptualization where practitioners
examine the value of their current work from a logic perspective. Often,
re-conceptualization implies change which can be difficult for practi-
tioners who are accustomed to a “asual way” of doing things. This “act



I 120 THE CaNADIAN JourNAL OF ProGRAM EVALUATION
L. ]

now, assess later” approach is, in part, a response to the reactive pro-
pensity of political and fiscal conditions.

Soaal work practitioners are constantly trying to deliver improved services
with diminishing resources. Thus, the process of service conceptualization
will, no doubt, raise many questions about the effectiveness of existing
service delivery. However, in efforts to promote guided change in pro-
grams, the task of conceptualizing services does not aim to modify pro-

gram operations directly, but first to organize the flow of program services
differently on paper.

The task of conceptualization is one in which we must prepare a model
of the program showing how it is depicted (Rutman, 1980). Without the
direct threat of change, workers can draw on their own experience and
knowledge to define and examine a service approach for the program.
The process is one of providing practitioners an opportunity to express
their views while a social worker with expertise in evaluative research
assists in organizing program ideas according to a logic perspective.
Achieving written clarity about program services increases understanding
among all levels of program staff and is essential to guiding subsequent

decision making about the direction of case-level and program-level
services.

AN APPLIED EXAMPLE OF CONCEPTUALIZING PROGRAM
SERVICES FOR PRACTITIONERS

The program logic model approach to service conceptualization described
here emphasizes the integration of practice and research concepts among
practitioners. The conceptualization of services for a particular social
service program will be unique depending upon factors such as client
population, prevailing practice approach, predominant values and or-
ganizational features. Nevertheless, all program logic models share a
common goal of furthering program clarity so that accountability of
social work practice can be achieved (Rush & Ogborne, 1991). A pro-
gram logic model for service conceptualization that is geared toward
practitioner use focuses on practice-oriented, or treatment, components
of a program.

The purpose of the case example is twofold. First, it seeks to demon-
strate how practitioners can incorporate the systematic nature of re-
search into the creativity of practice. Second, it highlights the connection
between administrative, or program-level, and practice, or case-level,
functions of program logic models.
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Figure 1 illustrates a generic structure for conceptualizing program
services using a program logic model approach. A hierarchical struc-
ture is presented to imply a discrete order among program elements
which include a program goal, program objectives (with measuring in-
struments), practice objectives and practice activities. Separate consid-
eration for each of these four program elements serves to clearly distinguish
the program’s purpose from how the purpose is to be achieved (Patton,
1986).

The model in Figure 1 also depicts a continuum of service conceptualization
from program-level to case-level functions. The continuum is a useful
device for viewing the connection between two dimensions that might
otherwise be perceived as a dichotomy (LeCroy & Goodwin, 1988). It
shows that, while all elements of a program are linked, the program
goal and program objectives have more appeal for program-level func-
tions, whereas practice objectives and practice activities have more utility
for case-level application.

Figure 1
A Program Logic Model for Conceptualizing Treatment Services

Program
Goal

_ Program Objectives
(including measurements)

Practice Objectives

Fe Practice Activities
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CASE EXAMPLE: THE FAMILY PRESERVATION PROGRAM

The Family Preservation Program is one of eight programs offered by
ABC Family Services. The program, which is funded by child welfare
services, is mandated to preserve family units where family breakup is
threatened by the removal of children deemed at risk for physical abuse.
The program has elected to carry out its mandate through an intensive
home-based family-centred model of service delivery. Basically, this
approach prescribes low worker-client ratios in attempts to increase
the number of hours a practitioner can work with a family for a given
intervention period which is typically 10 weeks.

THE PROGRAM GOAL

The position of the goal at the top of the pyramid in Figure 1 illustrates
its twofold purpose in guiding practitioners toward accountable prac-
tice. First, the program goal serves as a focal point to navigate the en-
tire scope of program operations in a specified direction. To function
effectively as a guidepost, only one goal is specified for a program.

