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Monitoring the (Praass and Evaluating the Results

of Organ zation Development.

Donsild C.' King John J. Sherwood

urdue University

"How are we doing?"/is a question often asked amid the uncertainties,
, y

ambiguities, anxieties,/and newness that accompany many attempts at improv-
,

Ping organizational effectiveness. ,While the people involved in these

activities are raising this question, their supervisors and other interested

onlooker& on the outside are raising the question of accountability. Those

"-N

supplying resoprces/or those onlo44ers who see themselves b0ing affected by

any'outcomes f an OD project are likely to be interested in measuring the
--.

f

product-or e(valuating the outcomes. Their question iii:
.

'What are you
../

/
doing?" SO, two-questions are frequently raised, often by different parties

carrying, different perspectives "HoW are we doing?"and ''What are yióu
or r

doing?" This. paper provides some ways'of thinking about these questions

and some alternative models for evaluating organization development efforts.

1
Our interest in writing this paper stems from three concerns or

+beliefs. 4The fist is the frustrati we have experienced in trying to in-

nduce organization to devote time, money, and other resources to evaluating

*To appear in W.W. Burke (Ed.), Contemporary Organization Development.
Vol. 3. Fairfax, Va.: NTL'Institute,'1974..

We are grateful to Howard L: Fromkin, Tom A. Isgar and William J.
Underwood for their careful and complete comments on an earlier version of
this paper.

Copyright ( by Dcsnald C. King and john J. Sherwood, 1974.
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OD efforts: The secon
/

.

is our b lief that evKluatiah had tbo oft 41 been

viewed in a non-diffeitientiated all-lpr-nothingvar,; We reject the idea'

that there is one be t way to valuate org ization tevelopment. Nesee

instead several ki9ds of appr riate eval tional activities ranging on'

a continuum from careful do umentation of ghat occurs in an OD project,

through process feedback, ptz) -evaluation of outcomes, and-finally to field

research where spedific h theses or.alternative approaches are rigorous

tested using the skills.an safeguards of the research scientist' All
,

theseapproacheA address t emselves to the questions, "Haw are we doing?"

and"What are you doing?'

This- paper does not focus on how to conduct evaluation stupid:es.

j

Hopefully, it lays out c nsiderations and raises issues shich will enable
0

the reader to, make bett r decisions about how his own OD projects can mbst

effectively be evAuated.
\

We begin by offeri6 five al1,ernative approaches to evaluation and

give advantages and disadvantages of each approach. Next, Mipse five models

827 put into an organizational context by a survey of some Of the persistent

obstacles to effective evaluation. 'Finally, two major issues in the design

and execution of any evaluation sch e are outlined.

We hope the reader becomes more aware of the alternatives available to

.him in evaluating OD activities, and recognizes that there is not a single

best approach to evaluation. We also hope to in rease appreciation for the

barriers that exist to evaluation and to increase understanding about why

they exist. Irl our judgmetie, peciple have frequently deplored the lack of

evaluation studies and have tried to cajole one an ther into. doing more

, ,

and better evaluation of OD projects without a thorjpugh understanding of;

the reasons for Lack of a history of sound studies valuating orrnization

development.
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Five Models

(L'et's begin with a committee working ohl a task, aw does a cotmittee
.

.

,

i
. . .

know hoe it' doing omits task and how do the members know haw they are

performing as "parts o/ the problem-solving process? low does the organiza-

tiT know what contr but1Rnthe committee makes to t goals of the organi-
-

lzatin/ There al s veral ways to evaluate the performance of a committee

and its mbers. h prOvide4 s us, with u r. different model by which we can

approach the Valuation of organ izativ development projects.

% Here are fi models: Ask the expert; (2) What's the target?;
6

(3) Did we hit the target?; (4) Mid::coive.correcf.ion; and (5) Cont)nuoUn

monitoring. Each of these approaches provides a different perspective and

each carries certain advantages and disadvantAges (Weiss & Rein, 1970).

