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PREFACE

This manual was completed under a contract .with the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare Much ot the work and many of the examples are thus taken from the Bureau of Health
Planning. The concept of evaluability assessment, however, has been in the process of development
;or at least 5 years. We drew upon that entire history to write this manual. Where appropriate, we have
included examples which are more completely documented in separate reports from otheragencies.
Several instances are cited in which the authors, their colleagues, and bur work would have benefited
from evaluability assessment. We believe that this manual represents a good beginning definition of
what we hope to be a promising approach to management and evaluation of Government programs.
We hope that it will continue to be refined by other practitioners. .

Although the context for the process described here is Federal, and most references are to Federal
managers. the concepts which we outline are applicable to any goal-oriented organization responsi-
ble for-managing public programs.

bur intent in developing this method is to provide techniques that can be used in making.public
programs work better than they now do. We have aimed the document at evaluators who art) charged
with informing management and policy officials about the effectiveness of their programs. The
method. however, goes beyond providing information. We intend for it to forge closer and more useful
links between management and evaluators, hopeful that the net result will be better program
management and more effective programs.

xi
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I. EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT: .

r- WHY IS IT NEEDeD? WHAT IS IT?

.

The Pioblem And. a Solutioo

The ritual enactment of legislation which provides for publicly financed programs engages the
executive and legislative branches of government in a compact--4an agreement on the existence of a
problem and of a solution to it. Even if the players believe the solution to be a partial one, they bold
high hopes for it. Both sides share a dreanf; even if only Momentarily, thai this program will work to
produ5e the benefits' intended. They assumethat agency and prograM Managers will implement their
solution wisely and manage the resources placed at their disposal to achieve the desired ends. They
foresee oversight hearings in which objective evidence of perforniance is provided byagency lixecu-
tives. enabling legislators then to modify the legislation accordingly. Finally, they hope, the program
will be paged by the pulllic and their elected representatives as a go4c1 investment, ably managed.
One small piece of this-4ream is the assumption that program managers can and will convert the
legislation into a workable program, and that they Will have the necessary information to help them
direct the program to the desired end.

,

. .
To this end. Congress and. the executive branch have increasingly invested in program evaluation

over the past decade. Startirt from nearly nothing in the early sixties, investment in evaluation grew'
to around a quarter of a billiom dollars by 1976. Unfortunately, however, the invesynent has not yet
paid off. Program evaluation bas not led to successful policies or programs. Instead, it has been
planned and implemented in i$olation from Federal decisionmaking, and has produced little informa-
tion of interest and utility to pOlicymakers ana managers.

It Federal policies and prog ams were always successtul, then the limited utility of the evalliation
)roduct would be a minor irr tant. However. nal only are few programs demonstrably successful,

hut many others are viewed Jy the public and elected officials as ineffective, wasteful, and even
harmful Since programs are!usually a response to some perceived need or problem, abandoning
them is not a politically viabl4 solution. The only solution is to make programs work and be able to
d emonstrate that they do. l aeed, program evaluation was created to help improve policies and
programs by measuring act al performance and by sifting through what works well and what does
riot

Why has practic4 fallen o short of expectations? Were the expectations held out for evaluation
imrealictio'' Is It true. as m ny observers feel, that blame for the failures of evaluation should fall on
Congress/ Fol. 10 years tI literature has called for more precise objective definition of what needs to
he :UM to be inclu .d in legislation. Evaluation would then be able to produce the answers so
(1etperately needed. Th viewpoint, however, is both incorrect and dangerous.

Congress cloys not
are also realistic. plaus
at a conceptual level(
program managers a
congressional intent

aru

ve and cannot get enough information to set measurable objectives which
le. and achievable. It is reasonable only to expect the Legislature to set goals

e.. -put a man on the moon within a decade") and then watch to insure that
e translating objectives into realistic and acceptable measurable definitions of
It is the program manager who should develop the information required to sit
the program evaluation function is one important source of that information.

1
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Yet as many have noted, the program evaluation.functions established in government have not
been used by program managers. The authors of this manual believe that the failure of evaluation te
help produce effective policies and programs stems from a number of factors relating both to the way
pregrams and the function of evaluation are designed and managed.

In our reiearch over the last 5 years. we have*defined a number of conditions (Horst et al., 1974)
which, if present, generally disable attempts to evaluate performance. More fundamentally, though,
tnese conditions also disable attempts to manage prbgrams for important results of national concern.
Having identified such roadblocks, we attempted to develop methods to eliminate them. The result of
that effort is a method we call evaluability assessment (EA).

Evaluability assessment is art evaluation technique and management decision process designed
to deal with the recurring problem of managers and policymakers who frequently are unable to guide
programs toward desired performance and outcomes. Even with substantial evaluation efforts, some
programs do not improve over time. We believe thjs is because of deficiencies in the descripqons of
programs and the administrative structure of government that hamper management and evaloators.
With EA. the manager is helped to estabjish conditions that are prerequisite to success.

Evatuability assessment begins with an analysis of management's description of its program to
determine whether or not it meets the mpthod criteria. When even one of the questions is answered
-no. there is a high probability that the program will not be successful and evaluation information will
not be useful. The existing program description is said to beunevaluable since no useful evaluation is
likely

Part of EA requires the evaluator and hianagement to work together to remove ccnditions that
make the program description unevaluable. The result of an EA is a set of manaament decisions
that establish an evaluable program description. With such a description management can be
confident that evaluation will show the program to be successful in terms ac vtable to policymak-
ers and will provide managemunt with the capability to achieve performance.

What Is Evaluability Assessment?

Evakiability assessment is a descriptive and analytic process intended to produce a reasoned
basis for proceeding with an evaluation of use to both management and pohcymakers. It was Jointly
developJd by the members of the program evaluationgroup of The Urban Institute between 1968 and
1978 While all versions of the method are based on the applied experiences of the members of the
croup. definitions and sequence of operations vary slightly among the different practitioners.Joseph
S Wholey.. in Evaluation: Promise and Performance (in press), describes his approach.

Basically. the'group has taken the problems we have observed over the past years and nonveded
thc;rn into a set of criteria which must be satisfied before proceeding to full evaluation. The criteria are
used to guide the evaluation through a series of planning and analysis tasks designed to identify and
trier eliminate roadblocks.

rhe approach basically begins by obtaining management's description of the program. The
description is then systematically analyzed to determined whether it meets the following require-
ments

2

It is complete.

It is acceptable to policyniakers:

It is a valid representation of the program as it actually exists:
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The expectations for the program are plausible;

The evidencerequired by management can be reliably produced;

The evidence required by management is feasible to collect; and

Managements intended use of the information.can realistically be
expected to affect performance.

Each of these paints is a question to he answered by the evaluator, working with the manager. We
also add a function for the evaluator which is not traditionalwhen the analysis reveals gaps or
problems in managements deAcription, he should be jnvplved in devising alternative descriptions
which will resolve the problems. 'pis function puts the evaluator into both program and management
*system design. based-bn an assumption that if evaluation is to be used by management to affect
performance. it is inseparable from these design needs.
0.

What Are the Conclusions an Evaluability Assess-
ment Can Reach?

Thc object-of an EA is to arrive at a program description that is evaluable. In other words, the
description permits the progr;.m to be measured with some reasonable assurance that the evaluation
can be done and that predetermined expectations can be realized. As noted previously, if even one
criterion is not met, the program is judged to be unevaluable, meaning that there is a high risk that
management will not be able to demonstrate or achieve program success in terms acceptable to
policymakers

There are three types ot unevaivable conclusions that can be reached:

1 Comparison of program management's description with the lisof prescribed elements show
the description is incomplete. Certain parts of the description are not available, indicating that
management has not yet made some key decisions. For example, an objective may not have been
defined in terms of measures and expectations. Usually there are people with ideas about how to
define an objective.- but the management decision on definition may be missing. An incomplete
description can be easily fixed by management.

2 Comparison of the evaluator's and operator's description with program management's de-
scriptgon indicates the program management's description is implausible, invalid, not cost-feasible
tO-evaluate, or not useful Problems raised by this comparison mean that either management's
description is inadequate or the evaluator's description is wrong. The evaluator will presentevidence
to show, why management s description is unevaluable. If management disagrees, the evaluator then
requires additional inforination on the prograin activity to resolve the disagreement.

tl
3 Comparison of policymdkers' and program management's description shows that program

management's description is unacceptable If policymakers disagree with program management, it
is generally because program management has either omitted an objective or set of activities
important to policymakers or includectobjectives or activities with which policymakers disagree. What
is needed in such cases is a processwhereln disagreements can be aired and validated and missing
elements added through a program design activity introduced by management. It may be possible to
change policymaker descriptions after analysis of the areas of disagreement.

An evaluable conclusion. on the other hand, produces a set of decisions made by management
regarding the following areas.

1 .1
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(1 ) evaluable program description;
(2) evaluation information to purchase;
(3) whether to change the design of the program,
(4) whether to change the expectations of policymakers;
(5) how to organize and staff implementation of the decisions.

Managing an Evaluability Assessment

This manual describes the series of-activities which we believe to be necessary in completing an
evaluability assessment. Two things must be said about managing such an enterprise. First, the
sequence of such activities described here should not be taken as the only proper one. While it is
logical and orderly, it is sometimes made impossible by the reality of events. Much of the information
needed must be obtained from policymakers, managers, and program operators, all of whom are
busy people, and it is usually up to the evaluator to change his schedule to suit theirs. Second, many
steps or analyses defined separately here are often done together, and as often rather more
informally (some might say haphazardly) than is implied here. Even using our method of analyzing
programs prior to evaluation. no two completed assessments look alike.

We expect that many evaluators who attempt to follow this manual will discoverthat our rules and
procedures are imperfect, and we Nape that new or different procedures will be developed by those
who attempt to use the method. Still, it must be remembered that often the evaluation team will have a
fixed budget and schedule to complete the EA. Within these constraints, the project will have to adjust
resources and products to produce an assessment that serves management best, a judgment that
the evaluator should make jointly with program management. Immediately following are some guides
to pianning and controlling the work, and subsequently, the reader will find some specific how-to
guidance.

Planning an Evaluability Assessment

The evaluation team will spend most of its time in the following activities:

Managing the EA: planning the work. scheduling activities, controlling
and adiusting staff. Allocation to activities, monitoring -and controlling
the quality of the work;

Reviewing the literature: reading and becoming familiar with the
legislation. hearing records, program plans, gt.' Jelines and regulations,
research and evaluation reports, documentation of field activity, etc.;

Interviewing policymakers (includes upper level bureaucrats: Office of
Management and Budget staffers. Congressional aides of Senate and House
authorization and appropriations committees), program management, ano a
sample ot regional office staff and State staff (when appropriate):

Documenting program descriptions obtained from literature search and
interviews and communicating with key officials to verify the accuracy
ot the descriptions.

Conducting site visas to observe program activity for the purpose of
describing direct and indirect intervention:

Completing analyses to determine evaluability:

4



Documenting (in briefings or written form) the conclusions and
supporting evidence; and

e- Organizing and administering the decision process iollowing from the
assessment.

During this period, management is expected to participate also. Their activity will include:

Providing program description to evaluator;

Assessing the validity of the evaluator's descriptions and conclusions;

Providing guidance to the evaluator on the relevance and direction of
the work; and

Making decisions on options develo )ed by the evaluator to resolve
problems affecting evaluability.

Table 1 indicates roughly the level of effort t1 oat might be expected for these activites. The budget
for the evaluation team in this case is estimated at 8 person-months; the time available, 4 calendar
months During this time, the evaluation team must stay in contact with management. providing
information as the effort proceeds.

Controlling the Work

Controlling the work is perhaps no different from controlling any other analytic effort, all of which
have a way of expa.iding as the work progresses. The team leader will have to judge whether a
Particular activity is beginning either to exceed the expected value or diverge from the main path. A
.;omblance of control is provided by tracking the consumption of man-hours on each activity and
tracking schedules As these are flexible. however, a team leader cannot expect too rigid an
.if therence to original estimates--except thét maintenance of overall cost and schedule constraints is
:11portant

\Ate assume that more than one person will be involved in any EA. and havet in fact, found the
..:timum team size to be two or three people. One obvious advantage of such a tam is that if one or
,... N. members become stuck on some issue or problem. the group can jointly decide what to do
it It Often we have found ourselves stuck on some point and discovered either we needed more

T, .tic data or were trying to make some decision that was not ours to make.As a group, we were
to determine that contact with program management was necessary.

f 111.19y control is afforded by frequent progress checks against a checklist of activities and
products Such reliance on the list is important. simply because it is so easy to drift away on
intere,,tinq questions or a quest for more conclusive data The evaluator also must always bear in
mind that the effort is not a complete evaluation studyrather it is an evaluability assessment. He
must (10 only enough to allow himself to move to the next stage. While the potential data and analytic
jL it .1/4.tions a«e limitless, the time and resources. as well as the patience of program management are

5
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TABLE 1 Time Spent on EA Activities in
a Four Calendar-Month Period

Activities

Managing the EA

Reviewing Literature

Interviewing policymakers

Documenting Program Descriptioin

Visiting Sites

Compling Analyses

Documenting Findings

Evaluators' Time
(Person-Weeks)

2

4

. 4

4

4

6

4

Organizing the Decision Process 4

TOTAL 32

Management's TimeActivities
(Person-Weeks/Person)

Providing Information 2/5

Judging Validity 1/10

Providing Guidance 1/10

Making Decisions 2/5

Total 1

1 6



IL THE FIRST STEP:
DESCRIBE THE PROGRAM

Evaluability assessment is a 4-step process: (1) describe the program; (2) validate and analyze the
program description to determine the extent to which the program can be evaluated; (3) construct
alternatives wherever necessary; and (4) implement management decisions.

This first step is crucial in evaluation planning and program management. There is often a
substantial discrepancy between the concept of a program as perdelved by managers and
pohcymakers and the reality of that program as it exists in the field, as well as a hesitancy on the part
of management to admit to the discrepancy. Pareftheprqblem is no doubt a simple unwillingness to
admit that management at the Federal level does not and obably cannot control what happens at
the locaj level in most programs. Acceptance of this truth may seem to threaten their positions and
seriously weaken their support in Congress.

Yet continued unwillingness to accept the differences between the reality and the idealized
perceptions of those programs can seriously limit the ability of management to obtain useful
performance information and influence or control the events and outcomes. It is for this reason that
we have developed an approach to evaluation planning that provides a method to describe programs
and determine the extent to which such discrepancies exist. We do this within the context of program
management in as nonthreatening a manner as is possible. The method is intended to help kwogram
managers gain whatever control is possibleto help them achieve their ends, as well as satisfy the
demands of congressional and executive branch oversight functions.

What Is a Program Description for Purposes of
EA?

The core of an evaluability assessment is program management's description of the program. This
involves two elementsreal programs and various descriptions of reai programs. Descriptions are
almost invariably highly condensed summaries of real programs, which nearly never capture all
activities and effects involved in a program. This lack is exaggerated by the fact that program
descriptions are often inaccurate, reflecting what people think, want to believe, or want'others to
believe is actually happening. To the extent they do not incorporate key program characteristics
necessary for evaluation or are inaccurate, we believe that evaluations based on those descriptions
will be equally inaccurate. Thus, in evaluability assessment, we continually check various program
descriptions against one another and against the main referentthe program as it is observed to
actually operate.

What Is Being Described in an EA?

For purposes of an EA. the program description should cover those activities which management
can guide and control to achieve national objectives. Those activities can be broken out as:

7



Direct Interventionactivities designed to directly change or serve
society in some desired way:

Indireci Intervention activities through which mana ment acts to
develop and alter the direct intervention and its pert rmance;

Program Accountabilityactivities through which management
acts to report performance and establish realistic expectations among
policymakers.

The components of each are illustrated in Figure 1.

The direct intervention is usually at the interface between government and the recipient of the
government service. Examples include community mental health centers and their clients; Head
Start projects and their pupils; Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations. in-
spectors. and the workplace; and the L.S. employment service offices, the job seeker. and the

. employ er.

Indirect interventions are a type of overhead function whose purpose is to assure and improve the
performance of the direct interventions. Evaluation systems, technical assistance programs, regional
office monitors. State and local planning agencies, research and demonstration programs are all
examples of indirect interventions. The term -indirect- is used because the indirect intervention must
first change the behavior of some other organizational unit before program performance can be
altered.