A second purpose of the program goal is to function as an umbrella
under which all other program elements are logically assumed. The
ensuing detail of program specification will, in part, depend upon the
scope of the program goal. Program goals can be broadly or narrowly
defined. The broader the scope of the program goal, the greater will be

the number of program objectives needed to satisfy efforts in working
towards the goal.

A program’s goal should be defined at a conceptual level of explication.
Having global properties, the program goal is not measurable. As such,
it is useful for practitioners to view a program’s goal as a means to an
end, rather than an end in itself. However, the program goal is limited
by some restrictions. It is essential that a program goal reflects the
mandate of the program. Generally, this is achieved by highlighting
the nature of the social problem to be tackled, the client population to
be served, and the general direction of anticipated client change. An
example of a program goal for the Family Preservation Program is:

To preserve family units where children are at-risk for out-
of-home placements due to problems with physical abuse.
The program aims to strengthen interpersonal functioning
of family members through intensive home-based services.
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Although the program goal is depicted to have more utility at the pro-
gram level of operation, goals that are vague or are not used for guid-
ance can quickly lead to illegitimate case-level operations. For example.
suppose the Family Preservation Program neglected to use the above
stated goal as a navigational tool. How would a practitioner determine
the suitability of clients referred? What source would practitioners use
to limit the extent to which they help clients? How would innovative
interventions be assessed for fit within the program? Likely, each indi-
vidual practitioner could offer an answer to each of these important
questions. However, a program must have a common frame of refer-
ence to determine whether or not all services rendered are legitimately
effective (Suchman, 1967).

For the Family Preservation Program, losing sight of its program goal
resulted in an overwhelming diversification of program services. With-
out the focus of “preserving family units” and “strengthening interper-
sonal functioning of family members,” practitioner efforts eventually
diverted to community education, self-help groups, and other services
that did not reflect the program’s mandate. The drastic deviation in
worker activity served to undermine attempts to demonstrate program
accountability in services aimed specifically at family preservation.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

From a client-focused perspective, program objectives are the intended
and measurable results that all clients in a program must strive to
achieve. Terminology used to describe program and practice objectives
has been a source of confusion in the literature (Rush & Ogbome, 1991;
Rutman, 1980). Basically, program objectives identify the general in-
tervention approach offered to clients at a program level. Each stated
program objective must logically link to the stated program goal.

In Figure 1, the program objectives are situated directly beneath the
program goal since they aim to further delineate the goal into measur-
able terms. Program objectives capture the essence of the overall prac-
tice approach to working with a particular client group. They indicate
whether clients can expect to change aspects of knowledge, skill, feel-
ing or a combination of these dimensions related to their particular
problem.

There are several clinical approaches to tackling any one client prob-
lem. Likely, some methods are more effective than others for given
populations and particular client problems. Unless systematic
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conceptualization of client service delivery is achieved, practitioners
must rely solely on practice wisdom to claim their effectiveness. The
dearth of program documentation thwarts efforts toward articulating,
evaluating, and disseminating effective practice approaches, thus ob-
structing hopes of achieving advanced levels of service that are so often
promised to clients (Paine, Bellamy, & Wilcox, 1984).

Program objectives are based on theoretical or empirical knowledge
and thus serve as the foundation of program’s service delivery system.
Defining the theoretical basis of a program is a prerequisite to subse-
quent evaluation activity (Posavac & Carey, 1992). Generally, program
objectives are academically constructed as they aim to define the test-
able assertions that a program is based on. In other words, each pro-
gram objective implies the assumption that without the aid of program
services, clients would not show improvement on the dimension tar-
geted (Patton, 1986). As a result, the number of program objectives for
any one program are finite. That is, a realistic number of program ob-
jectives are determined given the organizational elements of the pro-
gram. For example, a practitioner who has a caseload of 100 and sees
clients bimonthly will likely tackle fewer program objectives than a
practitioner who has a caseload of 20 and sees clients weekly.