1.. Ask the expert. A consultant is asked to provide an independent

evaluation of ftn.D program. The qUestion is,, Tell us how we're doing or

how they're doing!" Thq answer is given by an e'ert. This model usually

calla foi- evaluation following the completion of OD acifitieq, bUt,expert

assistance can take place at any point in the lire of a developmental pro-

ject. While expert evaluatioh is often given by an outside consultant in

the form of a research contract, an internal consultant can alno offer an

expert evaluation. However, the -closer the evaluator in%to the organization

and its project, the more likely he is to take the project's basic assump-

tions and organizational arrangements as given and conduct his.45valuation

within the existing framework. An outsider may be able, on the other hand,

to exercise more autonomy in,his questioning and take an independent per-

spective simply becausehe is not part of the culture. "The implicatione he

draws from evaluation data May be oriented less to tinkering and more to

fundamental restructuring of the program" (Weirs, 1972a, p. 21).
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One dilemma in g the expert is that the credibility of his re-

sponse may differ c pepding on the audience. 'Those outside the OD aqti.,

vity, who are askir for accountability, are less likely to view his

assessment as biased or self-serving than if the same informatiou werto

come from_peoPie involved in the change process. Whereas for the later,

unless the exert is able to establishthate has an empathic tinder:

a
standing of the people who are participatinein the .change Process,

.credibility with them may be low or suspect.
///'

Advantages:-
,r

(a) The use of experts helps us avoid continuously reinventing
the wheel. An xpert provides Competence in research design,.
data collection, and data analysis techniques. He also pre-
parep_and presen s reports that are both techniCally sound
and readable.

\ , ,

(131 When the evaluatiOn is assigned to an uninvolved expert, it
is-not likely-to get lost or compromised as the "suction" of
the OD project Increases.-

410.0

(c) Where evaluation is conducted by an expert, the comparability
of studies is greater, and therefore,,just s'expert evalua-
tion boltIds on prior learning it also adds to the accumula-
tionof an Ob li9grature which may be useful to others.

Disadvantages:

: (a) Relying on an expert may foster dependence on the competencies
of othek-s. Internal resources are then not developed with
competencies to monitor their awn projects.

(b) While an outside expert is likely to Come with a theory or
modelto guide his evaluation, and this is often an advantage,
because of his lack of involvement in the particular OD enter-
prise, he-may Impose an inappropriate model for evaluation.

(c) The expert's evaluation may be out of step with the needs of
the change process itself. The expert's report is often too
1ate'to hecome inco orated Within the OD activity. There in

difficulty in syn nizing both the 'collection of relevant

data and the expeT feedback with the progress of the 01)

project itself (Weis 1972b);

(d7 It is the expert, not jthe client organization, that "owns"
the evaluation data. This magnifies the problem of accept=
ance of the data.
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(e.), What if you rely on an expert, and he Is not really an
expert at all? some people are experts in organization
development"without understanding evaluation research

or+-
very well.

2. Wt's the target? Just as the progress of a committee meeting can

be compared against a clearly specified and agreed upon agenda, so an OD

effort can be compared with what it started out tt.arcomplish. The process

of establishing a target is part of what is often called, ."clarifying the

- t,

contract.". lathe target (or targets) clear? Are we agreed on our objectives?

Are we all *leaded , the same direction? If there are multiple objectives,

do 'they complement 461ne another, are they independent of one another, or.are

they antithetical one another?

Sometimes objetAlves, roles, and procedures are established because they..

appear both reasonable and necessary for approval of an OD project by top

management or funding sources or granting agencies. Yet, once the project

is launched these "public" objectives may seem unrealistic and inappropriate

to the new situation. An organization continually changes, as do time frames,

priorities, urgencies, personnel, etc. Therefore, a useful first step is the

', translation of these public objeCtives into Obtainable and measurable targets.

Advantages:

(a) A major goal of OD projects is 'Often to achieve clarity in
problem- definition and goal-setting, and then to link up
organizational resources toward achieving these agreed
upon objectives. To establish.a clear and agreed upon
target therefore represents an accomplishment in itself
(Beck & Hilmar, 1972).

(b) The earlier, evaivatiok is agreed upon, the. less likely
evaluation will be loat in ensuing activities.