Program accountability can occur through formal decision processes such as budget and over-
sight procedures or through informal mechanisms such as publications, meetings, correspondence.
and conferences. Federal program offices establish staff activities to deal with both the formal and
informal channels of communication with the mission of enabling management to get agreement with
policymakers on realistic expectations ior the program and informing policymakers on progress and
program performance.

What Comprises a Program Description?

Programs can be described in many ways. but for purposes of an EA certain specific types of
information should be included. Our scheme for describing programs consists of elements that
constitute a description and properties or criteria that each must satisfy to be judged evaluable. If one
or more elements are missing or one or more criteria are not met. the probability increases that
evaluation will be useless and measured program performance unacceptable.

Elements The following elements are required for a description (see Table 2)

a sequence of events;
an event description;
measures and comparisons defining each event activity.
expected values for each event; .

activities that must exist for event to occur;
information system used to provide evidence the event occurs: and
intended use of evaluation information.

Event sequences are used to define the ordered chronological interrelationships
part the sequence defines the logicthe assumed cause and effect relationships
also implies an order in which measurements could be taken. Finally, sequences
stopping points in measurement; if we know that Event A has not occurred, we
measure Event B.

among events. In
among events. It
suggest possible
may not need to
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TABLE 2 Elements Needed in a Complete Program Description

Element of the
Program

Description,

1.
Event Sequence
That Describes

Program Behavior

2.
'Measures nnd
Comparisons

Describing Each.
Event

3.
Expected Values

For Each
Event

4.
Activities That

htust Bs in Place
For Event
To Occur

S.
Information

Systems Wed to
Provide Evidence

of Event Occurring

6.
Use of

. Evaluation
Information

Information items
tnet must be known
for the Program
description to be
well defined

ler

I

1. Sequence betins
with events over
which management
has direct control

2. Sequence includes
all events that .
must occur tor
obiectwes to be
achieved

3. Events include
achievement ot all
oblectives consid-
ered necessary to
lustily the prd'gram

4. Events include
all positive and
negative expected
side ef facts

1. A set of measures
and comparisons
considered necessary
and sufficient by
owner to describe
the event i.. iden-
tared

2. Measures and
comparisons also
describe the evi
dence acceptable to
the owr.er uemon.
writing that the
event occurred

1. The owner's*
expected values for
each event are Wen-
tified

2. Time periods in
which events should
occur are given

1. The program ac-
tivitits that must
be in place for each
went to occur are
identified

2. The characteristics
of those activities
necessary for
expectations to be mat
are specified

3. The rationale or
evidence indicating
that the activity
will achieve ex
pected results is
identified

1. The measurement
systems that provide
data on each event
are identified

2. The measurement
operation and in-
strument is described
for etch measure

3. Methods and mech-
anisms 'available to
estimate and check
for measurement and
processing errors
are identified

4. Costs of measurement
systems are known

1. The users of
evaluative inforrne
tion are identified
for each event

.
2. Actions or prim-
esses for defining
action to be taken
on evaluative in-
formation are iden-
tified

3. How these ections
are expected to affect
the program or policies
described

I

***owner" refers to per' son or group horn whom infornretion is obtained. e.g.. program manager.



Event descriptions are used to define the event, as in "children from X-type families will read as
well as children from Y-type families." Attempts should be made to avoid event descriptions which
include or imply two events, as in "children from X-type families will read as well as children from
Y-type families as a result of advting Z-type curriculum." Such events should be described in at least
two statements.

Measures and comparisons are used to define the type of evidence that will signal event
occurrence In the event above, the measure might be a comparison of performance on a standard-
ized reading test in children from X-type families with children from Y-type families. Comparisons can
be one group against another, one group against itself over time, or both.

4

Expected values are used to define the direction and amount of change expected. If we say,
reading scores will increase then implicitly any increase is acceptable. A better statement would be

that reading scores will increase 25 percent in one year or that scores between two currently unequal
groups will become equivalent. Often it is useful to define any expected change in a comparison
group to avoid a situation in which, for example, reading scores become equal because of a reduction
in comparison group scores.

Activities are used to define and help in examining the plausibility of the basic program design.
Subsequently. measures of the types and amount of activity can be used to help explain perform-
ance.

Information systems are used to define the sources which will be used to collect data, especially as
to whether the sources now exist or new systems will need to be created.

Intended use helps to define and examine the probability that evaluation information will be worth
its cost.

Element Properties. The event itself must begin with an activity over which management has
control, conclude with activities representing the primary intent or objectives of the program, and
include all of the key events necessary for the objectives to be achieved. Selection of key events is
judgmental. so evaluators and others must be selective in defining the necessary, and sufficient
conditions for the objectives to be achieved.

In addition to the properties. EA requires an analysis of the program description to assess the
extent to which the description satisfies evaluability criteria based on eliminating typical problems

. which have prevented Or inhibited useful evaluation in the past. The following standards must be met:

Well definedthe description is well defined when it satisfies the
requirements of Table 2:
Acceptablethe description is acceptable when it matches policymaker
expectations:
Valid the description is valid when it accurately represents the
program activities actually operated in the field;
Plausiblethe descnption is plausible when there is evidence of
plausibility and no evidence of implausibility;
Data feasibilitythe data system defined in the description is feasible
when it does not impose cost or political burdens beyond those which
management.volicymakers are prepared to accept;
Data reliabilitythe data system defined in the description is reliable
when provisions are built in for repeat observations and further
verification Odor to use:
Plausible use of informationmanagement's expectations for the program
and the evaluation are plausible when its use of the information is
defined in terms of known resources and activities within its control.
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These criteria are ela rated in terms of rules and procedures in Chapter III. Table 3 illustrates the
relationship between tflse EA criteria and the elements of a description.

Models: A Useful Language Convention in
Describing and Analyzing Programs

We use three types of models tu describe programs:

Logic models: diagrams representing the intended logic of the program, i.e.,

Event
A

Event

If Event A occurs, then it is assumed Event B will occur, with events
representing program affects or objectives.

Function models: diagrams representing the intended activities or
functions of the program which support, produce, or lead to the intended
events. i.e..

Activity

Activity
2

Event
A

Meaurement models: diagrams representing the points at which measures
can be taken, as well as the types of measures needed to represent
activities and events, i.e.,

Measr I es
for

Activity

Measur es
for

Activity
2

12

Measures
for

Event
A



TAdLE 3 Evaluability Asseument Criteria

Element Criteria

Evein Sequent:0

Event Deso spt loll

Medvall PS

pecteu Values

Evidence

Use ot Inky Illation
by Md ()erne? It

9 ,)
.

Acceptable
Well Defined

Acceptable
Well Defined
Valitt

Acceptable
Well Defined

Acceptable
Well Defined
Plausible

Acceptable
Well Defined
Cost-Feasible
Known to be Reliable

Acceptable
Well Defined
Plausible



Each of the models can be used toestablish the extent to which the program description satisfies the
EA criteria (Table4).

TABLE 4 Use of Models in EA

EA Criteria Logic Model Function Model
4.

Measurement Model

ilell Defined X X X

Acceptable X t X

Valid . X X X

Plausible X X
voli

.

Feasible Data X

Reliable Data X

Plarrible Use
of Intot mation

.

X X

It should, of course, be remembered that other types of descriptions are possible, although we
advocate development and use of these models in an EA. The key issue is not the method used, but
the information it elicits, as well as the adoption and use of the EA criteria.

Logic Models

We noted that logic models.are of the type:

If 1 A F. then

A simple example would be:

If

14

child, on al 0
vaccinated then

children do
noS 'contract

tirndltpox



al

4.

VP

If
30 percept of
children are
vadinated

Or

[......... then
smallpox will
be eliminated
in the region

Figure 2 illustiates a logic model (Schmidt et al., 1976) developed to describe the health and child
development program operated by the Appalachian Regional eommissicn. The model represents
the intended events connected with one part of the overall programhealth and child develop:
men t and was used to define this specific program prior to the decision regarding an approach to
evaluation.

Function Models

Function models are intended to'clefine the program in terms of specific activities and flows of
peoples monk, and information. Often called process or stock and flow models, they are intended to .

capture the operations or processes which characterize a program or project.

Figure 3 illustrates a function model tleveloped to define one part of a demonstration program
(Horst. 1978) funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)Managing Crimi-
nal Investigations (MCI). The function represented is case processing, the flow is information.

Measurement Models

Logic and function models can be used by themselves for defining, analyzing, and comprehending
a program of some complexity, but measurement models can only be used in conjunction with the
others. To illustrate the interrelationships of the models, we have excerpted material from a report
completed for LEAA (Nay et al., -1977-Annex D) concerning the use of measurement models. Figure
4 illustrates a function model for a city methadone treatment programby showing people flowing
through various functional activities (e.g., in supervised methadone treatment, event 6).

In the accompanying table, each state or condition of the population involved is defined, the
measures are identified, and current availability of a data collection system is noted. This model is 3
relatively simplified representation of such a program.

Figure 5 then represents the logic and measurement models 'for this program. The events and
assumptions at the top represent the program logic. The evaluation questions and measurements
and comparison rows represent questions of interest and measurements to be taken from the
function modei. Note that the numbers in the measurements and comparisons entries represent
measurement points taken from the function model, Figure 4, and that some of the questions ask for 1_
descriptions of how whether certain events occor. Note, too, that existing data systems are in-
adequate to answer all questions.

In conclusion. It must be again stressed that the models are nothing morethan S language used to
define certain aspects of a program. We find models useful for our analyses, but other forms 'have
been and are used to define programs.
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FIGURE 4 (Continued)
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What Are the Sources of Information for a
Program Description?

Since an EA assesses the program management's description of the program, its completion
requires managements description plus the descriptions of policymakers, evaluators, and program
operators for comparison. Each source may consist of several people, so there may be more than
one program description from it.

A program manager at the Federal level is someone with responsibility for those activities
established to achieve some national objectives. Whether or not the events comprise a program is
arbitrary and a matter of policy. A law, for example, could be broken up into five programs with five
managers and five objectives, or set up as one program with one manager and five objectives. One
may find a single program with one objective spread out among several departments with several
managers who act as one to insure that the national objective is achieved. This diffusion of
management responsibility makes EA all the more necessary to bring the pieces together.

Program management. then, is made up of the manager(s) of a program and those people he or
she includes in the management decision process. Typically the participants will be an agency
director or bureau chief plus the supervisors of line and staff units reporting to them. The manage-
ment group usually is three to nine people who meet and communicate frequently.

Pohcymakers are those people with some oversight responsibility for the program, including the
power to grant the manager legal authority to administer the program. Even for a major Federal
program the policy group usually will not exceed 12 people. Its members are:

Program Assistant Secretary.

Under Secretary and or Secretary.,

Office of Management and Budget examiner.

Government Accounting Office audit division director.

Staff directors of House and Senate budget committee and oversight
committee

For any given program this group may vary. The important point is that ir a few weeks one can usually
talk to every government official with a significant policy voice in the program.

The policymakers define value for the programthat is. those program outcomes judged to have
social benefit Comparison of the*descriptions with those of program management is the basis for
the acceptability criterion

Program operators are those people running specific pieces of the indirect and direct interven-
tions Their description allows another comparison to estimate validity and plausibility. rrogram
operator deNscriptions of the program can be nieced together from interviews with the operators
responsible for the different activities

The evaluators are the people doing the data collection, analysis, and feedback for the EA
usually a team of two to four people. Their description is based on direct observation. When com-
pared with program management's description, it allows assessment on the validity, plausibility,
and cost-feasibility criteria.
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4.

Table 5 defines the probable sources of information for each type of model; Table 6 defines the
information items carried in each.

Getting Program Management's Description

There are eight steps to complete to obtain a description ofthe program from the management
group. Following is an explanation of each.

Identify Key Actors; Bound the Program

There should be only one program manager and one program involved in an EA. The tasks of
defining the key actors and what will be considered as the program are interrelated.

Analysts have had substantial trouble defining the programs of government for two principal
reasons First, the laws enacted by Congress and the subsequent budgetary appropriations are often
broad collections of intents, activities, and resources, sometimes covering whole agencies, so that
there may be many programs within any single law. Second. the concept of a program is fundamen-
tally a question of definition and perspective as seen by policymakers. The concept implies a set of
activities being managed by a single program manager to achieve a common end and, therefore, it
has utility only for che purpose of fixing responsibility for achievement.

There are some general criteria which could be applied to the determination:

The objectives are national, and somehow reflect congressional intent;

There is a single manager responsible for achievement of the national
Intent.

The manager has not delegated all of that responsibility to someone
else. and

There is a defined set of resmirces and activities presumed as adequate
to accomplish the end purposes. and the manager has access to them.

Generally there is a level within a department below which national objectives lose their identity
and above which the concept of measurable, achievable ends is lost. That level is where programs
are found For example. within DHEW the bureau or institute level is where programs are most likely
to be found Above that level, there are agencies or management levels whose leaders are con-
cerned with policy issues and the management of program managers. Below that level, the effort of
more than one unit (a division) would be required to achieve national objectives.

The key actors in program management include the individual designated as program manager
and his immediate subordinates. e g . a bureau chief and his division directors. In some situations
prodr,im management might include regional office staff who are directly responsible for administra-
tion of some part of the national program

In the best possible situation. the program n imager has line authority over the resources needed to
achieve the national objectives. In government, however, this authority is often divided. A classic
example is the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and its research arm. the
National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH). OSHA managers, presumably re-
sponsible for administration of the Occupational Safety and Health Act. are part of the Department of
Labor Mule NIOSH personnel report to DHEW A more common example is the situation in which
iv,mt administration a major part of a program. has been decentralized to the regional offices. which
report administratively to someone other than the program manage In this case, the program
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TABLE 5 Typical Sources of Information for Each Program Model Type

Source of
Description

_ .
. .

Type of Information in the Description

Logic
° Models

Function
Models

Measurement
Models

Policymakers

Legislat ion .

Hearing
Committee reports
Interviews

Legislation
Hearings
Committee reports

Interviews

Management

Regulations
Guidelines .

Interviews

Regulations
Guidelines
Work plans

Guidelines
Data system

manuals
Evaluation designs
Interviews

Operator Interviews Interviews
Work plans

Interviews
Files

Evaluator
Observation of
program activity
and flows

Observation of
pi ogram activity
and flows

Observation of
program activity
and flows

.?
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TABLE 6 Information Items in each EA Model Type

..e
'------nLogic Models Function Models Measurement Models

Definition The expectations tot a program
stated as a set tes ot events

Events include achievement
of the objective Jnd .111
othet events co.,sideted
necessary to achieve the
objective

The flows through a pi ogram
(such as funds, clients, and
information) and the activities
that affect them

The flows and activities are
those necessary to describe
both achievements of objec-
tives and operations

A set of measurements and
their relationships usually
a stock and flow rate
characterization

The set is a valid represents
tion of the behavior of the
function model and describes
events in the logic model

lnfoimatton
Items Car t fed
in the Models
(Some will
be found to
be missing
during MI FA
Thee absence
is to be noted 1

11.

'

List events in sequence
Identity measui es neces
UM y to define each event
(necessaty conditions)
Give eitftcient definition
of each event so that
plioi events Jte the cause
i The evidence that A causes
B ts ;mit of the definition
ot B )
Descithe the expected
state ot*the.event the
conditions that define
when the occuttence of the
event is satistactoiv
e g . excess bed capacity
must deciejse from !0,000
to untiet 2,000
Desct the thc time hone
within whit.h successful
,A.coi I ell( P ot events
sti, mkt !Ict ut

..,../

Name all impoitant flows
Name all states of each
flow

0 Name all important func
bons
Describe how each function
is to af tect state of the
flovtrffe and past states)
Identify flows sufficiently
to enable description of
opetations that contf tbute
to objectives
Identify flows and states
sufficiently to enable
descuption of objective
achievement or non

. achievement
Describe how each function
is designed to bung about
the desiied change of state
in the flow. Note opetating
chatactet isms

it

.

Display of meastites (state.
stock) and their relation .
ships (flow rate)
Identify the measurement
systems providing data
Describe each measurement :

charaaet ist lc measte ed
findings
instiument
measurement opetattan
estimate of errot :, .