Undoubtedly, the goal of the Family Preservation Program could be
achieved by various different intervention models and practice approaches.
The three program objectives listed in Figure 2 emphasize a cognitive-
behavioral practice approach. Each program objective is logically linked
to the program goal and credited by literary support. In addition, meas-
uring instruments are presented to identify how accountability of serv-
ices will be appraised.

Figure 2 represents a document that depicts service conceptualization
at a program-level. Rush and Ogborne (1991) list several functions of a
program logic model at the program-level for which such a document
could be used. These functions include: providing plausible linkages
among program elements, enhancing communication between staff levels
and outside parties; and, focusing on program evaluation activity.

PRACTICE OBJECTIVES

Practice objectives are developed for case-level functions within a par-
ticular program. The program logic model for conceptualizing program
services in Figure 1 situates practice objectives between the levels of
program cbjectives and practice activities. This strategic location can



LA REVUE CANADIENNE D'EVALUATION DE PROGRAMME 125 I

Figure 2
Family Preservation Program

Program Goal

To preserve family units where children are at-risk for out-of-home placements due to problems with

physical abuse. The program aims to strengthen interpersonal functioning of family members through
intensive home-based services.

Program Objectives

1. Toincrease positive social supports for parents.
Literary support: A lack of positive social support has been repeatedly linked to higher risk for
child abuse (Garbarino, 1976; Garbarino & Sherman, 1980). Studies indicate that parents with
greater social support and less stress report more pleasure in their parenting roles (Cmic,
Greenberg, Ragozin, Robinson, & Basham, 1983).
Sample of Activities: Referral to support groups; evaluate criteria for positive support; intro-
duction to community services; reconnecting clients with friends and family.
Measuring Instruments: Client log; Provision of Social Relations (Tumer, Frankel, & Levin,
1987).

2. Toincrease problem-solving skills for family members.
Literary support: Operationally, problem solving is a tool for breaking difficult dilemmas into
manageable pieces. Enhancing individuals’ skills in systematically addressing problems in-
creases the likelihood that they will successfully tackle new problems as they arise (Kendall &
Hollon, 1979). Increasing problem-solving skills for parents and children equips family members
to handle current problems, anticipate and prevent future ones, and advance their social func-
tioning (Schinke & Gilchrist, 1984).
Sample of Activities: Teach steps to problem solving; role play problem-solving scenarios;
supportive counselling.
Measuring Instruments: The Problem-Solving Inventory (Heppner, 1987).

3. Toincrease parents’ use of noncorporal child management strategies.
Literary support: Empirical research suggests that deficiency in parenting skills is associated
with higherrecurrence of abuse (Johnson &L Esperance, 1984; Polansky, Chalmers, Buttenweiser,
& Williams, 1978). Furthermore, parents who demonstrate a high need for control and resort to
excessive discipline tend to use more abusive discipline strategies (Susman, Trickett, lannotti,
Hollenbeck, & Zahn-Waxler, 1985).

be used to illustrate how practice objectives serve to integrate the theory
base of program objectives with the action of practice activities. As
mentioned, developing program objectives is primarily an academic
exercise which is based on literature reviews and professional delibera-
tion. In contrast, practice objectives are constructed by each practitioner
in consultation with his or her client.

Practice objectives must not only logically link with the program objec-
tives, but they must also fit with the contextual variables of each client
situation. An inadequate link between a practice objective and program
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objective may result in an intervention plan that does not have pro-
gram sanction and does not logically fit within the parameters of the
program goal. Furthermore, each practice objective must be agreeable
to the client. The absence of client consent can thwart participation in
the intervention and ultimately lead to poor outcomes.

If all clients in a target group were considered homogeneous, then it
would not be necessary to further conceptualize program services
beyond program objectives. However, in the practice arena, clients
present similar problems in a multitude of ways. For example, sup-
pose the following two clients are referred to the Family Preserva-
tion Program.