Disadvantages:

(a) Where there is a press for early convergence, this may
lead to conformity, and thereby to solutions which are
satisficing rather than optimizing.

I-
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) While clear and-early attention to. goals represents in
itself a contribution to organizational effectiveness,
action must follow otherwise people may experience con-
fusion between stating, objectives and obtaining results.

3. Did we hit the(target?_ ;t: is sometimes thotight that the progress

of a meeting can be side - tracked bSi evaluating its effectiveness while it

, ,

is still in progress. It ib also sometimes thought that organizational

change is best measured after the change effort has been completed. Thus,

some evaluation scheites urge,."wait until we're finished and then well see

if we hit rr target." In contrast to the second approach, this strategy

si

1--

(
assumes t e objectives, resources, and the people involved as given, not

as factors which themselves are subject to chahge. The question is, there-

fore, "Given this combination of objectives, procedures, resources, and

people, what did we accomplish?"

Advantages:

(a): By focusini, on the extent to which the desired outcomes
have been achieved, as oppOsed to examining the means used
.to reach the target, people are more free to choose their
own instrumental actions to reach their objectives.

(b) Just as managers often appear to he "prOess blind," so
OD consultants are sometimes "task blind." It is emk3,

to become so enamored with the dynamics of process,'-ttlat

one's evaluation of an OD effort may. become sidetracked in
considering process variables at the expense of end resulta:

(c5 The evaluation of an end product meets the needs of onlookers
or others concerned with acc6untability.

'Disadvantag'es:

d,(a) This evaluation assumes that the target is the most important
.. thing to evaluate. Had this perspective been applied in the

, Hawthorne studies1 we might have learned that illumination
levels are, in fact, assOciated with higher productivity

(Rlethlisberger & Dickso 1939).,

(b)p, At the termination of a project, energy is likely to be
diffuse and interest turned elsewhere, so evaluation is often

difficult.

1..
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(c) If the target is achieved and that's all one learns, the
key eatures in understanding how or why the enterprise
was successful may be morssed. If the target is missed,
it may be precisely because earlier opportianities for
modification were bypassed and the collection of data was
delayed until'the project was completed.'

B&th of the problems in (c) are greater if an OD event is
a one - shot occurrence, rather than the first in a sequential
series of programmed developmental activities.

4. Mid-course correction. One item towards the middle of the agenda

of a meeting might be, "How are we doing solkr?" At the onset'thed is

agreement to evaluate the progress of the meeting at apredetermined point

-(or points) with the clear intention that the meeting can be modified

should the new information call for such actiOn. A similar plan-can be used

to evaluate thl/progress of an OD project.

Advantages:

.,.. .e-
. .

(a) It ovides opportunity for change basedon new Information
or new circumstances. An opportunity is also provided to
assess the original goals. This is particularly appropriate
where the project is of long duration or occupi'es'a small
percentage of people's time and attention on the job.

(b)17yhe clear expectation is established that the focus is to
shift to evaluation at a Riven point in time, thereby avoid -
ing the seduction of the task t.0 the exclusion of measuring
progress.

Disadvantages:

tt provides a conflict for participants. Are they'to be .
"good soldiers" by being loyal and optimistic supporters
of,the program or can they be open to contrary information.
This conflict is particularly sharp where onlookers are
skeptical. If dubious viewers question the value of the
activity in which one,is involved, it is difficult to admit
publicly that there are some real drawbacks to the activity.

(b) One may overreadt to'point -in -time information, if. the pro- ,
'ject is assessed at the top of dn upswing or at the bottom
of a downturn.

5. Continuous monitoring. An integral and continuous part of any OD

effort is the expectation that we'll check on hog. we're doing by continuously

generating relevant information. 'At the very heart of the concept of
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organization development is the belief in the orgar1zat4on:s capacity to

generate relevant information and its ability to act on such-information"

in ways that both expand and utilize resources effectively (Argyris, 1970).

