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Abstract This study sought to empirically analyze the behavior of social workers that results in the
distortion of program outcome measurements. Data were collected through an online survey of social
workers working in social welfare agencies and nonprofit organizations in Gyeongsangnam-do. The
analysis was conducted based on the final 500 responses, and the results were as follows: First, social
workers were more likely to engage in behavior that distorts program outcome measurement than those
who did not. Second, among the types of such behavior, social workers were more likely to engage in
the "tunnel vision effect," where they chose indicators that were easy to achieve and measure. Third,
there were differences in this behavior based on the type of agency and the position of the social
workers. Social workers in social welfare agencies were more likely to manipulate outcomes than social
workers in nonprofit organizations, and social workers in nonprofit organizations were more likely to be
subject to the tunnel vision effect, threshold effect, and effort substitution than social workers in social
welfare agencies. Frontline social workers showed high levels of threshold effect behavior, while
managers showed high levels of myopic goal-setting behavior. Based on the findings of this study, it is
recommended that the internal and external factors that cause distorted behavior in social workers that
affect program performance measurement be analyzed. Also, strategies should be established to prevent
such behavior and to provide political and organizational support for the behavior of social workers that
affects outcome measurement. This would enable an objective verification of the results of social work
interventions and improve their quality as well.
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Table 1. Typifying outcome measurement distortions

Classification Content

Tunnel Choose indicator that are easy to achieve
Vision Choose indicator that are easy to measure
. Choose indicator that favor short-term over
Myopia
long-term results
Ratchet Set a low target
Effect &
Neglecting indicator that have already met their
Threshold goals
Effect Focus on easy-to-achieve indicator

Neglecting indicator that are difficult to achieve

Tendency to focus on the work being evaluated
Effort indicator

Substitutions

Neglecting important but unevaluated indicator

Omitting material that is unfavorable to the

Dggrp;én outcome evaluation
Changes outcome data to favor the evaluation

ANATIY) AHEA 9T BF $BL olF AHE
g g5 A7=18,33]19] A= E8HA . @Sof
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Table 2. Configure a Outcome Measurement
Distortion survey question

1) Tunnel Vision

When selecting program outcome targets in the social

AFHEANT.2%) =0 olF

5 59| AFEA7|He 25
A8e B 10,3840},

qul
o
-

Table 3. General characteristics of the survey

1 |welfare field, there is a tendency to select targets that population

are easy to achieve

When m?asuring pr9gram outcomes in the social' Category Frequency | Percentage
2 |welfare field, there is a tendency to choose metrics

that are easy to measure : i

Humax? Sérvme 240 48.0

2) Myopia Organization

When planning programs in the social welfare field, Organization Non{pr'ofit. 234 46.8
1 [there is a tendency to select indicators that favor Type Organization

short-term outcomes rather than long-term ones Others 26 52

When selecting program outcome targets, social Total 500 100
2 |workers tend to favor short-term metrics over

Jong-term ones Top Manager 85 17.0
3) Ratchet EBffect Senior Manager 36 7.2
1 Social service agencies tend to set low outcome targets Job Levels Middle Manager 158 316

for their programs Junior Manager 72 14.4

In multi-year programs, social service agencies tend to Line Worker 149 29.8
2 |set lower targlets fo.r the current year to account for Total 500 100

the next year's achievements

. Mean 10.38

4) Threshold Effect Job History (S.D. 6.61)

In the social welfare field, there is a tendency to

1 |
ignore outcomes that have already met program goals

In the social welfare field tends to focus on program

2 .
outcomes that are easy to achieve
Social service agencies tend to avoid adopting
3 |unattainable program outcome targets at the program

planning stage

5) Effort Substitutions

Social welfare field tends to focus on the

1
activities and goals outlined in the program plan

Goals and activities that are actually important but not

2 described in the program plan tend to be neglected

6) Output Distortion

Social service agencies tend to omit unfavorable data

1 | .
in program outcome evaluations

Social service agencies tends to change program
outcomes to favor evaluation

4. A7 A2
4.1 ZAHARIS] Qre S

FAPVIAS] GRbE] £/ (Table 3)3} 2o 2AF
gpgArEol 2Rati Sl 24| 490 tsA AsiE
A270] 2407(48.0%) 2% 7V Wekom vzl
23478(46.8%), 71t 26%8(5.2%) =2 & YErT. 2A
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Table 4. Analysis of survey participants' propensity
to distort program outcome measures