Client 1: Family X was referred to the Home-Based Fam-
ily Support Program as a result of Ms. X, a single mother,
repeatedly hitting her 10 year old son Billy with a broom
handle. The school nurse noted welts and bruises on Billy’s
arms and back and immediately notified child welfare. The
investigative social worker determined that Ms. X was cur-
rently facing a great deal of financial stress as she recently
had lost her job. In her efforts to stay employed and take
care of Billy, Ms. X feels that she has no time for a social
life and has no one to turn to for help. Just prior to the
beating, Ms. X caught Billy stealing 20 dollars from her
purse.

Client 2: Family Y was referred to the Home-Based Fam-
ily Support Program as a result of a second-degree burn to
the palm of two-year-old Sally. The investigative social worker
observed that Mr. and Mrs. Y appeared somewhat cognitively
delayed. They explained that Sally did not listen to their
instruction not to play by the stove. Acting on the advice of
their neighbor, Mr. and Mrs. Y briefly touched Sally’s hand
to the hot stove so that she could learn not to touch hot
things in the future. Mr. and Mrs. Y expressed that they
were trying to teach their child a lesson, not harm her. In
fact, they did give Sally proper medical attention for her
burn.

The characteristics that differentiate these two families are referred to
as contextual variables. Although both families are legitimate candi-
dates for services (i.e., they fall within the program’s goal and could
benefit from the outlined program objectives), they both clearly require
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different intervention strategies. An example of case-level service
conceptualization is depicted in Figure 3 which shows how all client
service delivery must stem from the stated program objectives. Since
program objectives are measured, examples of measuring instruments
are also identified.

The case-level illustration denotes how the hierarchical organization
of program services can be delineated to accommodate the unique
treatment needs of each client system. The variable nature of prac-
tice objectives is further illustrated by the use of individual and core
practice objectives. Core practice objectives are similar to core courses
in an educational curriculum. They identify a minimum expectation
which all clients in a program must achieve, yet they differ from
program objectives in that they center on only one aspect of a pro-
gram objective.

Figure 3
Case-level Service Conceptualization

Family Preservation

Program Family X Family Y
Program Objectives Practice Objectives & Practice Objectives &
(& Measurements) Practice Activities Practice Activities
Objective #1: Core Practice Objective: Core Practice Objective:
To increase To increase knowledge about To increase knowledge about available
positive social available positive social positive social supports.
supports for supports. Activities: Assess available supports in
parents. Activities: Provide list of the local community; teach Mr. & Mrs. Y
Measuring support groups; assess Ms. X's  how to establish new supports; refer
Instruments: personal support network; parents to educational group for
a) Clientlog, assist Ms. X in evaluating parents with young children.
b) Provision of existing supportive resources. Individual Practice Objective:
Social Individual Practice Objective:  To increase ability to discriminate
Relations To increase use of available between negative and positive social

social supports.

Activities: Assist Ms. X in
organizing her time to include
aspects of social support; refer
to parent support group; discuss
how use of social support might
alleviate current life stressors,

supports.