Thus, it is easy to see an evaluation process.which continually monitors

progress as the super-solution. Tt is therefore important to recognize that

there are limitations and disadvantages to this method, and also to remember
. ,

that the other four models are respectable altermtives, each with its awn

strengths. 0

Advantages:
/ .

'(a). Cycling new information through the organizations, to check
progress, expectations, and resources is itself Vntral

to the developmental prOcess. Such an evaluatiaLcycle
builds competencies and linkages between action--dew informa-

tion--feedback--action.

(b) Evaluation is most timely if it is initiated by clew informa-

tion entering the system, rather than by a prearranged time

or by the termination of the project.

(c) Sometimes environmental imperatives require us to begin an
OD project without a programmatic model of change or a clearl

specified target. In this case, a continuous process -efAvalua-
tion provides data about the self - consistency of'our approach

to problems and also about the emerging goals o: the OD project.

Disadvantages:

(a) This model calls for a high level of sophistication and skill

by all parties involved,. It requires the ability to moveAn
highly disciplined and flexible ways from the demands of the

task to fruitful examinations of,the process by which people

are working together. In choosing this model, the difficultieh

in achieving these skills and developing the required disci-

pline should not he underestimated.

(b) The language developed, techniques employed, and the data

utilized may become quite idiosyncratic to the parties in-

volved, and therefore perhaps, less understandable and per-

. suasive to others. It may be difficult for others. to learn

from this approach to evaluation.

What is learned from this evaluation model is more likely to

be a set of skills geared to monitoring behavior within the

system, and is less likely to provide data for accountability

outsi5g the project. This model is, tkerefore, probably not
verypersuasive to-persons who are notithemselves involved in

the project.

4: it

1r
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(c) Due to the constancy'o.rthe;evaluation cycle whenever new
information is available, the focus of attention is probably
on small units and one may be unable to see "theAorest for
theetrees.". Learnings and insights may be lost and must-be
rediscovered in subsequent pro,lects, becailse the perspective
is Limited to short-term events.

(d) For small task forces this may be the model of choice,
because the smaller the unit the more appropriate and
possible are frequent review and evaluation. Due to the,

,. .

Constraints of time, location, and competing tasks, it is
difficult for Large units or systems tp ontinuously eva-
luate their progress.

While all five models have their strengths a .t fro(blems, they all

suffer .in varying degrees from defining the qu stcon or &valuation too harrow-
1,

ly. Three of the models focus on point-in-time measures (what's the target;

did we hit the target; and mid-course correction). One of the other two

models relies heavily on outside evaluation (i.e., ask the expert), where/s

the continuous monitoring model relies heavily on internal resources. To

provide information to onlookers and those concerned with accountability,

asking the expert or asking did we hit the target probably perform better.

As contributions to the development of resources internal to the.prOject

itself, early work on the target, mid-course correctiors, !..nd .:ontinuous

monitoring probably offer more advantages.

Obstacles to krfective Evaluation

TO many persons active:y engaged in Organization development, the need

for more frequent and effective effortm at evaluation are clear; yet, there

is widespread embaWassment duerto our persistent Lack of attention to evalua-

.tion and due to the lack of enduring credibility of our own folklore. Why

'isn't there,a more sterling record of evaluating the results of OD efforts?

We see three sources of the problem. There are obstacLes to effeCtive

evaluation (a) in the client, (b) in the OD.practitioner himself or herself,

as well'as (c) within the OD activity itself.
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Obstacles in the Client

As stated at the beginning of this paper the questions--"How are we

doing?" and "What are You doing:'- -are likely to aryse in any OD effort.

S;nte both questions place pressure on the client to evaluate what he is

doing, it is strange that there is such a pauCity of well-regarded documen-

tation and research on organization development. One way to understand the

lack of evaluation studies, is to assume that there must also exist withIn

the ient strong countervailing forces serving as obstacles to evaluation.
-Jr-

In(addition,to the time and cost concerns which are inherent in any decision
0".

to commit an organization to action, other more specific forces include (a)

=a,
a'belief Nita' ev'alpation may disrupt the flow of the OD project; (b) a belief

that the t./lent system has already made its evaluation when it decided to

launci the ftqwWect; (c) a distrust that an evaluation study Can adequately

to/

measure and repo.measure the real benefits of the pro,iect; and (d) a fear of nega-

/-
tivt or embarrassing data These four forces %re now discussed in more detail.