Identify whet e on functional
model meastitement is taken
Identify which set of mess-
urements ale necessary and
sufficient to describe each
event in logic model
Identify the cost of the
measurement system
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manager must form agreements with other offices to insure that he gets the needed resources. If he
does not have line authority over his resources and cannot negotiate an adequate priority to obtain
them from semeone else, the program manager must present his problem to upper level managers
and policymakers for resolution,

The identification of key actors and definition of the program will bound the work of the EA and
make clear by definition whose views will represent program management. Note that we generally
exclude from that group other management levels and organizations (the offices of the Assistant
Secretary and Secretary, OMB. Congress). Their personnel will be included in the group defined here
as policymakers. Their descriptions are also required, but in a separate step.

Collect Descriptive Materia

Individuals within the ma gempt group must tell the eValuator what specific material should be
reviewed. Generally. the p6cery material is included in the following:

legislation
legislative hearing records (these are often helpful in defining intent)
program plans
program budgets
regulations
guidelines
research reports.

It is not unusual to review 30 or 40 individual documents that. in the aggregate, describe the
program. Often State and local plans are helpful in putting together a coherent description.

Prepare Rough Models

The condensation and translation of a large body of descriptive material into model format requires
a substantial amount of judgment on the part of the evaluatorbasically. selecting and sorting for key
events and activities Of necessity. some events will be excluded. There will be seve,al opportunities
to verify your selection and arrangement with ianagers, policymakers, and the like.

Often It is helpful to begin by preparing a program structure, a chart resembling an organization
chart hut which lists key objectives. subobjectives. and activities needed to achieve the objectives
instead of organizational units. Initially, it is easier to prepare a logic model and use it to begin
preparation of the function and measurement models. These models need not be presented to
anyone at this stage. as they are intended merely to assist the evaluator in constructing his interview(judos.

Identify Key Events and Gaps

In final preparation for the interviews with program management. the rough models are reviewed
(Ind an attempt is made to identify areas and events which seem to be incompletely described. The
t(icus of the interview should be on these areas.

Interview Key Actors

It will he helpful to prepare a guide before each interview, spelling out the information you want to
get from the interview However, be prepared to listen carefully to everything that is sdid and take
detailed notes In fact. we have found it helpful to have two people conduct each interview, so that at
least one compl,,te set of notes will be produced.
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After the interview, the notes should be written up as soon as possible. Of course it is important to
try to avoid injecting yOur view into the notes. Remember that real people with responsibility for the
program are your source of descriptions. To insure that the description is accurate, send a copy to the
person you interviewed, asking him to confirm it.

The completed interviews should provide enough information to define logic, function, and meas-
urement models. If this is not so, you may have to schedule reinterviews to obtain specific pieces of
information.

41.

Prepare Final Models

From all ttie information at your disposal, prepare logic, function, and measurement models.
Remember, though, the models should be treated as a language whose purpose is to communicate.
The three models are used because they describe different aspects of the program. What is
important is their information content, not their form.

Analyze the Model: How Well Defined Is It?

The criteria and procedure to employ in judging the extent to which the program description is well
defined are described in Chapter III.

Verify With Management

Your description (the models) and assessment should now be communicated to management. We
recommend a briefing rather than a written report to save time and increase communication.
Management should either agree with the findings or sugges specific changes to the description.

Getting Policymakers' Descriptions

Getting a program description from policymakers follows roughly the same series of steps as %Qs
outlined for the program management group and is done primarily to determine the differences
between the two views. Policymakers, however, are generally a larger and organizationally less
related group and include the following members:

Agency head
Assistant Secretary
Secretary
OMB budget examiner
Congressional committee members
GAO representative.

Whenever possible. the actual policymaker should be included but be prepared to settle for
proxies, such as an aide to the Secretary or congressional committee staffers (at least one staff
member from minority and majority sides for both authorization and appropriations committees from
both houses).

The following six steps comprise the activity.

Identify the Key Actors

Get a list from the program manager of the key officials who should be contacted.
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Analyze Descriptive Material: Prepare Rough Models

The material collected earlier for the program management description should contain all of the
needed documents for the policymaker description. Key documents include legislation and hearing
records. Office of the Secretary directives issue analyses, top level plans, and budget.

Again the purpose of the models is to prepare for the interviews. The models may be rough,
altnough often the legislation itself can provide substantial descriptive material of a functional nature.
Figure 6 was prepared early in an EA as a functional model, based heavily on'examination of the
legislation. and is in more detail than most such models derived at this point. It had not yet been
validated. but it proved helpful in many subsequent discussions and interviews.

Interview Key Actors

Interviewing policymakers often presents special problems although this is less true for outside
consultants than for government personnel. We have always found such interviews to be valuable.
However, govern ent personnel have indicated that while consultants may be able to, hold such
interviews, the do ot have the same access to the players. Furthermore, the congressional aides

ated that they welcome such opportunities are viewed as relative rarities.

Prepare Final Models

Based on the review of written documentation and the interview notes. the evaluator should
prepare final logic, function, and measurement models to the extent possible.

Compare Policymaker and Program Management Models

The criteria and procedures for analyzing the extent to which policymsker and program manage-
ment descriptions of the program agree are outlined in Chapter III.

Validate Differences

Whenever differences between the two descriptions seem apparent. they need to be validated.
The first point of contact should be with the program manager. who is asked whether he agrees or
citsagrees with the different descriptions in the policymaker models. Should he disagree. it will be
recessary to consult with one or more of the policymakers to be certain that your understanding of
their intent is valid Any policy disagreements discovered by this process will have to be resolved by
the program manager with his superiors.

Getting Program Operator's Description

The program operator is typically a grant recipient who provides some service to the public under \
l Ondltions laid down in the law. regulations, and his individual grant. The program operator might be a
local legal aid office director, a health systems agency director, or the director of a State planning
agency In the health planning program (Public Law 93-641). each of the individuals administering

, State health planning and development agencies and the health systems agencies (NSA's) is a
program operator

Typically their description of the program will reflect a relatively narrow focus, the perspective of
kwalt, Yet it the program is to work nationally, the efforts of local program operators must add to the
national objective There is only one effective way to get their description. Go onsite.
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Se letting Sites

The selection of number and location of sites is important because what is Ought is a picture of the
program as It really operates. Of necessity, however. one needs to compromise because of the
constraltits of time and budget. In the health planning program. five Sites were.visited foil days each.
In similar work for the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC). eight projects, six loc4511 planning
units, and two State program offices were visited to obtain a description of the prograni from the
perspective of local program operators.

Tr\ number required depends Partially On how much variation is expected in fundamentally
differeht typei of activity. For example, in the health planning program, only two types of field
or9ani.zItions7were invOlvedone at the State and one at the local level. For AR4 therewere State
units. local planning units..and 30 to 40 different types of service providers.:

Preparing For the Site Visit

PreparatiOn for the site visit is similar that for interviews with program Managers and policymak-
ers in this case. nbwever, !he docomentdtion has been predigested. Principally, there will be a grant
application, local plans, and the set of rrOdels derived earlies, which provide citiesto help in focusing
the onsite work. The purpose is to determine the extent to which the national program is supported by
local programsin other words. do the two sets of desctiptions match?

Review of the available documentation, including models, should be used to determine what to
look for onsite Basically. you will be looking for:

objective statements.
measurement indicators.
Intervention activities. (
operating assumptions.
.project resources, .1

external intervening variables. anq
data sources.

In preparation for the site visit, you should draw Upan agenda outlining the objectives ot your visit and
send it to the people with whom you will meet.

\..
Conducting the Site Visit

Site visits will generally involve two evaluation personnel and last 2or 3 days (up to a maximum tif 5 .1.

days for a complicated program). While onsite. the evaluators should brief the director and his staff on
the obiectives of the visit, which will be pursued by interviewing the director and his staff, observing
and recording actual processes. re,newing data, plans. records, and local information systems. and
preparing flow charts of the operk

Before concluding the site visit. it LI wise to brief the director on your findings in an attempt to verify
yoiir description of his pi ogram Try o obtain the following types of information.

Objective StatementObtain narrative statements of the objectives of
the program as defined by field management personnel. In obtaining
these statements, try to get definition of both the immediate output
objectives expected as the direct result of intervention activities and
the realistic expectations of intent.
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Measurement IndicatoisGet the management staff to detail their best
judgment on what measurement indicators they would accept as plausible
success measures of their objectives. The defining of measurement
indicators is an iterative analytic exercise involving the evaluator and
local program management for the purpose of reaching some tentative
agreement on the meaning of the objectives in measurable terms.

Intervention ActivitiesIn obtaining a description of the actual
activities being conducted by local personnel, it is important to define
the actual intervention activities being conducted onsite, as well as
the relationship of activities to each other and to the program
objectives. It is expected that local programs may differ substantially
in terms of the activities conducted and the manner in which the
activities are conducted in relation to other ongoing activities.

Operating AssumptionsWhile onsite. attempt to obtain the views of
management on the chain of assumptions that led management to believe
that the intervention activities would lead to achievement of
obiectives. You will need to add your own assessment and views of these
assumptions later. but the management of the program can substantially
enhance your understanding of the idiosyncratic conditions that may have
led to the adoption of one approach over others that are followed in
different sites.

Program ResourcesObtain as accurate an estimate as possible of the
resources actually deployed by the program. The accuracy of such
information will undoubtedly vary among sites, depending upon the cost
records maintained and the extent to which' the local program is operated
independently of other nonprogram activities. Document the basis used,
including records consulted, determining the allocation of resources
to activities

External Intervening VariablesAttempt to identify any variables
outside the control of the program which could plausibly affect the
validity of its operating assumptions.

Data SourcesAttempt to define and review the data systems maintained
by the local program. obtaining copies of records and reports. The
local programs will often prepare internal reports which do not get
forwarded to Washington.

Project Flow ChartDevelop rough flow charts that describe the program
as a linked set of activities and objectives from the expenditure of
tunds to the achievement of intended impact. Be careful to avoid
introducing or modifying such factors as objectives and causal links, in
an attempt to introduce greater logic or tidy up the program design.

--A, This task is not intended to describe what should or could exist;
rather it must capture what does exist. If there are significant
differences between what you have been told and what you observe, try to
vecify your observations while onsite.

Developing a Generalized Program Operator's Description

Using the set of local descriptions developed onsite, devise a general framework for describing the
program This task requires synthesis of the material collected from individual sites into a program
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model representative of what was observed in the field. This model is to represent as closely as
possible what actually exists, and must emanate entirely from the descriptive material you obtained.
It is entirely conceivable that analysis of the individual programs will reveal such disparity among
programs that no overall model can capture the observed programs without serious distortion. Some
possible outcomes of this task include these observations:

Local Programs Are IdiosyncraticThe field programs surveyed reveal
such dissimilarity that an overall model is not feasible;

Sets of Programs EmergeThere exist several models of sufficient
similarity that generalized models can be developed: or

One Model PredominatesThere exists such overwhelming similarity among
local approaches (even if not all programs follow this approach) that
one generalized description appears useful.

Compare Program Management's and Program Operator's Descriptions

Criteria and a procedure for examining the extent to which program management's description is
supported by. or conflicts with, that obtained from the program operator is provided in Chapter III.

Communicate Findings to Program Management

Using a briefing format, communicate the results of your analysis to program management as soon
as possible

The Evaluator's Description

Generally the evaluator will not prepare a separate set of models or descriptions, but rather will
make changes to the other models which he is shown If an evaluator description is prepared
formally. It is a composite description, gleaned from the others he has reviewed.

A
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III. THE SECOND STEP:
ANALYZE PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Is Program Management's Description
Well Defined?

Rules To Follow

The basic rule is that a description of a program is well defined when itcontainsall of the elements
stated in Table 2. Chapter II. Table 2. as already noted, is a listing of the information needed for a
complete program description and criteria to help the evaluator judge the adequacy of the informa-
tion The table can be used in the form of a simple checklist (See Table 7), whereby the evaluator can
judge. event by event, whether the descnptive material he has at his disposal is adequate; his
conclusions can be recorded on the checklist with a simple yes/no.

Based on our experience, the elements in Table 2 constitute the minimum information set needed
by an evaluator to complete an EA. Other evaluators may feel the need to add elements which they
believe to be necessary. Indeed, in our experience we have found the need for additional information.
The desire is to manage a program to achieve specific results.

Procedures To Follow

Begin the examination of the program description with a checklist, the
criteria outlined in Table 2. and the program description.

Using the model formats, extract needed information elements (using
Table 2) from the program description.

Make judgments on whether or not the program description includes all
needed elements. Record conclusions on the checklist.

Review conclusions with "oWner- of program description (e.g.. program
manager). If new information is offered, alter conclusions.

Document final agreement between yourself (as evaluator) and owner on
final conclusions regarding how well defined the description is.

Using the Models. We have already stressed the value of using models as a kind of shorthand
description of what we know about a program. We assume here that the evaluator has already
collected as much basic descriptive information as he can, and that he has constructed the three
types of descriptive models.

Using the models and a checklist derived from the table of information elements, the evaluatorcan
go throJgh the checklist for each event in the logic model, making yes/no decisions on each element.

33
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TABLE 7 Checklist for Recording if a Program Description is Well Defined

INFORMATION ELEMENTS

Event 1 Event 2 Event 3 Event 4

,

1. Event sequence .

2. Event descriptions Yes/Nc

3.. Measures and comparisons Yes/No
,

4. Expected values for each event Yes/No
1

5. Activities that must occur for
event to take place

.

6. Information system used to
provide evidence

. . ..

,

7. Uses of evaluation information

_
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For any event in the logic model, it may be necessary to refer to one of the other two models to
determine whether the logic model event is well defined. For example, an event in a logic model might
be the cost of hospital care in Region X is reduced." The table of information items asks whether
there is a measure and a comparison defining this event. By referring to the measurement model, the
evaluator might find a measure, "average per diem cost acceptable by Blue Cross in 1979 compared
with the same cost in 1978." For that event in the logic model, then, the evaluator could indicate
'yes." the event has a measure and a comparison base. (Note: Subsequent analyses might reveal
the measure to be unacceptable for one reason or another. Our concern here, remember, is only with
a determination of whether or not the description is "well defined." that is. it contains all of the
necessary information elements.)

Similarly, it will be necessary to refer to the functional model to determine whether each event is
defined in terms of the activities that must occur for the event to take place. Table 8 summarizes the
source by type of model for each of the information elements in Table 2.

Expect to Find Gaps. Going through the checklist for the logic model as a whole and for each event
in the model separately provides the evaluator with.a picture of the completeness of the description.
For any program. it would be extremely unusual to conclude that all information is available especially
on the first pass at a management description. The expected condition is that as you move from item
1 (event sequence) toltem 7 (uses of evaluation information), more partial information and complete
gaps will appear For a new program. for example. there may be no information system and no well
defined uses for information. Measures and comparisons also may be only partially thought out, with
expected values defined by "increase," "decrease," etc.. rather than specific quantitative values.
The functional logic may be only partially thought out. (What events affect per diem
hospital costs and how are they calculated?)

The Significance of Gaps. Several points should be made here. First. identified gaps at this stage
may prove to be unimportant on further analysis. As an example. consider a simple case of a 3-event
model

Event 1

t)p..t.tf 1,1y rate
..loof tnt

on hes

t:vent 2

IVIothets in pool
families will be

to Wolk

Event 3

Region X will
fecenie beneficial
conomic impact

Via the checklist. we Conclude that events 1 and 2 are well defined, but event 3 is not because there is
no measure or measurement system. Suppose. though. that we check with the policymakers and
they declare that they have no concern about event 3. If we can demonstrate success at the event 2
level, that is adequate. The info 'illation gap disappears. and the event should be eliminated from the
scheme

(lips can also be filled in by subseqi tent work. For example. a gap in defined measures for some
event in the management description might be filled in after a visit to program operators in the field
reveals that they know how to (and do) measure the event. The point is that before you plug every
gap. check first to make certain that (a) it is a gap. and (b) it is important.

Second. there are two apparently different types of gaps: (1) those in the logic or function of the
program design itself: and (2) those in the information part of the program (the absence of a
measurement system). The evaluator might consider the second type his province: the first type
somcone else s On closer examination, however, the distinction gets fuzzy. The evaluation design is
an integral part of the program design. and the evaluator becomes part of the program design
process while he is completing an EA In some areas, to be sure, the evaluator lacks the technological
expertise to till gaps. but in others, he will be the expert. In either case. he should be prepared to
participate in the process of defining alternative program design optionS when necessary.
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TABLE 8 Elements of a Program Description that can be
Extracted and Displayed by Different Models

Information Element Logic Measurement Function

Event setioent.e X

Event dest t lotions X X X

Meth lir es &Hi compat 'sons X X X

Expected values X .