Activities: Assess Mr. and Mrs. Y’s
ability to differentiate positive and
negative support; discuss strategies for
Mr. and Mrs. Y to increase positive
support.
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Figure 3 (cont.)
Family Preservation
Program Family X Family Y
Objective #2; Core Practice Objective: Core Practice Objective:
To increase To improve abilities in use of To improve abilities in use of problem-
problem-solving problem-solving method. solving method.
skills for family Activities: Teach steps to Activities: Teach steps to problem
members. problem solving; role-play solving; role-play problem-solving
Measuring problem-solving situations; scenarios; discuss benefits of using a
Instruments: coach Ms. X as she problem systematic problem-solving approach.
Problem-Solving solves with Billy. Individual Practice Objective:
Inventory Individual Practice Objective;  To increase ability to recognize a
To increase ability to generate problem.
options under stressful Activities: Discuss Mr. and Mrs. Y's
conditions. criteria for determining a problem; teach
Activities: Apply problem- how adults and children can interpret
solving to job finding; explore problems differently; create hypothetical
the nature of Ms. X's main problem situations and discuss possible
coping strategies; discuss how  consequences.
different coping techniques can  Individual Practice Objective:
produce different outcomes; To increase motivation to act on
reframe perpective on the options.
problem. Activities: Discuss the benefits of
problem solving in family living; explore
Mr. and Mrs. Y’s goals for their family
and link problem solving as a method to
achieving those goals.
Obijective #3: Core Practice Objective: Core Practice Objective:
Toincrease use of  To expand repertoire of To expand repertoire of noncorporal
noncorporal child noncorporal discipline discipline strategies.
management strategies. Activities: Teach noncorporal
stralegies. Activities: Teach noncorporal discipline strategies; assess parenting
Measuring discipline strategies, assess skills for strengths and weaknesses.
Instruments: parenting skills for strengths Individual Practice Objective:
a) Seff-Report and weaknesses. To increase knowledge of acceptable
Journal Individual Practice Objective:  child discipline strategies.
b) Checkiist of To improve parenting skilis Activities: Discuss views on discipline;
discipline under stressful conditions. Inform Mr. and Mrs. Y about legal
strategies. Activities: Inform Ms. X about issues related to child abuse; coach Mr.

legal issues related to child
abuse; provide reading related
to single parenting; generate
strategies for disciplining Billy
under stressful condttions;
evaluate Ms. X's level of
expectation for Billy's behavior.

and Mrs Y. in using new parenting
techniques.



LA REVUE CANADIENNE D'EVALUATION DE PROGRAMME 129 l
L. ]

In contrast to core practice objectives, the quantity of individual prac-
tice objectives for each client may vary. Individual practice objectives
are similar to the elective courses in an educational curriculum. Stu-
dent enrolment in elective courses can be determined by contextual
variables such as scheduling constraints, individual interests and stu-
dent career aspirations. Likewise, the contextual variables of client situ-
ations also determine the idiosyncratic nature and number of practice
objective defined for each client.

The utility of the case-level document presented in Figure 3 is realized
when one considers the tasks of treatment planning, monitoring client
change, and case supervision. Applied to one client, Figure 3 illustrates
a format for a treatment plan. The practice objectives articulate the
direction of client change and define the indicators of success and fail-
ure at a case level. For example, if the practitioner can provide ewi-
dence that clients have increased their knowledge about available positive
social support over the course of the intervention, outcomes for that
core objectives can be considered successful. Achievement on any one
practice objective does not indicate, or even suggest, that the overall
client intervention is successful or, that the corresponding program
objective has been met. However, a systematic approach to conceptual-
izing social work services can begin to unravel the complex nature of
the helping process. Furthermore, it provides parameters for monitor-
ing client change and for guiding discussion in case supervision.

ACTIVITIES

While other models have referred to practice activities at the level of
objectives (e.g., Patton, 1986), here they are defined as actions or
behaviors that move a client and practitioner toward the accomplish-
ment of an objective. Practice activities are represented in Figure 1
by the broad base of the pyramid to reflect the large scope of clinical
or intervention techniques available to front-line practitioners. They
are depicted below the practice objective since they are directly guided
by the specifications of practice objectives. For example, if a practice
objective aims to increase a mother’s ability to praise her son, activi-
ties may include teaching the mother how to praise, practising ex-
pressions of praise, or providing a list of praise statements. Activity
that would be excluded from this practice objective would be counsel-
ling the father about his job-related stress or role-playing positive
peer interaction between siblings.

Practice activities are concrete in that, when they occur, the practi-
tioner is able to operationally describe them. Activities such as
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teaching, engaging in role plays, and providing information are gener-
ally visible, simple to observe and easy to describe. Other activities
such as paradoxical interventions and metaphoric counselling techniques
may be less obvious to an observer; however, when asked, the clinician
is able to articulate the procedure or process. Activities may range from
tasks as simple as providing a client with reading material to an enter-
prise as complex as facilitating a parent support group. Regardless of
their level of complexity, activities feature describable qualities which
enable others to easily repeat them.