Evaluation as disrup . In most organizations research and development

activities are..typically- Wiled from operations. When viewPd as an insti-

tution,tution, the research functionthas also been separated from the work-a-day

world. -Research is seen as the province of universities or special institutes

and think tanks. One result of this separation is that many people see en-

gaging in research as being, at variance with the business of getting things

done. The researcher or evaluator is been as a fOreigner, who thinks and 0

writes a different.:language."- lince research is outside the day-to-day world

of work, when one enters that world it is often seen as an interruption. In

fact, in many ways reses.rch is a disruption.

ions already made. When an organization has identified a prOblem,

(.4

searc,Yied for alternative responses, evaluated its alternatives, and decided

to move ahead with a particular organization development scheme, it has in

1
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.

fact invested heavily in evaluation activities., Many of 4u.swho are concerned

with evaluation research%tenato overlook this heavy,, early investment by the

client. To later suggest thatthe project be evaluated might understandably

appear to. the client. as redundant or as second-guessing his decisions. The

potential valueof evaluation research after a change project is launched_

may not be self - evident to the. client. Ne.may need to be convinced of the.

utility in.evaluatings-commitment already made..4,0ne way to accomplish this

is through the client'.s. invOreent, in designing the process of evaluation

.(Campbell; 1969).

)DistrUt of the a;4iequac attempts at evaluation. All complex organiza--

tionshave elaborate monitoring, evaluation; and .control systems which attempt

to measure the quantitative and qualitative 'nature of ongoing activities.

Management information systemsl'production control systems, inventory control

systems, etc. become more and more sophisticated' each year. However, our

direct experiences wit ,such systems of measurement teach us that often

these systems do not a equatelymirror the !'real" state of affairs within

our organizations, We.see the inadeqUacie-s even where the'artivities being

0
measured appear to loe readily quantified. Our experience further tells 'us that

when we try to measure complex. and soft variables--such as how people,are be-

haying-Lit is difficult to achieve valid results. The client's experience

therefore leads, to a scepticism (which in many ways is quite healthy) as to

whatcan and cannot be evaluated or assessed.

-Fear of results.' A fourth obstacle within the client is the

most of us have about evaluation: Namely, what is learned may be

or embarrassing. It maycall for actisn he doesn't want to take.

quent reluctance of many people to see a physician when they find

developed someplace in their body illustrates thi concern.

example from the field of public health suggests a paradox:

those organizations which most need the inspection p

(-a

apprehension

disturbing s,

The fre-

a lump has

act, this

be that

tion
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research are those least interested in seeking such information.

Obstacles in the OD Practitioner
4

t o

. The obstacles found in the.vlient organization are often mirrored within.

the OD practitioner. The OD profesOonal may be apprehentive abouyhe results

';-t

of any evaluation, he may distrust-the! validity of evaluation, processes, he

may see evaluation as,disruptive, and he may already be calvinced that the :*

decision to embark on an OD projectis\right. Inadditiop, there may be

even more obstacles within the professional. Anyone who has been-an active

producer or a consumer of field research studies knows of the Myriad of pro-

blems traps, and difficulties in conducting respectable research in Worganiza-

.tional setting. In a. recent survey of memberaOf the National OD Network

Armenakis (1973) reports that the selection and quantitative measurement of

criteria was the problem most frequently mentioned by professionals in this

field. The second and third ranking problems were difficulties in using com- (

.70

parison groups and in controlling for extraneous influences.

The complexitiesof these problems can give rise to one or both of the

following questions within the OD practitioner

(1) Do I (or do available colleagu(s) have the required

competence in evalda.tion research to conductt.-sound.

evaluation of the OD project given the enormous

difficulties?

(2) Will the results of an evaluatiOn be suffliCiently'valid

-(and convincing) to.justify the'time and resources invol-

ved? Will I'be able to professionally support the results?