3 o/l9) AHsds #3 5 HEAYo] 3.022
7V A deRal, A9 53 4%(G.48), YR
7H3.00), =ZX$H2.98), EEATH2.82),

A ZX]—
Cat Very [Not atModer Y Ver};l J’}
ateeory not | all |ately| ' m;.g: (2.75) &£02 YERiTh
Tunnel Vision (Table 6)2 AZEAAZ} 561 = 22 E4
Choose indicator that are 20 | 53 | 132 | 213 | 82 2 mE e Huiad I P9 I35} Ao
easy to achieve (4.0) |(10.6)|(26.4)| (42.6) | (16.4) Oﬂ tq— 1 [31 QH—' o c= ‘r-é_h" A ]E]—
Choose indicator that are 20 | 47 | 94 | 252 | 87
t (4.0) | 9.4) |(18.8)|(50.4)|(17.4)
Y0 e Myopia Table 6. Analyze differences in program outcome
Choose indicator that favor | o | o/ | 120 | 185 | 8 measurement distortion by organization
- . - t
short-term over long-term a8 |188|258|67.0|(16.6 ype
results @
indi C HSO NPO T-val
e N I I P sy T
P 8 (2.2) |(14.2)|(29.8) | (41.4)| (12.4) Tunnel Vision 3.51 3.74 -2.65*
results @
Ratchet Effect Myopia 3.35 3.62 333
Set a low target @ 25 138 | 152 | 161 24 Ratchet Effect 2.93 3.06 -1.55
- (5';” (217606) (310‘14) (3125? (42‘8) Threshold Effect 270 2.93 -2.86"
Set a low target @ (634) ¢ ) z Effort Substituti 2.96 2.99 -4.32*
4) [(32.0)[(26.2)|(30.0)| (5.4 ort Substitutions . . .
Threshold Effect Output Distortion 2.74 2.73 14

e oy m s | 50 | 195 | 137 | 100 | 20
coals 10.0)|38.6)| 27.4)|20.0)| (4.0)
Focus on easy-to-achieve 46 153 | 118 | 146 | 37
tasks(indicator) 9.2) [(30.6)|(23.6)[(29.2)| (7.4)
Neglecting tasks(indicator) 17 188 | 95 169 | 31
that are difficult to achieve | (3.4) |(37.6)[(19.0)|(33.8)| (6.2)

Effort Substitutions
Tendency to focus on the 30 | 158 | 111 | 165 | 36

work being
evaluated(indicator) 6.0 |61.0)|22.2|63.0| 7.2

Neglecting important but 49 162 | 112 | 155 | 22
unevaluated tasks(indicator) | (9.8) |(32.4)((22.4)|(31.0)| (4.4)

Output Distortion
Omitting material that is 71 187 | 104 | 125 13

unfavorable to the outcome (14.2)| (37.4)| 20.8) | 25.0)| (2.6)

evaluation

Changes outcome data to 59 | 162 | 105 | 141 | 33
favor the evaluation (11.8)((32.4)|(21.0)|(28.2) | (6.6)

(Table 5)& FAFRYAIEC] Hole mew 4t
2492 9ol e B4 Aol

Table 5. Average analysis of program outcome
measurement distortion trends

Category Mean(S.D.)
Tunnel Vision 3.62 (0.96)
Myopia 3.48 (0.92)
Ratchet Effect 3.00 (0.93)
Threshold Effect 2.82 (0.90)
Effort Substitutions 2.98 (0.88)
Output Distortion 2.75 (1.04)

=% 15(0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05
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Table 7. Analyze differences in program outcome
measurement distortion by job levels

Category Line Worker| Manager T-value
Tunnel Vision 3.67 3.50 1.70
Myopia 3.36 3.59 -2.45%*
Ratchet Effect 3.03 2.97 51
Threshold Effect 2.83 2.77 .59
Effort Substitutions 2.98 2.93 .56
Output Distortion 2.74 2.79 -.45
o p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05
ol F F AT FAA FYuet Bt AolE Bl
oI TAQH] BE 443 B aTolct. =, 2Aet
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