Activ-t.t.N that must °Cc ot
.

.

X

Infot Mid Intl svstems X X

Intended oves of into! mation X

,

4
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Example

The following is an example of how we examined the extent to which the manager's description
was *well defined in one program. One part of thd Bureau's health planning program is its technical
assistance strategy. illustrated in Figure 7 as a logic model. The boxes represent events that were
expected to occur. the arrows indicate causation. The strategy assumed that the Bureau would
develop products (e.g.. planning methods) which the health system agencies would use to achieve
changes in the health care system.

Figure 7 has been simplified for purposes of this example. It represents the actual logic model
constructed to represent the Bureau's expectations. as confirmed by management. The assumptions
represented by the model would be tested by an evaluator. Do the events occur? Are expecta-
tions met?

It is important to note that this model is not a set of research hypotheses dreamed up by an
evaluator but rather a policy statementthe logic used to justify the Bureau's technical assistance
program to Congress. OMB. and DHEW.

Regarding the question of how well defined is this logic model, a simple yes/no checklist presents
the conclusions reached after examining the program description (Table 9). The "yes" boxes signify
that the event description satisfied the required information elements; the "no" boxes reveal partial or
complete gaps

Table 10 summarizes the information available on the technical assistance (TA) program. The
analysis revealed that program design had never included the last two events, except to name them.
Missing from the design were processes whereby agency use could be defined and therefore be
known Also missing was a process which could be used to track changes in the agency caused by
the program products and link those changes to health care system changes.

-

This program was judged to be unevaluable on the last two key events. Note that this finding would
not prevent the program from being implemented. but rather that it indicated there was no way to
know whether or not the TA was useful. Instead of simply communicating this finding to manage-
ment, the evaluators worked with Bureau staff to define an alternative design which satisfied the
criteria of a well defined program (see Chapter IV).

Note that the gaps in the last two events were made more real by the agreement between
policymakers and program managers on the need to measure success at the level of events 3 and 4
In Figure 7 Had policymakers and program management agreed that success was defined by event
2 the gaps would have disappeared

Is Management's Description Acceptable to
Policymakers?

The purpose of this assessment is to determine whether there is agreement between policymakers
.ind program management on the substance of the program. One should not expect the same level of
detail in both, but rather that they agree on the main intent and strategy being followed.

Rule To Follow

The rule to follow is that if events in the policymakers' program description also appear in program
manaqemen s description, you can assume they agree.

37
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BUREAU STAFF ACTIVITIES

(About 20 percent of Bureau
staff resources assigned to

its technical assistance program)

1.

PRODUCTS ARE
PRODUCED AND
DISSEMINATED

TO AGENCIES

2.

PRODUCTS ARE
USED BY LOCAL

AGENCIES

USE OF PRODUCTS
RESULTS IN

REDUCTION OF
OVERSUPPLY OF

SPECIFIC HEALTH
SERVICES

4.

FIGURE 7 Expectations for Bureau's Technical Assistance Program



TABLE 9 Illustrative Checklist: How Well Defined is Program Description?

INFORMATION ELEPiENTS
Event Sequence

Event sequence exists.
Sequence starts with
event or management
control and ends with
important objective.

E - - - - - - - -1
,BUREAU STAFF ACTIVITIES ,
I I

I (About 20 percent of 1...

1 Bureau staff resources
I assigned to its technical I

L assntance program)
.__J

r 110 .1111. IIIMIIIM

I PRODUCTS ARE I
1 PRODUCED AND i_
-7 DISSEMINATED r-

I TO AGENCIES I

L ...... ..... J

__ ...... ...____ _
I PRODUCTS ARE Ii4. I USED BY LOCAL F
1 AGENCIES

L. Amm il ON. ..1

r...... OM. 011 IMIM MIIMM 110111M all

I USE OF PRODUCTS I
I RESULTS IN I

1_el REDUCTION OF ,
OVERSUPPLY OF I

1 SPECIFIC HEALTH I
SERVICESL ._. ..,_ OEM Wm. MI. _I

Measures and comparisons Yes . Yes No No

Eipected value for each
event

Yes Yes No No

\
! Activities that must occur

for event to take place
Yes Yes No No

.

- \ ,

Description of operation
used to take measures

Yes Yes No No '

Who will use evidence
of event occurrence,

Yes Yes No No

Information system used
to provide evidence

Yes Yes No No .

Uses of evaluation
information

Yes Yes No No
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TABLE 10 Using the Checklist to Determine if the Technical Assistance (TA) Program is Well Defined

INFORMATION ELEMENTS

1. Event Sequence and

2. Description

I
MMIII INOMD .1111 MOOED ..1rITUREAU STAFF ACTIVITIES !

I
i (About 20 percent of F.,
I Bureau staff resources
I assigned to its technical I
L. assistance program) j

_ - - .....

I PRODUCTS ARE I
..1 PRODUCED AND L ....
-I DISSEMINATED 1,

I TO AGENCIES I

I
..... --.. J

...... MIMI. iOINIM 01IM

i PRODUCTS ARE 1_1--I USED BY LOCAL I--
I AGENCIES 1

L. .II ...... _J

rM 411 .11110 OM. 110 WM,

I USE OF PRODUCTS I
I RESULTS IN I-

el REDUCTION OF ,
OVERSUPPLY OF I

I SPECIFIC HEALTH I
1 SERVICES J, IMMO 4Mi =0 41m1Mm 411.0M

3. Measures and comparisons

.

Staff time and contract
by activity:

plan vs. action

Products produced
vs. products
disseminated

No measure No measure

4. Expected value for each
event

Budget: 356 mm $1,973,000
Divided by TA

to agencies

All products
approved and
disseminated

No measure fio measure

5. Activities that must occur
for event to take place

Activities defined in (Major
Initiative Tracking System) MI TS

Activities defined
in MITS

None defined None defined

6. Information system used
to provide evidence

MITS MITS
-

None defined None defined

7. Uses of evaluation
information

Managing vaff resource/
activity plan

Managing staff
resources and
product activity

None defined None defined



The two descriptions will have been obtained independently, and therefore, differences between
the two may or may not reflect disagreement. If the difterence is that events appearing on the
pohcymakers' description do not appear on program management's, further interviews should be
held with program management to determine if the events were merely overlooked. On the other
hand, if events on the program managements description do not appear on that of the pc ''cymakers.
the decision on whether to reinterview will depend on what is reflected by the omissionsdifferences
in level of detail or in apparent intent or strategy. A simple checklist can be used for this task.

Procedure

The basic procedure to follow is to (a) compare the logic models of the policymakeds and program
management. (b) conduct any rein terviews that seem necessary to validate differences, and (c) hold
infei mal briefings for the purpose of highlighting differences and determining whether they reflect
disagreement in intent or strategy.

The evaluator is here trying to obtain agreement on a common description so that he can proceed
with the EA. Disagreements may require the collection of further information until agreement on one
model is possible.

Example

Figure 8 is an example of a program description (presented as a logic model) based on interviews
with a policymaking group. Comparison of this logic model with management's description led us to
conclude that there was agreement: -

Those above the Bureau agree with the Bureau in their -oectations
Program !cit., Using the results of our interviews with Depth zment of Health.
Education. and Welfare (DHEW), Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and
congressional staffs, we were able to construct Figure 8, a model of the
pr -gram from the perspective of those above the Bareau. This model is
similar to the Bureau's view of Program III.

Both the Bureau and those above the Bureau expect Program III to affect
significantly the operations and capabilities of health systems agencies
O-ISA s) and State agencies.

Figure 9 illustrates the logic of this program as now reflected in program management and
policymakers descriptions, and our own assessment of how well defined was the logic. Note the
confirmed gaps in the logicEvents 3 and 4 have disappeared. Had policymakers and program
managers not both agreed on the need for these latter events as evidence of success,thegaps would
have been unimportant. As it was, they had to be filled.

It would be helpful at this point to be able to cite some instances of disagreement between
policymakers and program management. Unfortunately, in the few cases in which EA has been
applied fully. few disagreements of this type have occurred. One program in which a difference
emerged was in the Appalachian Regional Commission's (ARC) health and child development
program

A substantial part of the rhetoric defining the Commission's program, especially in the area of
health and child care, suggests that the Commission is intended to fund new ideas, not merely to
supplement DHEW funding. Interviews with congressional aides revealed that congressmen took
this view of the Commission's program seriously, and did not believe that the Commission had made
a serious attemp to do anything very experimental.
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Figure 10 (Schmidt. et al. 1976) illustrates the logic models defining the innovation objective.
Analysis of the model indicated that the objective itself had never been defined in measurable terms,
and that the Commission's statistical reporting system by design did not segregate innovative from
conventional projects The Commission had never developed any processes for implementing the
idea.

The situation as revealed by the EA. was that Congress had expectations not shared by the
program management group within the Commission. Note that the EA did not conclude that the
Commission failed to sponsor any innovative ideas: in fact, it did. The conclusion was only that there
was no formal process whereby innovations were separately identified, no overt incentives to
encourage the development of innovations, and no information processes to study and disseminate
intormation about innovations.

A tentative alternative was developed to add an information process. The alternative was subse-
quently adopted and subjected to further analysts to define the objective and an operational ap-
proach. thus bringing the Commission's program more nearly into line with the policymakers'
(Congress) views

.1(

Is Management's Description a Sound
Representation of the Program in the Field?

The spatial and organizational distance that separates Washington from real program activities in
the field creates a special problem for managers and evaluators. It would not be unusual to find
arguments raging in Washington about objectives, strategies, and the -fine pdints of evaluation
research that simply disappear when program operators meet and service the public. Before
attempting to answer the question. -Does it work?" it is wise to ask. -What is it?" Does the program
debated in Washington exist in that form in the field?

Rules To Follow

Table 2 identified the sets of informatiOn that constitute a program description for management and
evaluation purposes Tw6 sets describe the program activities which must exist onsite to produce
results measures and comparisons defining each event; and activities that must exist for events to
take place

This part of the EA estimates whether or not management's description of these events accurately
represents the program as It operates. The rule to follow in making this determination is that
management s description of the program is valid when the fieldactivities observed and described by
the evaluatot conform with management's description of them, and management's measures and
comparisons are sufficient to describe accurately the activities there.

The rule is applied by comparing management's description with one or more independent
descriptions of the activities Since the operator is closest to the program and the evaluator's
description represents an impartial. airect observation, these two descriptions are likely to be correct.
When disagreements arise, additional onsite observation can determine which of the three de-
scriptions is valid

Table 1 1 is a checklist to record the conclusions reached in applying the rule. The evaluator should
Op prepared to support each conclusion by presenting material from the dppropriate program
(les( optic n
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TABLE 11 Checklist for Comparing Program Management's
'Description with the Program in the Field

Event Sequence Event 1 Event 2 Event 3

1. Program management has
identified activities
that must be conducted onsite

Yes/No

2. Pt . 0 am management has
identified measures and
comparisons

Yes/No

.,..

3. Management's activity
descriptions are valid
representations of program
activity onsite

Yes/No .

4. Management measures and
comparisons are valid
representation; of activity
onsite

Yes/No



Procedure To Follow
.4.

Take management's description of program activity and the measures and
comparisons associated with each event identified. (Measurement and function
models can be used to facilitate extraction of these elements from the
description.)

Compare management's description of activity with what operators say exists
onsite and with what the evaluator has observed onsite.

Make a judgment as to whether managemenfs description is a valid one.
Record the conclusion in Table 11.

Compare managemenfs description of measures and comparisons required to
describe an event with what the operator and evaluator believe is required to
capture the behavior of actual activity onsite.

Make a judgment as to whether managemenfs measures and comparisons are
sufficient. Record the conclusions in Table 11.

Review conclusions with program management and note areas where management
agrees. disagrees. or requires furthor evidence. Continue providing
evidence and discussions until there is agreement between management and
evaluators on conclusions.

Document final agreement.

The program operator's (or evaluator's) function model represents the activities observed by the
evaluator to exist onsite which should be compatible with that of management. Differences should be
verified by the evaluator to ingure that the fie'd models are correct.

The program operator's (or evaluator's) measurement model represents those sets of measures
which the evaluator believes would represent the activities and outcomes of the observed progtam
and those sufficient to define the events of interest to management. Again the operators measure-
ment model should be compatible with that of management. and verification may be necessary
should important differences be observed. Conclusions regarding measurement potential (those
measures common to both) and measurement problems (differences observed) can then be re-
ported

This particular comparison can be used to avoid an error frequently made by evaluators
measuring something which does not exist. It is an area in which cleverness and a compulsion to
produce elegant analyses can lead evaluators to define their own measures and measurement
systems which may not represent the real activities and intent of a program.

Example

Evaluation studies completed for the Atlanta public school system provide an example of differ-
ences between a program operation as perceived by management and as it really operated. In this
case neither spatial nor organizational separation was as severe as is encountered in most Federal
programs yet differences in perception were still significant. Note that the Atlanta example is an
estance in which EA criteria were not used until near the end of the proiect. and then only to find out
whv the system did not work as intended Consequently. we failed.
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Figure 11 illustrates a simplified logic model of the school system. It shows the school administra-
tion making decisions regarding subjects such as assignments of teachers and other resource
personnel, training. and various sanctions and rewards. These processes are expected to affect
teacher and overall school performance, reflected by student performance measured through
standardized tests.

A relatively simple signaling system was devised, whereby test results from classrooms were
plotted and converted statistically into above and below average performance for students from
relatively comparable economic backgrounds. These results were translated into signalssymbols
representing student performance in various schools and classrgoms. It was assumed that such
information would be used to target the various resources.

The evaluators did not develop function models of the actual processes and decisions used to
make the assignments. and it was discovered afterward that performance had not been and still was
not used as the basis for making these decisions. Table 12 illustrates a checklist that might have been
prepared for Altanta had' we conducted an EA. Note the areas in which management's description
proved to be incorrect or incomplete. Had we known of that problem, we would have been able to stop
at that point until we reached agreement with management on the need to introduce new activities
and measures

To use such a performance signaling system, the school administrators would have to develop and
adopt a different method of operation. First, the signals would have to be used as triggers releasing
personnel skilled in classroom performance assessment. Next, these personnel would have to
compare teaching styles and skills to determine what factors seemed to contribute to above or below
average performance in specific classrooms. Next, correctives would have to be developed and
applied Finally, performance changes would have to be measured. These functions did not exist,
and consequently. the evaluation system failed because the evaluators did not verify the validity of
management s description of the system actually used to correct performance problems.

It should, however, be noted that a different interpretation is possible here. Everyone knew that
resource teachers were not assigned according to performance criteria, but it was assumed that the
criteria would change with availability of the signaling system. The evaluation demonstrated that the
criteria did not changc. . and therefore, it was successful in pointing out this fact. The authors believe
this outcome could have been predicted and avoided by designing new activities and criteria.

Are Management's Expectations Plausible?

However well defined is the description of the program. judgments about plausibility remain. Many
have argued that plausibility judgments should not and cannot be made until after a carefully
designed evaluation study has been completed. but we feel they should be made as early as possible
and preferably in advance of an evaluation study. We maintain that arguments against such analyses
dr.! akin to taking a stand against the need or possibility of completing technical feasibility studies in
advance ot building a bridge

Rules To Follow

Two ot the ek?ments in Table 2 describe how the program is expected to perform: event sequence
and expectations The plausibility analysis in EA asks what is the likelihood these expectations will be
realized with the program in place or being set up') If the likelihood is high, the expectations are
labeled plausible. if the likelihood is low, they are implausible.

The role to follow in making this determination is that management's expectations are plausible
when there is some evidence that the program activity ensile will achieve the results expected. and
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TABLE 12 Checklist for Atlanta System

Event Sequence

.

..

.

---0

.

Teacher
Would
Teach

Signals
Would

Identify
"Best"

"Worst"

Investigation
Would

Uncover and
Fix Things .

Overall
School

Performance
Would Improve

Investigation
and

I ntervention.
r

1. Program management has
Identified activities that
must exist onsite

Yes Yes Yes Yes

.

2. Program management has
identified measures and
comparisons

Yes . Yes Yes

'

Yes

i
1

1

3. Management's activity
descriptions are valid
representations of program
activity onsite

Yes Yes No No

4. Management measures and
comparisons are valid
representations of activity
onsite

Yes Yes

.