Obstacles in the OD Activity Itself

There are two ob;rious obstacles within the OD activitylpitself. First,

the method of evaluation or documentation which had been chosen may'not fit.

,

It may not prove useful as the project untolds. Where evaluation is, seen as
.0P

an intrusion, or as something which is beside-the.pofrit but `will have to be

endured, then people are likely to find lots of reasons for not.getting invol-

ved in evaluation: A second factor within the -0g-act4vity id that often such
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activities are seductive and people become ego-involved in ways thatjeduce

their ability to step back and View the project with dispassion and objecti-

vity. -There are sometimes'moments in OD projects which generate affect sithi-
.

lar to the intense emotional experiences found in. T-groups. Where such a

climate pervades the OD.proSect, evaluation is easily viewed as irrelevant,
P

if not profane. Recently, after a team building session in Chicago with an

industrial client one of the authors walked, more than six miles'to cool:him-

self out (a very uncharacteristic behavior for h1im). '

Two Issues,to Be Addressed

/

Whenever a cost-benefit analysis yields a "go" signal to evaluate an OD

change effort, several important issues remain to be considered no matter

what model.of.eyaluatiohone chooses. We have chosen to address two issues

because they are not treated in the same manner elsewhere and because a more

exhaustive survey of issue is beyond the scope of thig'paper Two issues
ti

which must be faced in any effort at-evaluation are clarity of the role of

evaluation and the audience to which the evaluation is addressed.

Clarity of the .role of evaluation. Two decisions assist,in clarifying
.

the role of evaluation within the framework of the OD project. First,'are

the action.functionsto be separated from the evaluation research functions,

in terms of (1) whq,%ges eachl_1?) are they to be separated in time during
.:---- /

. i

ii

the project, and .(3) are they to be integrated.tOgether into the fabric of

the project? As we noted earlier, each of these approaches to evaluation has

its awn advantages and disadvantages. Here we are simply raising the issue

of.clarity. It is very helpful if there is clarity and shared agreement early

in the life of the project about when &nd how evaluation is to, take place.

Similarly, there must also be clarity about who is to assume responsibility

for evaluation. Where responsibility is unclear, given the other demands

1 `b



mentioned above, it,is eas ?or evaluation to "fall through a crack" and be

.overlooked by default rather than by decision.

-Second, closely associated with any discussion of the role of evalua-

tion, is the question, "What is the purpose df evaluation?" It is not

enOugb for one to attempt to evaluate an OD project because one thinks'he

s ould, ler because other's appear to expect it. If an evaluation is to be

hile, it is well to examine its purposes. What will an evaluation.per-

mit us.t.,Gsay or do that we could not say or do otherwise? Documentation is _

often used help others understand what you are doing when you yourself

have little ubt of a project's present and future value. Whereas, research

may raise questions about the. -clue or usefulness of what you are doing or

the way you are doing it. -Therefore, questions about the purposes of evaiva-

tion raise their heads. Is the purpose to provide data for "believers ?"

Sometimes this increases their confidence in what they are doing. Is the

purpose to attempt to persuade nonbelievers? If they are, skeptics, sometimes

. 4

a new set of carefully collected information can be persuasiv If they are

confiAled disbelievers with emotional attachment to their pos there is

'little chance that an evaluation study will change their vie "Fully 35%
. -

boasts the promoter;.. only 35% sighs the detracter" (Weiss, 1972a, p. 32).

Is the purpose to critically eximtine what's 'happening in the OD project and
,!D

what its consequences seem to4ke? One must be prepared to face both positive

0

and negative outcomes from research of this nature.

The AudItnce. There are three obviOus consumers of the results ofany
_

evaluation of an. OD project:* the client organization, the OD consultant him-,

self, and external audiences, including those who are members of the client

organization but Who are external to the OD project. Attention should be

givento the relative i port nce of each of these three audiences. Several

decisiors are contingent Up .determining the audience for the evaluation data:

4 /
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what-eval6Ition model to employi what\data-tg collect, when the feedback of
, ,

data takes place, and in what form these data are fedback. An evaluation

Study which might be-judged to be an outstanding article by editors of the

Journal of Applied.Behaviorail.Science could be worth little as input into

,the client system- -the timing might be too late, the -wording too technical,

and the tone toojgeneral'and impersonal.-COnversely, evaluation results',.

which the client may find intriguing and,Oeful might be viewed with little
''

interest .by outsiders, because documentation is seen "'.s inadequate or e:v17.
,

dence of:change aa ambiguous.