In terms of service conceptualization, practice activities offer practi-
tioners a great degree of creativity. Since practice activities are not
directly evaluated, their range of possibilities is not constrained by the
threat of appraisal or evaluation. The program logic model structure
aims to provide a framework in which practitioners can creatively gen-
erate innovative activities to more effectively achieve their stated prac-
tice and program objectives. Since the possibility for practice activities
is endless, it is only necessary to articulate those that are thought to be
instrumental in achieving a practice objective.

Although practice activities serve primarily case-level functions, they
are also included in the program level document in Figure 2. The pur-
pose of including a sampling of practice activities with the program
description is to communicate the nature of the program’s service ap-
proach. Practice activities are also included in case-level documenta-
tion. However, at this level the articulation of practice activities is useful
in assessing their effectiveness in achieving practice objectives on a
case-by-case basis. Practice activities that demonstrate reliable effec-
tiveness may have merit for replication or adaptation to other client
situations.

A WORD ABOUT MEASUREMENT

Measurement is a basic tenet of program logic models and is essential
for designing an accountable client service delivery system. Several books
exist that discuss methods of measurement (e.g., Bloom & Fischer, 1982)
and sources of measurement (Corcoran & Fischer, 1987) for social work.
Although the techniques used for measuring program objectives and
practice objectives may be similar, the purpose of measurement is dif-
ferent for each. Measurement of program objectives functions to deter-
mine the overall effectiveness of a program’s approach; that is, what is
the overall effectiveness of the program across all the clients served.
Conversely, the practice objectives are independently, and often infor-
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mally, measured according to each individual client. The potential ex-
ists for core practice objectives to also be measured at a program level
since they are common to all clients in the program. However, indi-
vidual practice objectives are developed to accommodate the contextual
variables presented by each client. Although the individual practice
objectives are critical to facilitating the achievement of program objec-

tives for one client, they are not likely to apply to the client population
as a whole.

One can logically assume that clients who do not successfully accom-
plish their practice objectives are not likely to show favorable gains on
program objectives. Since practice objectives are tailored to suit indi-
vidual client needs, their utility for program level evaluation is limited.
However, if overtime, practice objectives show consistency across cli-
ents and can be logically grouped to impact a specific area of the client
population, then a new program objective might be developed. Simi-
larly, individual practice objectives can be reviewed periodically across
clients to determine the level of frequency in which they are applied. If
most clients are addressing the same individual practice objective, a
program decision might be made to designate it a core objective.

SUMMARY

The impact of conceptualizing and evaluating program services on case-
level process is often underestimated by social work practitioners. Yet,
it is the conceptualization and evaluation of program services that de-
fine the limits within which program practice elements can operate
effectively (Blase, Fixsen, & Phillips, 1984). The notion of evaluation
has been resisted among practitioners due to its scientific association
and emphasis on program-level, or administrative, functions.

Program logic models provide a generic structure for organizing pro-
gram services that provides a systematic framework to developing and
evaluating innovative intervention strategies. Conceptualizing pro-
gram services in a hierarchical manner according to program ele-
ments such as a program goal, program objectives, practice objectives
and practice activities can assist practitioners in integrating research
and practice concepts toward improving client services. The unique
characteristics of each social work program is instrumental in bring-
ing the structure of a program logic model to life. The emphasis on
logical linkages is constant; however, the details of program elements
can range dramatically.
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Although the concepts of research and evaluation are being advanced
in schools of social work, practitioners in the field are not likely to di-
rectly benefit from such educational changes. The notion of account-
able practice and the methods of evaluative research must be introduced
to the culture and operations of social work agencies. The process of
conceptualizing program services through a program logic model ap-
proach can serve to enhance practitioner’s understanding that evalua-
tive research in practice is intended to enhance clinical judgement, not
replace it; and to encourage creativity in practice, not stifle it.
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