No No
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there is no evidence to the contrary The types of evideoce that can be used are research or
evaluations showing what results these activates produced in the past, the opinions of experts and
operators. and the judgment of whether the program activity is large enough to create the expected
result

Table 13 is a checklist to use in applying the rule. The basic rule requires observation and
judgment The key is to look for evidence that the program is plausible, with the absence of
convincing evidence making an argument for implausibility. Remember that "implausible" is not a
judgment that something will not work: it is merely an argument that there exists either no or
inadequate evidence that it will.

Procedure To Follow

Management s event descriptions and expected values for events are
associated with performance (output products, expected results).

Compare management's expected values with those obtained from the
operator or evaluator description.

Make a judgment as to the relative plausibility of management's
description

Record:the conclusions reached on Table 13. Record evidence used to
support conclusion.

Review conclusions with program management and note areas in which
disagreement exists. If needed, obtain additional evidence from the -
field and continue to work with management until agreement is reached on
a plausible description.

A,...siiming the two sets of event descriptions correspond, the basic test is performed by comparing
I expected values for each of the events. Note that the program operator's description to which we

refer should have been converted to an aggregated description, especially regarding expected
values The issue is that assuming all programs operated in the field perform at their expected values,
wilt their aggregated performance meet or exceed the expected values found in the management
d*?scription'?

,Conclusions are obviously easier to reach in cases where necessary activities are not in place at
all Although such situations have in fact been observed, the more likely situation is one in which
ufficienty Is the issue or in which the technology is ouestionable.

Wherever threats to achievement appear, the evaluator should rebonfer with program operators to
be certain that the apparent threat is real. The evaluator should note for each event whether it is
plausible or Implausible, and what is the evidence for making the determination.

Obvinu-dy analysis of plausibility is likely to be different for new and ongoing programs. The most
obvious differen(:e lies in the existence and relative experience of program operators. Brand new
programs will have no current program operators, so a vital comparison is missing. In such cases, the
f will have to rely on review of the literature supporting the program, on extrapolation of.
management s expected values from single sites (in a program where many sites will contribute), and
on the analysis ot resources likely to be available for the program While the available information will
be less and the conclusions necessarily more speculative, the analysis is no less useful in such
situations

Example

The findings that might :?merge from an analysis of program design plausibility relate to the general
nokin oi the necessary and sufficient set of conditions that must exist for a program to succeed.
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TABLE 13 Checklist for Plausibility Analysis

Event Sequence Event 1 Event 2 Event 3 Event 4

Expectation

1. There is evidence of plateibility
(yes/no) ..

2. There is evidence it is not
plausible (yes/no)

Plausibility conclusion
(yes/no/questionable)

-
.

.11



Necessity argues that some definable set of conditions, both internal and external io the program,
must exist. Sufficiency argues that these conditions must be present in the right quantity. Conditions
are resources (money, people, facilities, equipment), activities, and other factors affecting perform-
ance.

One example of an EA leading to doubts 0bout plausibility concerns the Bureau's technical
assistance programa subprogram of the overall health planning program (Public Law 93-641). The
conclusion emerging from the EA was that this program was unlikely to result in the occurrence of
certain events (specifically, events 3, 4, 5, 6 in Figure 8). Here the analysis produced certain
conclusions about the extent to which the necessary set of conditions existed. The conclusions
rested on several observations:

Interviews with Bureau staff revealed that they were unsatisfied with
their own rate of producing information and the information prbducts
themselves;

Interviews with HSA staffthe main recipients of the Bureau's
productsrevealed that the products were not highly thought of; and

Examination of the process being used by the Bureau revealed no
actiVities designed to promote use or to assess the relative
effectiveness of the TA effort.

Each of the findings was documented in detail and presented to management, which was asked to
decide whether they agreed with the findings, and to determine whether the available evidence was
sufficient to warrant action. Further, some alternatives were offered (see discussion in Chapter IV) to
stimulate their thinking.

A second example is available within the same program. As a result of the EA, Bureawmanage-
ment agreed that an interim objective for the program was HSA development of evaluable programs
to produce national guidelines. It was assumed that development and implementation of evaluable
programs was one of the necessary conditions to achieve success, but examination of the plans
developed revealed some disturbing findings.

For one. HSAs were adopting objectives, and presumably expending some of their resources. in
hundreds of areas. Two, although the plausibility of individual program Otis could not be assessed
conclusively, the information in the HSA documents strongly suggested that many of the objectives
were not supported by real activity. Finally, the tentative conclusions about plausibility conformed
with earlier interviews with HSA directors who stated that they knew many of their objectives were
implaLsible. but that they.were in the plans to conform with DHEW planning guidance.

On the basis of very limited evidence, we projected that the Bureau would in several years be
unsatisfied with the program's achievement. We suggested that there would be considerable
anecdotal evidence of small successes at the local level, but that there would be limited evidence of
success in areas of national interest. We speculated.that the lack of limited and clearly defined priority
areas and planning guidance which stressed the need to complete "comprehensive" planning had
led HSAS to a position in which their efforts were spread thinly over too many areas.

We suggested the need tcyfocus HSA's more narrowly on areas of national interest, as well as to
focus the Bureau's information collection process to access information in stages. with each stage
being more narrowly tuned on selected areas than the preceding one. The first stage, for example.
might use a telephone survey of a sample of HSA's to determine areas in which HSA program activity
promised to be successful..Successive stages might then involve collecting more detailed informa-
tion about the potentially successful local efforts. Even the initial stage. however, could be made
more specific by selecting priority areas of national importance as defined by Bureau policymakers.
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The strategy was intended to produce information about those parts of the program which seemed
on the basis of objective evidence to be plausible, thus reinforcing those parts. The important point
here, though. is that even limited evidence of plausibility can cause management to redirect its
activities. In this case. many people within Bureau management were already predisposed to such a
finding. In other cases, more conclusive evidence might have been demanded. The key is to feed
back such evidence as is available, noting its limitations. As an evaluator, you cannot assume that
management will demand conclusive evidence before acting.

Is Management's Evidence Reliable?

In preceding steps. we have determined,that management's measures are valid, that is, they
measure the right variables. We must now be concerned with the extent to which the evidence to be
used is reliable. If it is. the instrument and measurement process will produce the correct values for
any subsequent management actions to produce the desired result. Repeated measurements by
independent observers which produce the same findings increase management's confidence in the
reliability of the measurement system.

Rules To Follow

Management s evidence is likely to be reliable when the following conditions exist:

There is an independent measurehient taken for comparison, prior to
action based on information.:

The information is used in such a way that several observerscan comment
on reliability, and

There is a capability to get additional information to resolve
rel ,lity issues.

Procedure To Follow

The basic procedure to follow is:

Examine management's description of the measurement processes to be used
for each major event.

'Ascertain whether there exists a process for obtaining repeat
observations of events prior to any actions or decisions by management.

Interview management to determine how man'y repeated observations are
necessary to trigger management action.

Record judgment as to acceptability of measurement pl'ocess relative to
management's intended use of data.

Communicate judgment to management.Propose alternative reliability
measurement processes if required.



Example

Legal Services Project Evaluation. The Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0) Office of Legal
Services implemented a project evaluation system involving review of the quaky of legal work
performed by its grantees. Theprocedure involved use of an instrument for recording observations, a
team of trained legal observers familiar with the program, and a sample of case files from attorneys in
the grantee's office.

Cases were selected randomly from the attorney's open and closed Case files. Using an interview
ctoeklist, attorney-raters interviewed the attorney about each selected case. and numerical quality
ratings were assigned. Two raters were used to produc, a consensus rating for each review.

Then, before any management action was taken, successive, independent assessments were
conducted by regional office staff and a second site visit team. Further, reactions to the findings were
obtained from the grantee.

' Based on the findings, one of two management actions was to be taken in each case. For high
quality grantees. grants were to be expanded to provide more service, and grantee staff were to be
used as sources of technical assistance. For low quality grantees. grants were to be terminated. In
such cases, assessments were repeated over a period of more than 1 year, and only cases in which
grantees showed no,improvement were grants canceled or not renewed.

In this example. the instrumentsrating sheets and interview guideswere incidental, their
reliability unknown. The key lo the evaluation was attorney-rater, judgment. and the process of
consensusseeking through repeated. independent reviews was crucial. Also. an important factor
was that the evaluation process only had to be sufficiently accurate to detect very good and very bad
quality. Had it been used to rank order performance of all grantbes. its reliability might have been
questioned. But since most grantees performed in the midrange. the risk of making a wrong decision
here was quite low, given repeated observations and adequate time to correct deficiencies.

Solid Waste Collection. Another measurement system involved assessment of the overall effec-
tiveness of municipal solid waste collection programs. As one part of a larger assessment process, a
p-xess and instruments were developed to rate the cleanliness of city streets and alleys. The
applied measure was the percent of streets and alleys rated satisfactory on a visual eatinq scale
(Hatry. 1977).

Here ratings are based on visual ratings by a specially trained observer. The cleanliness and
appearance of a street or alley are graded in accordance with a set of photographs and written
descriptions that cover a range of litter conditions generally found throughout the community. Trained
observers driving along the streets (or through the alleys) assign to each block face a numerical rating
that corresponds most closely to a grade described in the photographs and written descriptions. The
observer does not have to leave the car to make the ratings.

These ratings constitute a readily unders' . neasure. especially when results are presented with
photographs on which the rating scale is based. Under proper supervision, the trained observer
program provides a reliable way to measure aesthetic impacts on the community and changes in
cleanliness over time Photographic rating scales for cleanliness have been used by the govern-
ments of Washington. D C.. New York City. Savannah. Nashville. and St. Petersburg. (Further
information on the New York and Savannah efforts is available in reports from both these cities.) The
information thus gathered can be tabulated to indicate cleanliness by neighborhood, sanitation
service area. or for the entire city. The visual rating procedure. despite its attractive features, can
quickly degenerate into an unreliable procedure unless proper careparticularly in supervising
inspectors- -is taken. Over time, inspectors may forget the definitions and become careless in their
appli$:ation or even in making ratings In one city. the ratings of one inspector gradually retreated into
so narrow a spectrum that he did not use the extreme ratings regardless of the circumstances. (This

55



41
(04siour

I.

scale compression is relatively conyiron when inspectors du not adhere to photographic or written
stendards.) A second city was urfable to use its ratings after it discovered ?hat independent but
virtuatly simuffaneous inspections of the same scenes had resulted in wide ratinedisparities that had
not been promptly corrected by retraining thd inspectors.

Experiences to date indicate that several actions are needed, particularly after implementation of
the rating system, to insure that the data are reasonably reliable. First, the developmentt the visual,
photographic rating scale should be undertaken systematically to assure that the ratin scale can
reliably distinguish the different levels of cleanliness. Second, Adequate training of observers in the
use of the rating procedure. both for new observers .and as periodic retraining for experienced
observers, should be provided to prevent deterioration in rating skill.

Finally. 'regular checking of sample ratings should be done to determine if observers maintain
sufficient accuracy in their ratings. Perhaps 10 to 15 percent of each inspector's ratings would be
replicated by the supervisor. The local government should set reliability targets; for example, 75
percent of the inspector's ratings could be required to agree with those of the supervisor's, and 90
percent to agree within one-half point. If the checks do not indicate sufficient accuracy, immediate
retraining of raters and possibly further refinement of photos and written standards for the ratings
should be undertaken.

Is Management's Evidence Feasible To Develop?

The question of information feasibility is heavily, although not exclusively, a cost issue. Some-
times, other issues, such as confidentiality, can overwhelm basic cost.

Rule To Follow

Management's evidence is feasible to develop when the cost of the information system falls within
reasonable operating and evaluation budgets and the information is politically acceptable to develop.

Procedure To Follow

Tables 14 and 15 are illustrative checklists to use in examining the tinancial feasibility of informa-
tion systems

The basic procedure is to:

56

Estimate the costs of collecting. storing. processing. and verifying the
information for each event.

Calculate rough system costs in terms of staff (internal) and dollars
(contract cost1

Estimate the cost burden on program operator staff (if they are required
to supply data) Verify with operators

Review system data collection process with those expected to supply data
(generally program operators). Determine relative acceptability of data
collection scheme.

Communicate findings to management to determine whether total burden
oncluding operator costs) is acceptable
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TABLE 14 Semple Checklist for Determining Costs

Associated with Running a Data System

Cost of Data System

Contract Staff

Data Collection

a

Storage

!

.
,

.

.
.

.

.
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Processing
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.
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Otlahty Check
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.
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TABLE 15 Sample Checklist for Determining Cost Feasibility

Event or
Description

,

Availability
of Required
Measurement

System (Yes/No)

Measurement System Cost
$ staff time or unknown

el.1
Measurement
Method for

Checking Errors
(Yes/No) -

Cost Total Budget
for Event

A.

,

.

.--
B.

, .

C.

_

D. .

E

Total Cost
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The cost of information systems is almost inevitably a subject of controversy in government. The
OMB forms clearance function was developed expressly to provide a check on information prolifera-
tion Often. the only cost included in analyses of systems is that incurred in developing a system
under a contract. while cdsts of implementing the system, checking its quality, or paying program
operators are generally not included Frequently. operator systems, already in place, are ignored,
thus increasing the expected cost of the system because of required modifications to operator
systems The price of ignoring such costs is that management can be led to make decisions they will
later have to reverse

Example
An example in which all factors were not accounted for is provided by the Legal Services

Corporation SC) LSC arid its progenitor. OEOs Office of Legal Services, had been criticized (or
some time by the General Accounting Office for the failure to implement a basic information systm.
LSC was in the process of mounting a series of demonstrations to assess alternative legal serices
delivery methods and one part of the effort involved the collection of 'cost and workload data. Under
contract a project reporting system was developed to collect the information required by the
evaluation design The system involved adoption of uniform case file forms in each office, the use of
iinigut: client identifying numbers, and the recording of time invested by individual attorneys.

Tne system relied on the collection of disaggregated case-related data being forwarded to
headquarters for processing and analysis. It imposed costs on individual attorneys, projects, and the
corporation and added costs to monitor reliability. Having developed the system, however, LSC was
then una6le to implement it. Important among the many is.;ues raised was the subject of potential or
feared violation of client confidentiality pledges. Further, project directors believed the system
intruded k.o far ,nto their domain, threatening their autonomy.

F ven 4 the actual financial cost had proven acceptable to management. a possibility because of an
offer of fin ncial assistance made to LSC. the political costs proved to be unacceptable. A com-
promise system had to be and was developed.

It should be noted here that there exist few usable ground rules for determining reasonable costs.
The so called 1 -percent policy, in whicn the Secretary of DHEW is authorized by Congress to spend
up to 1 percent of program budgets for evaluation, is not a guide. There are instances in which over 50
percent of a demonstration program budget was spent for evaluation, and others in which 1 percent
Would be high _In fact, there is no substitute for costing out the whole information system,even quite
rot ighly. and allowing management to determine whether the cost is too high.

Are Management's Expectations Plausible Given
Their Intended Use of Information?

Management s expectations derive, in part. from the basic design and assumptions of the program
arid in part from their presumed ability to redirect the program based on evidence of performance.

Rules To Follow

Management s expectations are plausible when there is evidence that deviations from expected
pertoi rmince can be identified by management and that management can affect program activities to
vrft't t kJ performance deviations Table 16 provides a checklist to use in reaching conclusions
itiout managements use of information as a feedback device to correct performance deviations.

Procedure To Follow

prcic:idure to follow in this case requires the evaluator to interview management about planned
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TABLE 16 Checklist to Assess Planned Use of Information

\ Assessment Event 1 Event 2 Event 3 Event 4

1. There is evidence that management
has defined acceptable performance
levels (Yes/No).

.

2. There is evidence that manage
ment has onsite activities (or
plans) to correct performance
when it deviates from
acceptable performance levels.

3. Management planned use is
plausible (Yes/No).

4,4
A



Interview management to obtain a definition of the performance levels
that would trigger either direct action or further inquiry, as based on
a description of expected values for key events, and a definition of the
existing or planned activities controlled by management which are
believed capable of affecting the performance of the event(s) in
question.

Analyze the functional description of the program and attempt to link
management's planned actions to functional elements which govern the
event performance.

Note any gaps between managements planned actions and the event in
question.

Form Judgment as to the plausibility of management's intended use of
information, and record them on a checklist as per Table 16.

Communicate findings to management. Continue to work with management
until a plausible management event sequence is deve:oped to affect
performance.

In practice. the evaluator is being asked to extract from management another program
description thisoneconcerned with the indirect i ntervention.The program events must,again, begin
with resources and staff activities over which management has control and end with the event(s)
whose performance is to be corrected.