Of these three potential audiences, the one we,4uspect is most easily

,
o

overlooked or underWeighted is the OD consultant. DocUmentatibh and evalua-°

,tion of our effortscan terve both to increase our understanding of the corn-7,

plex, long-term'Y'change'activit'ies in which'we becpme involved, as well-as
1

to enhanbe our skills in subsequent efforts. Fritz Roettilisberger once said'

that one.problem with managers is that they just don't learn froth their exper-

ience. Experience per se in organization:development is no gparantee that

we are becoming more professionally competent. Evaluation data can provide
, -

opportunities to learn from experience -- opportunities that the experiences

themselves do not provide. Recently, Clark stated, "The need for codification

was driven home to me when, at a conference, I was asked by a'young graduate

student in psychology, 'How do you know what to do when you intervene in the

life of an organization?' I bluffed, bumbled, and,fumbled. Later I tried

to analyse why my response was so inadequate. I came up with the,reason.that,

as Ak, there has been little codification of our experience as practitioners

and little connection made between theory and practive" (1973, p. 640).

Friedlander and Bfown (1974) contend'that "the mpre sophisticated our efforts

at evaluation and validation become the more likely we will be able to deve-

lop research methods and competencies.....so that our chagle efforts will become



more and more research direcIted and data based, as opposed to being based

on the exploration of good intentions."

Finally, evaluation Studies carincrease the visibility of the OD pro-

' fessional both within and outside his or her organization. Such visibility

sometimes provides opportunities for opening minds that are skeptical or

opening do6r6 which Otherwise would remain closed;
o

_Once evaluation data are collected, our interest is likely to turn to

.
the question' of how widely this information,can be tisseminated. Who are the

appropriate audiences? Every organization has proprietary interests and some

concerns about confidentiality. These matters need toe clarified and under-

stoOd by the client end the researcher before the study begins.. Both authors

have been impressed with the great differences between organizations about

.

how open they, are -faith data collected internally. Often the policies'and

expectations of an organization cannot be inferred either from its commit-
.

)went to ,expe:^imint and change or in the face -to-face behavpr of'members of

,r

that organization.
%*

As in pre4lOus sections of this paper, we have-left hundreds of questions

. -

unstated., In 'addition, we have-not addressed two major issues which are sure

to arise whenever a4decision to evaluate an OD project is under consideration:

(1)- reievant'data--who provides, the data, who provides the criteria, when are

data gathered, who collects the data, and are explicit linkages made between

the data collected and the expressed goals of the organization? (2) Appro-

priate research procedures- -what is,the design of the enaluatiOn study, is an

actionresearch model to',be employhd,'is the study to use'a clinical approach

or'is it to be based on statisti4a1 analyses, are control or, comparison groups

to be used? Carol Weiss addresses these issues of relevant data and choosing

reseaTch,procedures in her book Evaluation Research (1972a).

a

b \.
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S =unary

Modeler of five alternativemays to approach tHre evaluation of OD pro-'

jects were sketched: (1) Ask the expert; (2.) What's the target?; (3) Did

'rye hit the tf4rgeVi; (4) Mid-course correction; and (5) ContinUous monitor-
.

ing. Each model provides a different perspective op the problem of evalua-

tion and each contains certain advantages and disadvantages. The five

approaches' were next put into organizationalicontext by S. survey of some

major obstacles to effective evaluation stud4s. Persistent obstacles were

found in the, client, in'the OD consultant, and within the OD activity itself.

In the fi ection, two issues were addressed which must be faced in any

effort to evaluate an OD program--clarity of the role of evaluation and the

audience of the evaluation.

r
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