This last analysis is. if not ignored. at best completed halfheartedly in most evaluations. The
problem seems to stem from at least two causes. First, managers often do not know exactly how they
intend to use information and, thus, cannot tell evaluators. Second, there continues to be a rather
generalized belief that performance information will automatically tell management how to correct
problems.

This latter point is especially problematic. It may follow from the general nction that evaluation is a.
method of assessing experiments and that findings are supposed to be unequivocal. Yet few Federal
programs are experiments in any way other than name alone, and most evaluation contracts ask the
contractor to p.oduce findings and recommend solutions to observed problems. It ;s our general
contention, to the contrary. that solutions must come from those responsible for managing programs.
Further, it is our belief that at least the outlines for plausible solutions should be developed before
rather than after an evaluation study is completed.

Example

We cited earlier the example of a performance signaling system developed for the Atlanta public
school system which failed because the evaluators did not define the real functions carried out by
school administrators and resource specialists. In other words, had we known the real program
activities, we would have said that the program expectations were implausible.

This same study serves as an example of the issue being discussed here. The planned manage-
ment use oi the information could not have affected performance as intended because management
had not designed its indirect intervention to use such information. Instead, use was left relatively
undefined. It was assumed that performance information would trigger allocation of resource
teachers, but It did not. It probably was assumed, too. that technology existed (teaching methods
known to be effective) which would correct performance deficiencies, but it did not. What was
required here was, as already noted, a fundamentally different type of indirect interventionone
geared to research and developmentin which performance deviations were only the first step in a

10,,,
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multistep. corrective process involving the study of successful methods and the development of
technology and methods to use it.

The earlier cited Office of Legal Services quality assessment method, on the other hand, was
plausible, precisely because management had carefully designed its planned use of information in
such a way that the actions were plausible. 0E0. in fact, used the system as planned because its
planned use already matched existing functions. The information system merely formalized a
process already in place

The point is planned use cannot be treated lightly, a fact that is amply demonstrated by even casual
reading of most evaluation plans prepared by agencies. We close this subject with material obtained
from a prior study of evaluation planning (Hoist et al., 1974a).

*The FY 1974 t DHEW Evaluation Planning) guidance asked the program offices to specify the
issues which evaluation should address. This was done to help clarify exactly how evaluation was to
be used However issues in most submissions were portrayed in such general terms that it was hard
to tie them to any particular decision context Typical issue statements included: "Determination of
overall effectiveness of various types o ices in relation to cost under various conditions.-
..development of system management approa es to improve services," and "the relative effective-
ness or current and proposed mechanisms for d ivery of services in the public and private sectors.-

The guicitince also asked respondents to specify users and to associate users and issues in order
of prietity We found that most program audiences defined almost everyone in the world as potential
users of their evaluation studies For example. one program office specified the Congress. the
Secretary of DHEW Health Services and Mental Health Administration, the National Institute of
Mental Health the program director, regional offices. States. local project directors, and other
government and private agencies. No priority among them was indicated. To illustrate how another
program office described evaluation users, their written responses are presented in schematic form
in Figure 12 The boxes represent users at the Federal. State, and .local levels. The arrows show
decision processes or products that evaluation was supposed to affect and the groups that would be
affected

The use of individual evaluation project findings was treated in general terms, as.the following
qt iotation,. trom plan -;isumissions illustrate

knowir,dge to assist NIMH. States. and facilities to plan
ust.tiil dat ,,vstems

tei. Mica; .issistance and planning

ju d.ini t( State and rmunty governments and increased NIMH
fiegiunal Office t?valuative capability

fic-,ult,, of !his stud, will assist planners and project directors to
rf trIctr prograo is for better achuiv, .ment of their goals and
Iblet tivt

o he used evaluationi, mtNt he treated as new products for whose use substi,ntial design
ongineennq vveik I eqipied It cannot be left to chance
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IV. THE THIRD i'rEP:
CONSTRUCT ALTERNATIVES

Early applications of EA led to an unsatiSfying conclusionthe one or two potentially evaluable
descriptions concerned studies of relatively low interest to management, while more interesting
studies were blocked by the EA conclusions which suggested the need for further definition or actual
program design changes. It seems, then, that EA could prove to be a highly effective brake on
expenditures for evaluation. This particular outcome, while somewhat appealing, does not take into
account that the evaluator, having created an apparent impasse, should be the one to define
alternatives which are helpful to management. It is probably also true thatan evaluator's conclusions
regarding problems in program descriptions could be strengthened by defining and offering man-
agement ways to resolve the observed problems.

We define, them an added task for the evaluator doing 'an EAconstruct alternatives wherever
possible These can take the form of alternative expectations, program activites, or information
approaches For any of the threats to program achievement named throughout, evaluators can
suggest one or more of these alternatives to fill gaps in the program logic. Often, the alternative might
be a developmental process of some kind to discover and define an appropriate alternative.

Alternative Expectations

Perhaps the most common problem affecting Federal programs is unrealistic expectations, most
likely resulting from a management decision which is invalid, implausible, or unacceptable to
policymakers.

For any one of these problems, one possible solution is altered expectations. Most Federal
programs are defined legislatively with a specific budget level and a relatively limited definition of the
specific activities that will or must be present to fulfill the intent of the legislative and executive
branches Often. the EA will be the first time anyone seriously examines the underlying logic of the
design and the implied logic of the real program as it is being operated in the field.

Alternative expectations can be either different or lowered ones. For example, many programs are
expected to achieve more than one objective, and the EA may reveal that two ofsix objectives are
implausible. given the nature or size of the program. An option here is to simply drop the two believed
to be implausible Assuming that the two implausible objectives are on the lowdend of the priority
scale. they could be dropped without endangering the underlying political support fa the program.
Basically this is the issue to be explored by the evaluator. Program support is often piovided within
certain performance limits, one end indicating success and the other failure, and the range between
the two may be wider than imagined.

Ore example of the altering of expectations is available from work completed for the Appalachian
Regional Commission. An EA of the Commission's health and child development program revealed
that eccnomic impact was one of many objectives defined for the program. The term hadnever been
defined, nor had any system ever been developed to collect such information. Clearly any irvestment
of Federal funds in a region creates an economic effect in staff salaries and purchase of goods and
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services However. examination of the legislation and its background revealed that the leyslators
inserted health and child development into the act primarily for social and humanitarian reasons.

- rather than solely economic ones In short. the health and child development program would not be
considered unsuccessful were its economic impact limited.

Commission policymakers were apprised of the results of the analysis and became convinced that
it would not be worth the investment of additional resources to further define the term and establish a
system to collect evidence about the economic effects of investments in health and child care. The
expectation, accordingly was dropped.

Alternative Program Activities

In some cases. policymakers or managers will have expectations about which, however implausi-
ble they feel strongly As one might expect. the evaluator has a more difficult task ahead of him when
this is the case Generally. when taced with an objective which is unsupported by real activity, three
possibilities exist experts can be brought in to design a program that will work; program operators
who are successful can be identified, and their methods documented and disseminated: or a
research or demonstrpion program can be undertaken to develop the knowledge to design a
workable program

Which of these approaches is the most appropriate depends on the state of knowledge about the
oblective and the likelihood that success in this area is being experienced somewhere in the program
(i e . some locil program operators already know how to achieve the objective).

One of the more common approaches used in government is to form a task force of people
knowledgeable in the field to design a program. Less often is it recognized that local program
operators. through necessity. may have already produced the answer to what works. The selection of
an approach depends. then, on how mut h information is already available about local programs and
successes

Within DHEW the approach being taken is to identify locally successful programs via telephone
surveys and selected site visits. Teplephone surveys are designed to identify plausible candidates;
site visits are inteilded to documen) and validate the claims of the local HSA directors.

Whichever approach is adopted. the intent is to provide program management with a way out of the
dilemma created by an EA finding which shows the objective to be implausible. Management can
more easily act when presented with alternatives, than when it is told simply, "Your program won't
work. or It can't be evaluated.-

Alternative Information Approaches

Often expectations, however ambiguously defined, or program activities cannot or will not be
altered The evaluator must then design an information approach which can, by successively
acquiring information, refine the manager's understanding of what is possible, and, thus, slowly
define that part ot the program description which is ambiguous.

One such approach was developed for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration--the
National Evaluation Program (Nay et al . 1977) LEAA. as earlier noted, funds hundreds of different
types of local proiects Many of these projects. although categorized under one name, operate very
differently from locale to locale The approach taken in one such project was to purchase information
in stages, each representing a potential stopping point.
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LEAA and State staff carrtpd out an initial stage in which project groupingstopic areas of potential
interest to Federal and State administrators--were identified. A topic area was a group of projects
presumed to be focused on a similar objective and with roughly similar methods.

Phase 1 studies were then contracted out. These studies included:

A literature search, development of a general taxonomy of projects, and
an assessment of what was known about the topic area;

A description of a sample of field projects, including the development
of models;

. A generalized analytical framework which would represent the projects
reviewed during onsae work;

An assessment of the present state of knowledge, including an analysis
of the accuracy and reliability of current information;

A design for a Phase II evaluation; and

A design for a single project in this class which could be used by State
or local officials.

With this information gathered, LEAA could stop, because they believed they had enough informa-
tion, or proceed tO Phase II, a complete evaluation based on the Phase I design. This approach
enabled LEAA to gather comparable information about an extremely diverse set of projects,

Another example of using an information approach to clarify strongly held but ambiguous objec-
, tives can be found in the study completed for the Appalachian Regional Commission. One of the

purposes of Congress in creating ARC was to provide a vehicle for developing and demonstrating
unique, innovative solutions to the region's problems. The term "innovation" was used liberally in the
legislation and internal planning documents, but had never been detined. On furtherexamination, the
objective seemed to be taken seriously by policymakers, yet not only was it not defined well, there
were also no functional activities in place to achieve this objective. Defining "innovation" in the
abstract was possible, but was not considered useful. Defining the term operationallywas attempted,
but it proved to be elusive. Yet, when queried, staff and management seemed able to cite examples of
innovative projects and to reject some projects as not innovative.

Accordingly. it was decided to establish a rather loosely defined process in which a particular
project would be declared innovative if local, State', and Commission staff could mutually agree that it
was so. and why. The process involved screening of all project grant applications at the three levels,
agreeing on a set of innovative projects, selecting the most promising ones (based on definition of
objectives and method in the grant anplimtion), and then evaluating those projects. The evaluations
would be used to promote and pt to replicate successful innovations, and to advocate ex-
panded financial support for pri :echniques. Here an information process was being used to
define, through example and study . an otherwise highly ambiguous objective.
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V. THE FINAL STEP:
IMPLEMENT EVALUABILITY
ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

The completion of an evaluability assessment is not the point at which the evaluator documents
and presents his findings to management. The final step occurs when management makes the three
sets of decisions necessary to conclude the assessment. Having decided to accept or reject the
evaluator's conclusions; chosen which evaluable description (current or alternative) to implement,
and determined how to organize and staff the effort to implement its decisions, the evaluator must
then assume an important role in implementation.

Management Decisionmaking

The evaluator's major tasks in the decision process are to organize the decisions to be made such
that management can understand the options available, and then record the decisions.

In the EA completed for the Bureau of Health Planning, a formal report was prepared to lay out the
options in a form that would facilitate the decision process. This paper (Who ley et al., 1977) was
distributed to the Bureau's management groupthe director and his immediate supervising staff.

Information was presented both in narrative form and in several sets of tables, one of which
communicated the options available to management, another of whichwas provided blank to enable
the management group to record their reactions to the EA findings, anda third of which was provided
blank to enable the management group to record their decisions on which options to pursue.

Tables 17 through 22 are the first set, those summarizing the options available to management.
Tables 17. 18. and 19 are organized around the options concerning three of the Bureau's programs.
(The Act. P.L. 93-641. was divided into a number of programs for purposes of the evaluability
assessment ) Table 20 summarizes the types of evaluation data and the sources of those data by
evaluation option. Table 21 was prepared to summarize for management the implications of selecting
certain options or sets of options relative to Bureau management objectives. For example, if Bureau
management wished to focus on increasing the effectiveness of its technical assistance effort,
options were presented to facilitate that objective. Finally, Table 22 was presented to summarize the
options which could be adopted to support different management purposes.

The key here was to get management to rank order choices. It was clear that there were not
adequate funds to pursue all options. So choices had to be made. The tables and accompanying text
were designed to aid in that task.

Tables 23 through 28 summarize the reactions to findings: Tables 23. 25. and 27 summarize
reactions to findings about the three programsthe extent to which the programs were ready to be
evaluated. while Tables 24, 26, and 28 then summarize the reactions of the managementgroup to the
evaluation/management options developed by the evaluators. These reactions preceded discussion
and decisions relative to ranking the options in order of importance to the Bureau.

69



TABLE 17 Evaluation/Management Options: information Sources, Costs,
and Uses of Information (Bureau Program 1)

Options Evaluation
Information

.

Information .
.. , Source

Approximate
Annual Cost Use of

Information
$ 1 Staff

1.1 Manage Program I
to Nippon DHEW production
of regulations and guide
lines ,

.

1.2 Redesign Program 1 to
minimize DHEW production
ccits and time delays

1.3 Redesign Program I
to Minimize the negative
effects of DHEW regulations
and guidelines on agencies

1.4 Redesign Program I to
support DHEW develop
ment of realistic federal
Objectives

.

(1) Cost to Bureau of
drafting regulations,
guidelines, and reporting
systems

(2) HSA/State Agency/
Regional office reactions
to DHEW products

Cost ot Bureau drafts of
regulations, guidelines,
and reporting systems

Likely impact of proposed
regulations on agency resource
allocations and performance

Evaluation information
from Qptions 11.1/11.2/11.3
or from Option 111.4

.

MI TS and other Bureau
management systems

(See p. 311)

Telephone surveys

(See pp. 32-331)

MITS and other Bureau manage-
ment systems

(See p. 311)

Site visits to 5 to 10 agencies
(see 36_371)

Information from Options
11.1/11.2/11.3 or 111.4

(See tables following)

40,000 - 0.25
80,000 man-

years

0 Min-
imal

70,0003 Modest

Same as Options11.1 /11.2/10
or 111.4

Managing Bureau activities,
influencing those above the
Bureau

Obtaining changes in the
()HEW/Bureau process for
developing and clearing .
required products

Recommending changes in
proposed regulations

.

Recommend to DHEW
realistic Federal objectives
for HSAs and State agencies

,

These page references are to Evaluahn. rye Assessment tor the &MIMI of Health Planning and Resources Development, DHEW: BureauProgram I: Rulemaking, Urban Institute
Contract Report 5906-20-02. Nosember 1977.

2$5,000 to S10,000 per product.

3870,000 per evaluation
".4
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TABLE 18 Evalustion/Managsmont Options: Information Sources, Costs,
and Uses of Information (Bureau Program II)

,

Options Evaluation
Information

Information
Source

Approximate
Annual Cost Use of

Information
$ Staff

11.1 Manage Program II to
have HSA and State agency
planning produce evaluable
programs

1

\

Agency Progress in de/eloping
realistic objectives and plausi
ble progradis that will achieve
those objectives

(See pp. 61.65 )1

Health sYstems Plans; annual
implementation plans; State
health plans; State medical
facilities plans

Regional office site visits
to obtain data confirming
program plausibility

..

0

70,000
280,000

&

Of
&

2 to 5
man
years

1 man-

Year

(1) Reporting to DHEW and
Congress on nationwide per-
formance in health planning
and expected results over
the next 5 years

(2) Policy guidance to
regional offices, HSAs, and
State agencies

(3) Identifying outstanding
agencies and problem agencies

II:2 Manage Program II to
hog HSA's and State
agencies achieve federally
defined objectives

;
.

Agency progress toward
national guideline stand
ards or other federally
defmed objectives

(See pp, 70-71)1

_

Health systems plans;
annual implementation
plans; State health plans;
State medical facilities
plans

.

_

0

70,000
140,000

&

of

&

2 to 3
man
years

1 man-
year

(1) Reporting to DHEW and
Congress

(2) Policy guidance to
regional offices, HSAs, and
State agencies

(3) Identifying outstanding
agencies and problem agencies.

(continued)
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TABLE 18 Evaluation/Management Options: Information Sources, Costs,
and Uses of information (Bureau Program II) (Continued)

.

Options
.,

Evaluation
Information

Information
Source

Appr:imate
Ann Cost Use of

Information
$ Staff

.

.113 Manage Program It
to have HSAs and State
agencies achieve local
and State objectives

Ai leneY progress toward ldcal
and State objectives

Mee PP. 61-65)1

.

.

Health systems plans; annual
iinpfementation plans: State
health plans: State mediagl.
facilities plans

0

70.000

280,000

or
&

i to 5
man-
years

1 man:

year

(1) Reporting to DHEW
and Congress

(2) Policy guidance to
region& offices, HSAs, and
State agencies

i

01 Identifying outstanding
agencies and problem
agencies

.

.

4

11.4 Manage Program II
to hay* HSA's and State
*Wes establish
rsquired functions,
structures, and operations

Not examined Not examined ' ..

.

Not examined

.

Not ixamined
..

.

(continued)
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TABLE 18 Evaluation/Management Options: information Sources, Costs,
and Uses of Information (iltireeu Ptosram Is, (Continued)

OPtions

.

Evaluation .

Information

i:

Information
Source .

Approximate
Annual Cost Use of

Information'
$ Staff

,.,

11.5 Redesign Program II
to develoP routinely HSA/
State agency performance .

standards

See Option 111.4

(See tables following) .

Information from Option 111.4

(See tables following)

Same as Option 111.4

Mee tables following)

Use information on HSA and
State agency performance to
develop agency performance
standards

11.5 Redesign Program II
to estimate routinely tha
effects of congressional/
OHEW/Bureau policies
on agency resource
allocation and
Performance

Agency resource allocation

(See pp. 77-79)1

Agency work plans, or
agency work plans plus
continuous monitoring of
5 to 10 agencies

0 to & 2 to 5
200,000 man

. years2

or

70,000- & 1 man-
480,000 Year

Recommend changes in
regulations at d guidelines

.

I Thaw) page references are to Evaluability Assessment for the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development, ONE"' Bureau Program II Administering the Law
Nationwide, Urban Institute Contract Report 5906-20-03. November 1977.

2The same staff could accomplish evaluations 11.1. 11.2. 11.3. and 11.6.
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TABLE 19 Evaluation/Management Options: Information Sources, Costs,
and Uses of Information (Bureau Program III)

.

Optio(1s
' Evaluation

_
Information

Information
Sourea

Anotoximate
. Aic.ual Cost Use of

Information .Staff

111.1 Manage Program III
to complete products on
Schedule

.

Planned vs. actual schedules of
activities and produce

ttAte P. 32)1

MITS and other Bureau
management systems

0 Mini.
n.al

.

Allocation of Bureau staff
and funds to production of
technical assistance products

111.2 Manage Progrr .1 III
to produce products
coinsdered veful by
agencies

NSA 'State Jgency reactions to
Bureau technical assistance
pi oducts

(See pp. 32. 34 & 35)1

Telephone surveys 50,000 - & : to 3
4ork0002 .,.dn.

yews

Allocation of Bureau staff
and funds to production/
revision of technical assist-
ance products

111.3 Manage Program III
to uroduCe products whidi
are used and are
effective

..

HSA.State agency use of
But eau techalcal a;sist
mice products

(See pp. 32, 39 & 40)1

Plans, other agency
documentation

100,000 & 1 to 3
800,0003 man-

years

Allocation of Bureau funds
to production/revision of
technical assistance
products

111.4 Redesign Program III
to increase the use and
effectiveness of
ditcretionary tech
nicai assistance

(1) Processes and producb
through which effective
HSA's and State agencies
have defined proNems,
ea4:hed solutions, and
brought about changes

specific twalth services

121 Changes in the health
cat P system

1..0e o. 52'1

l t , Telephone sur,...ys

I2i Site visits to 810
HSA'siState agencies

1,000,000 & 5 to 10
2,000,0004 man-

years

(1) Technical assistance to
,

HSA's and State agencies

(2) Support for Bureau
Prwrams I, II, and IV

1 These pages references Jre to Eval,,d1.,brv Assessment tor the. Bureau, of Health Planningand Resod', es Development &dew, Program Ill Developing and
Disseminating Tochmcal ssistance Pr .cts Urban Instrtuto Contract Repot t 5906-70-04, November 1977.

45,000 to $10,000 per product.

3$10,000 to $70 000 pet orudto.t

1$50,000 pet evaluation

3



TABLE 20 Typos and Sources of Evaluation Data

Typo of Evaluation
I nfor motion

Source of Data Options

1. Bureau costs and progress in
producing required and
discretionary products

A. MITS and other Bureau
management systems

1.1, 1.2, 111.1

.

2. Opinions ot HS A,State
agency, and regional
office staffs as to the
usefulness of Bureau
products

B. Telephone surveys of
HSA, State agency, and
regional office staffs

1.1, 111.2

3. Use of Bureau products
in HSA/State agency
activities

C. HSA/State agency plans
and other agency
documentation

111.3

4. 1-15A /State agency progress
in des. eloping plausible
plans and realistic programs
to affect the health care
system

C. NSA/Stale agency plans 1

and other agency
documentation

1.4,2 11.1

5. HSA,'State agency progress
toward national guideline
objectives and other local,
State. and national
objectives

C. HSA/State agency plans 1.4? 11.2, 11.3

6. HSA/State agency resource
allocation

C and D. HSA/State agency
work programs and site
visits to agencies

1.3, 11.6

7. Effective HSAiState
agency problem solving and
resulting changes in the
local 'State health cat e
system

--

D. Site visits to HSA's/
state agencies

1.4,2 11.5,3 111.4

1 New pianninq Andante would he required, estdblishing new formats for presenting health systems plans, annual imorementation
plans. Stdte hrsitth plans, rnd State medicdl tacrtrties Watts.

tlpt.on 1 4 uses information from Option 11.1/11 2/11.3 or 111.4.
.1 Option 11.5 uses information horn Optron 111.4.

Q 4

- :
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TABLE 21 .Evaluation/Management Options and Bureau Management Objectives

Program I: Rulemaking

Current (No option described)

Stronger internal bureau management Options 1.1 and 1.2

Stronger bureau role in national policy develpment Options 1.3 and 1.41

Program II: Administering the Law Nationwide

Current (No option described)

Stronger internal bureau management Options 11.1 and 11.2

Stronger bureau rule In managing a nationwide program Options 11.1, 11.2, 11.3 and 11.61

Stronger bureau role in national policy development Option 11.6

Program III: Developing and Disseminating
Discretionary Technical Assistance Products

Cur r ent Option 111.1

Stronger internal bureau managmnent Option 111.2

Stronger bur eau technical assistance role Options 111.3 and 111.4

lOptions
I ,ino !I 5 Ate But eau stall activities which USP evaluation information horn other options. Thta, they

cannot he implefnented Mune

t.
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TABLE 22 Alternative Decision Packages (Combination of Evaluation/Management 000114 .

Eve lu...on/
Msnagnment

Opuen

Peeks. 1:
Current

Operatoons

Package 2:
Stronger

Bureau Manage-
ment of Programs

I. Il. and III
4

.

Peeks. 3:
Stronger
%Neu

Technic&
Assistance

Role

'scams 4:
Stro :war

Bureau Role in
Menegement of a
Nationwide Pro-

gram and in
National Policy
Development

.

Peeks. II:
Strong**

Bureau Role in
Technical

Assistance and
in National

Policy
Development

Pao kW 2:
Stronger

Bureau Role In
Management
of a Nation.
wide Progrom .,.
Technical
Assistance

fa Nr.ional Policy
Development

1.1 (Support OH EW) X X X X X

1.2 (Minimize cost /delay) X X X

1.3 (Minimize negative effects)
- X X X

1.4 (Recommend Federal objectives) X X X

11.1 (Evolvable Pr 09ram4) X X X

11.2 (Federal oblctives) X X X X X

11.3 1State/local obtectives)
---

X X

114 (Required functions) Not Examined

11.6 (Develop ttandards) X

11.6 (Federal effects on agencies)
,

X

111.1 (Products) x .

111.2 luseui: X X

111.3 (Use) X X X

111.4

........

iModeft of 4taincv prOblerrnotvotg) X X X

......



TABLE 23 Summary of Bureau Managers Reactions to Findings on Program I: Rulemaking°

Menegers' Reactions to thiFindings.

*
Urban Institute Comments

0

Findings 1

Agree . Disagree i cMore Evdene Is
Requited to Convince Me

,

1. Program I is waii-
defined in terms of
'agreed upon, measurable
oblectives.

-A good half of the
9 problem is how ably

we manipulate the
system . . We don't cl
do that very well."

0

. t
2. the Bureeu's Program

I has not met th oblec
i. titres in the past. at
1 meesured by available
! data sources. Already
i evadable informstion .
! indicates that Pro

gram I does not cum.
E plate required products
: on the time schedules

required to meet the
r needs of State and lo

cal health planners

9
. .

0 .
.

.

-3. The Bureau's pro.'
gram is perceived ds

I not %VW king by stow
management and bv
those above the Bureau.

-
.

.

I

;
..

7

.

"Don't egret now ...
2 A few months ago I

would have ... it
as 41ausible now.
... more vertical
linkages:.

"Foley may feel ur-
gency, Endicutt
never did."

The Corbett-Foley Com
mittss may be helping.

.

(continued)



TABLE n Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Findings on Program I: Rulemaking (Continued)
...

Findings
Managers' Beections to the Finding*

Urban Institute Comment,
.

Agree Disagree Mo evidence would bem
required to convince me,.....

4. An examinetion of
the program indicates
that Bureeu's program
logic is not plausible.

"Internal con-
5 streints may be

even more SOW*
than externel."

"Half right ... The
4 HEW environment Is

half the Problem:
the Bureau is the
other half."

"New Admlnistretion
Police."

S. The program may have
serious negative effects
on HSA/State agency I,.
ocierations. imposing
unrealistic require
mints on HSAs and State
agencies. and causing
..stly disruptions in

ftete/local operations.

3 "What is Produced is
2 generally good and

Problems are re-
solved quickly."

-

"Philosophically I am dis-
4 posed to believe it, but I

haven't seen the evidence ...
Some agencies are doing well
in spite of me."

"Agree with 'unrealistic' .. .
More evidence required re
'costly. disruptive.' "

"Anyone outside of Federal
government would generally
react napetively to reguletions
and guidelines."

"I don't understand the regule-
tions and guidelines re Plans
myself .. . On the other hand,
the Law is very ccunpliceted."

Mom evidence could be
presented, to clarify
the findings and demon- '
strati Its correctness.

.

*The loge numerals indicate the number of :knew managers who agreed or disagreed with the findings, or need4cI more evidence to be convinced.



TABLE 24 Summar/ of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Evduation/Manamment
Options for Bureau Program I (Rulemaking)

Options

Do you understand
the option bawd
on the material

provided by The
Urban Institute?

(Yes, No)

Do you think the
option is feasible?

(Yee. No)

What priority
should i have?
(1, 2, ...,14)

Given the Surseu's otber sommitmeets, should
the Boom commit mouton to this option?

(Yes, No)
How Much

Mensgernent Time?
(Man-yews/Year)

lirsw Much
Staff Time?

(Men-yews/Yew).. ..
H401 Much

Contract Monay?
($/Yeer)

41 Mensge Program I
to support CHEW
Production of
regulations
snd videi nes

7 Yes
1 -- Nut fully

5 - Yes
1 - Yes for guidelines;
no for regulations

1 - Yes if. e reporting
system existod (not
too sanguine about
this)

.

staff +
stelff +

15 - 40,000
40 - 50,000
41:11.80A100

tart with 1
end see *bet
we get

2 - 3/yeer (ell
internally
developed
guidelines)

1.2 Redesign Program I
to mir mite CHEW
Production costs
sad tune delays

7 Yes
I Not fully

4 - Yes
1 Yes for guide-
lines; no for
regu lotions

1 no: not feasible
to minimize HEW
co 'ts and time
delays unless
someone at top

.. . Champion
eying us help .

.

..

(continued)



TABLE 24 Summery of Bureau Msnagsrf Reactions to Evalustion/Menapunent
Options for Bureau Progrom I (Rulemaking) (Continued)

01 Wens

v

Do you understand
the option based

on the materiel
provided be The
When Institute?

(Yes. No)

Do you think the
option is feedble?

Wes. No)
.

.

What priority
should it heve?
(1,2..... 14)

Given the Burs Ws other commitments. thould
the Bureau oommit rooms, to this option?

Ms, No)
How Much

Meneeement Time?
(Men-years/Year)

Hon Much
Staff Time?

(Manyears/Year)

How Much
Contract Money?

SWYmr)

1.3 Redesign Program I
tO flenetlite the
Motive effects
of DHEW regulations
end guidelines on
agencies

7 - Yes
e.

3 - Yes
1 - Yes for guidelines;
no for regulations

1 - No
1 - Probably hard
to do
- Limited regard-

less of what we do

I .
"Your
thinking is
good but has
been over-
taken bY
mots."

.

_../r

Less than 1
man-year

6100.000
$1' .N00
All I, to spare

1.4 Redesign Program I
to support DHEW
development of
realistic federal
(*Actives

7 - Yes

.

6 - Yes

,

"Looks
pretty
oversaw,
probebly
with cues-
tionsble
chance of
mimes."

3 man-yeets
,

suitable
amount of
contract $

(continued)
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TABLE 24 Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Evaluation/Management
Options for Bureau Program 1 (Rulemaking) (Continued)

Options
.

Why should the aureau
sermon resources to

this notion?

Diem the oommitmeMs of your Office/Division
would you commit your aim NOUrells to this option?

Where should the
resources coon

.
Noway

rem?

(Yes. No)
How Much Men.
agement Time?

(Men-yaws/Yew)

I. Much
Staff Time?

(Man-yoar/Years)

How Much
Contract Money?

(S/Yeer)
,

Meneaemiont
Time

Staff
Time

Contrast.
Money

1.I Menage Program I to
support OHEW production
of repetitions and guide-
Imes.

"Creative discipline." "Good
chance ot benefit."

..

2-3 months/product $6-10.000 to
start

X
X
X

IS evaluation
$ or own staff

X

1.2 Redesign Program 1
to minimire OHEW
production costs and
time delays

2-3 months/product X
X

X

.
1.3 Redesign Program 1
to minimize the
moth* effects of OHEW
regulations and guide-
lines on agencies

"NPR M is another way to get
information from the field. A
lot of agencies are doing very
thorough analyses."

X Ile travel $
not used
correctly

.
1.4 Redesign Program 1
to support DREW develop.
ment of realistic federal
oblectives

,

"It's the most positive approach.
It makes the most logical sense."
"Need tor ea post anelysts and
adiusrmenre."

A --.

OPMT: "I couldn't
guess. I would be wil-
ling to commit the
resources that would

g
be necessary."

4



TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Findings on Program II:
Administering the Law Nationwide*

t,
Findings

r
Managers* Reactions to the Findings

Urban Institute CA IstuimMtli
Agree Disagree

--
More evidence /WNW

1

1 The current state of
program definition fells
Wort of that intended .

by the Bureau and re
wired by throes above
the Bureau. Much of
the intended program
lel, Event Be.
"Achieve State/Local
Objectives," and
Event 7. "Achieve No-
tional Objectives")
hes not been defined
in measurable terms.)

"The requested adjustments
9 (exceptions) to the na

tional guidelines will
give some indication of
*hat State end local ob.-
jectsves ere."

0
.

.
.

.

.

2. While monitoring of
progress toward the ole
Wetives in the pro-
poseo national guide-
lines. Event Ob. Is
wobably feasible. it
Is by no means clew
that HSA/State money
activities we likely
lo school) these objec-
tives.

Not clear is about the
a softest way you could say

could say that

"I don't went you to con.
safer that we've done some
thing wrong . The issue
is in doubt until the
battle is fought."

"The national guidelines'
really We not applicable
to HSAs because they we
not health service market
arse:"

"There is a lack of basic
dull . . to insure that
HSAs could prevail and
achieve objectives . .

"Don't wee completely.
I We will move into strong

exceptions. That will
have to be built into the
picture ... I think on
some national guidelines
you might see some wog-
ress."

-

#

.

.

.

.

(continued)
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TABLE 25 Summary of Bureau Managers Reactions to Findingson Program 11:
Administering the Law Nationwide (Continued)

Findings
Mansgere Reactions to the Findines

Agree Disagree More Evidence Required
Urban Institute Comments

.,

3e. The Bureau's Program "Certainly, in terms of "We're awfully slow and "(After briefing:I The finding should be11 does not appear to be 6 outcome, I agree." 3 tate . . . We will be pro- . You've convinced me." more clearly Ito*. TheprOducing meiotic,
plausibls performance "There are constraints in

ducing realistic perform-
once standards . .. The in-

finding uses the term
"performance" to moondander& The Bureau the law that get us into formation con only come outcome or impact, notdoss not have either the

information collection
process or the inhouse
Staff activities moo
eery to set Holistic

the problem."

"Too tow internal resources
committed . . Lunitid in.
teraction with people in

after we adopt some stand-
aids, do some site visits,
and see what information we

proce's .

standards for HSA/State the field Far too much "In some respects, yes; in
agency performance. emphasis on anecdotal syn some, no. We're on the

drome . " verge of having a fairly
adequate process for judt
ing development on HSPs and

....

AlPs."

.
"We can sof Some performance
standards in terms of the
Law, but we don't have much
of anythmg to collect in.
formation or the ability to
examine it . . . We don't
have information to set
standards on results what
changes in health status or
quality you con reasonably

.. . expect and what measures."

(continued)
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TABLE 25 Summary of Bureau Managers Reactions to Findings on Program II:
Administering the Law Nationwide (Continusd)

I
Findings

'

. -
Mane Mete Reactions to the Findings

.
.

Won Institute Comments
Agree Disagree More Evidence Required

3b. Moreover. the pro
Poled reporting system
Mem suspect on cost
feeobtlity and cost.;
utility grounds.

a

:

.

.

.

..

.

"We are a long waY from
6 knowing haw we will usa

the data."'

"We havehl established
thy basil) for the
information we need."

"No unified position on
how the information would
be used."

4

. ,
....

%

?

.

...

"We have to do it ... I
2 don't know that it is WY

exPensive."

.
"Whet is nisPect IS.OUt
ability to display the
data ...

"I think it's worth the
cost because the informs-
tion we'll be getting is
the bulk of the information
we need to defend the pro-
gram in Congress , .. It
Puts us in position to show
plat we at least know

'' what's going on in the
agencimi'

"I don't know ...
1 Agree in general ...

Your third finding
I suPPOrt."

"Not convinced."

,

.

t
o

4. Some ot the congres-
Sonel/DHEW/Bureau r
quirernents placed on
11.11Cies are resulting
In unrealistic plans ahd
programs, disinflation of
411MClit teOurces on un
Productive *chains,.
and elms of agency
credibility in planning.
(The lew and Feder al
regulations and guide-
lines require HSAs and
State agencieS to plan
for achieving obiectivm
over *ditch they have no
control. for example, to
improve health status,
environmental health,
end occupational
heelth.1

/ *;Th's is a very basic is-
5 we.-

"Agree to a certain extent
. . The emphasis should
be on congressional re.
quirements."

1i

_
3

.

"Mostly Ingres ... We do
talk about health status
goals ... Those agencies
that want to pick up on that,
Idol ; those that don't,
don't ... We aren't forc
ins them to dog with these
.. . They aren't so Pas-
sive. If Ithe requirements
are) unrealistic .. ., they
call RO land us) . .."

.

"Disagree . .. But I don't
think anyone takes them
seriously."

"Unreelistic plans evolve
more from luck to prototype
(plans)... We're not even
sure what goes into a HSP."

a

"Philosophically I
1 believe it. but I

haven't seen the
evici*.nce . .. Some
agencies are doing
well,in spite of us."

.

.

More evidence is required
to clarify the finding
and to demonstrate that
it is correct.

,
.

,

(continued)
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TABLE 25 Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Findingson Program II:
AdMinistering the Law Nationwide (Continued)

..

,
nue,.

, -

..

..
Mangers' Reselions to the Findings

Utban bistitute Consamine

..

.
*Fee

..- .

Disagree More Evidence Required
.

II. NSAS and State
allencles areofor se-
fated issues and Won*
Isms, developing feel-
istie objectives and '
plausible programs and,
is some cases, demon-
feratifte reaulta.,

.

.
9 ,

.

,

i .

0 ..

.
.

,

"1 think I'd feel
more comfortable if
there were more oyi-
donee to suggest
this."

.

I /

/
/

/

6. State and local
plans do not presently
enable ono to distin
wish realistic from
unreshstkoblectives.

. .

:

.

.

. .

.

..
.

g

I

...f

4

.

,

.

.

"Should regional offices ,
5 have a role here?"

"Not only true of State ,..
and local health plans,
but of almost all plan-.
Meg."

.
"I think we've seen some
Imercriement."

"Agree, but we need to
have more evidence." .

"Report doesn't provide
that much evidence ...
More avidenca is re-
wired."

.

"That's a good criticism.
3 It's stated e little tou

broadly. I'd say that
many of them are not suf
ficiently specific ...

- Many are, many eritn't ..."

"For the most part, the
things we've seen nem to
be realistic and not out-
landish... In many cases.
the agencies ere kind of
conwvlitive, some so much
that they're not proposing
anything in the communin0

"In MSPIAIP, regional of-
fices have been able to
idenbly unrealistic and
not non defined Pei
stauhnents and get plans
rewritten."

_

"Don.t know ...
1 Not familiar with

the plans."
.

.

.

//

.

.

.

.

(continued)



TABLE 25 Summary of Bureau *mere Reactions to Findings on Program ii:
Mministering the Law Nationwide (Conthured1

I

Findings
i

.

.
Managers Resetions to the Finding.

* Urban Institute Conunenal

1

I Agree Disagree
,

More Evidence Required

7. Though Congress sees
the Bureau as having a
malor role in manse*
ment of the heilth
planning program, the
Bureou's capabilitY to
use rierformanceinfdr
matibn is not well
dolloped or defined.

.. ,

:
1 t

.

i

.

"Wry still ad hocing it
8 from 4ne month to the

next."':

"That's put mildly beyond
the fairly formidable t
forts that Fete hes mode
and that's episodic."

"There is no clear Bureau
policy on Mat information
we need and how we will
We It."

"True to some extent; not
1 true to some extent ...

rISP's, MP's: we are using
them as a basis of inborn-
game as to what we should
be doing to help ... and
(we) try to take inform&
tion that demonstrates
ability to deal with prob.
IOU and get it to other
earncies."

. - t

.

'The large noigereis indicate toe ntimbe of Bureaumanager: who agree or disagreed with the findings, cw needed more evidence to be convinced.



TAM E 26 Summary of Bureau Managers' Roactions to Evaluation/Management Options for Bureau
Program Administering the Law Nationwide

,Options

Do you urdentand
the option based
on the mitten&
provided by The
Urban Institute?

Wes, Nol

Do thinkyou the
option is feasible?

Wes, No)

What priority
should it have?

41.2.3.
.... 9)

Given the Burestes other commitments, should
the Bureau commit resources to this option?

(Yes. No)
How Much

Management Time?
(Man-years/Year)

How Much
Staff Time?

(Man-years/Year)

How Much
Contract Money?

(S/Year)

III Manage Program 11
to have HSA and State
agency planning
produce *valuable
Pfoi Vann'

8 Yes

.

6 Yes
1 No
1 We could not Impose
it except by regulation

1

I+ contract support
Urban Institute
amount okay ...
Need my de-
crease through
time.

11.2 Manage Prow arn I 1
to have HSA's and
Suite agenves achieve
federally defined
Objectives'

1 Yes
1 Wouldn't
manage

5 Ye52
1 Probably
1 No I still think
the MITS or the site
assessments should
provide the infor.
motion

I Technical
Problems

-..-)

.

"Don't
spend
resources
to extract
from the
Plans."

'

inhouse +

substantial4

1

cOntractor3
Significant amount
of *valuation IS

$140.000

f

(continued)
.0)



TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for Bureau
PrOgrallt II: Administering the Law Nationwide (Continued)

_

Options

Do you understand
the option bawd
Oil the material
provided by The
Urban Institute?

Wes, No)

Do you think the
option is feasible?

(Yes No),

What priority
should it hart?

(1,2,3.
. . .. 9)

Given the Bureates other commitments, should
the Bureau commit resources to this option?

'

(Ye..4 No)

,

How Much
Management Time?
(Men.years/Year)

How Much
Staff Time?

(Men-yeers/Yeer)

How Much
Contrect Money?

(S/Year)

11.3 Manage Program II
to have HSA's and Stfte
*roc* achieve local
end State obiectives

a

8 Yes 6 - Yes
1 - Not really

"Probably
should rely
on anecdotal
information!'

Substantial
1 $140,000

.

11.4 Manage Program 11
to have HSA's and
Sate agencies
establish requited
functions.
structui es. anti
OPerstiottt

/ Yes 6 Yes

I -
(continued)



TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Evaluation/Managment
Op tioos for Bureau Program II: Admin;stering the Law Nationwide (Continued)

Options
tWhy should he Bureau

commit resources to
this option?

Given the commitments of your Offics/Olvision
would you ..tommit your own resources to this option?

Where should the neoessery
resources corns from?

(Yes, No)
How Much Man.
agement Time?

(Man-years/Year)

How Much
Staff Time?

(Man-year/Years)

How Much
Contract Money?

IS/Year)

Management
Time

Staff
Time

Contract
Money

11.1 Manage Program II
to have HSA and State
agency planning produce
*valuable programs

X 1% evaluation 8
or current UI
contract
1% evaluation $6

11.2 Manage Program il
to have HSAs and State
agencies achieve f oder any
defined oblectives

If the whole name of the gime
to invest national resouices to get
things done in terms ot federally
defined obiectives and some of
t he law
This is what we ate held
accountable tor

DHP5

DRA "1/8 men
year"
OPMT: "We have a
couple of man-years
in that right now."

The Centers &
regional offices
could play a
role if IN. could
design the
right informa-
tion flow
system.

3-4 OPS
staff
members
I?)

DHP

1% evaluation $
or current Ul
contract
1% evalus ion $6

ti 3 Manage Protpam II
to have HSAs anti State
agencies achieve local
and S e objeclives

.

1% evaluation $ I

or current Ul
tcontract .61 % evaluation so

II 4 aye Notratn II
to have SAs and State
agenLies establish
requited f uncttons.
structutes. and
opwaiiIins

"Might be worth
investing in one
study."

1

DHP

.

.

(continued)
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TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managars' Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for
Bureau Program II: Administering the Law Nationwide (Continuod)

Op tions

Do you understand
the option based
on the matenal

provided by The
Urban Institute?

(Yes, No)

Do you think the
. option is feasible?

(Yes. No)

Whet priority
should it have?

(1, 2, 3
..., 9)

Oben the Bureau's other commitments, should
the Bureau commit resources to this option?

.............1
How Much

Contract Money?
$/yeer

(Yes, No)
How Much

Management Time?
(Man-yeei s/Year)

How Much
Staff Time?

(Men-years/Year)

11.5 Redesign Program II
to routinely develop
HSA/Stete agency
performance standards

5 - Yes 3 Yes
I No problem doing
the study. I question
gettinio all agencies to
adopt the standards.

"It's most important that
we begin to trumpet some
successes."

I

1-2 + $200,000 -
6250,000 7

.

11.6 Redesign Program II
to routinely estimate
the effects of congtes.
slonal/OHEW/Bureau
policies on *Olney
lisetatee allocation
and performance.

5 Yes 2 - Yes
2 - 7
I - Yes, but don't
work from agency
work plans

1 No

"Not worth the effort since
"The impact may well be on
the applicant."
"I don't know what good it
from adding on."

we cannot affect
people outside

would do ...

Congress anyway."
the aoency, e.g..

It won't keep Congress

I"Trying to find the information [in the plans could be a problem] . If re went ahead, should ask for [the iaformation in] some charts at the beginning of the plan."
"NSA: won't have much opportunity to reformat the plans :itate agencies will call the shots on formats."
"I don't think we should adjust how they plan for the sake of a reporting syste.n."

2Ttue exception pilscess Imezins that I they will have a lot Mete information at regional offices.
3.. I d oent my staff involved in this."
4,The big problem is having the Federal Capeci ty to do all the analyses."

"In feasibility terms I think it's more likely it we lean toward contractors."

6DHP "I have proposed a new unit ot 7 pi otessionats and 2 Secretaries to analyze plans ... (part of Plans Development Branch), and up to 5 more in a complementary section ..."
8^fte.vr-c L. would Make a Major investment.

7"But !the total] will come up to more than we can do . . . We halts $200,000 to $300,000 that we can Invest and don't even haw to ask. I assume that we can get $200,000 to
9300,000 more by a good pitch."

4.

I 0



TABLE 27 Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Findings on Program III:
Developing Discretionary Technical Assistance Products*

Findings Mentors' Reactions to the Findings

Agree Disagree More Evidence Required
Urban Institute Comments

1. The program is cur
rently being managed
and evaluated in terms
of a limited objective. .

"produce Bureau prod-
%lets as Planned:*

:
"But not sure it is

7 achieving even that."
"I really don't know . ..

2 In some instances I would
agree; in some, disagree ..."

"Partially agree."

.

.

Some Bureau managers
didn't distinguish be-
tween needssOsement
end Post hoe evaluation
of the impact of techni-
cal assistance products

a

2. The currently evaiu-
able program appears to
fall short of other
objectives the Bureau
has for the Programs.
namely, to "produce
products considered use-
NI by agencies" and
"produce products that
are used by adinclas and
are effective in agency
operations."

.........

(But I we've not discussed
7 the TA program and adopted

those objectives."

"(But] the feedback from
the users of the material
has bei..n quite supportive
of the Centers for Health
Planning Our informal
advice is that Centers are
doing Pretty well except

and .

"We really don't have a weV
of finding out yet how ef.
fictive uur presentations

,ut technical docu-
menu (are) .. "

"I really don't :tow .. .
2 In some instances I would

agree; in some, disagree."

I have greet uncer-
tainty about the
whole TA area .. . I

am not convinced
that, if we did it
well, it would make
a significiint differ.
*Act... "

1

.

1

(continued)
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TABLE 27 Summary of Bureau Managers Reactions to Findings on Program HI:
Developing and Disseminating Discretionary Technical Assistance Products* (Continued)

Findings
..

Managers' Reactions to the Finding
Urban institute Comments

Agree Disagree
--..

More Evidence Roquired

3. Achievement of these
more outcome-oriented
objectives is not plats.
sibie given the current
Buresu program tor col-
lecting and developing
technical assistance
p oducts.

"But there are some HOPS
5 to try to improve the

situation ... "

"But changes are in
progress."

"You'll probably heye to
provide more evidence
(for others] ... No one is
highly enthusiastic toil
finding thr. Canters
highly useful."

"I don't know what the
Bureau program is ... I

It's hit or miss."

"Products consideree useful
3 is a plausible objective

... We'll improve the
Prelent half.essed job ..."

"With less money, we'll
have to select more care-
fully ... Bureau Insitage
ment will be more involved
... We'll do much
better ... "

"People tell me there is
such a marked difference
in the planning program:
ma e material produced.
better information:
"Useful ... Keep it coming"

,

.

.

.

't

The large numerals indicate the number of Bureau managers who agreed or disagreed with the findings or needed More evidence.
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TABLE 28 Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Evaluation/ManageMent Options for
Bureau Program ill: Developing.and Disseminating Discretionary Technical Products

Optiom

Do you undarstand
the option basod
on the material

provided by The
Urban Institute?

(Yes, No)

Do you ',ink th
option is feasibl?

Wes, Nol

What priority
should k have?

(1,2, 3,4,
5, 5)

Given ths Bureau's other oommltmants, should
the Bursas commit resources to this Onion?4.-..---

(Yes, No)
How Much

Management Tim*?
(Men-years/Yeer)

How Much
Staff Time?

(Mln-YoarsiYear)

How Much
Contract Matey?

15/Vosel.

111.1 Menem Program
k I to complete
prodacts on scheduloi

9 - Yes , - Yes
1 - Skip

.

.

.

111.2 Manage Program
111 on produce products
considered useful bY
room. $

8 yes1
f

5 - Yet
1 - Yes, with slight
revision gi current
Pro-program

1 - ? .
1 - not clearcut

You'd probably be disappointed
in the results. Therefore why
spend $10,000 to confirm it?

Use Ul ertimot.2
Some
Do 5-5 first year
and half that .

number later .. .
Tie into the Centers
and have them
survey

.

$10,000
$50.000
$50,000
$25.000

(continued)
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TABLE 28 Summery of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for &nal
Program III: Developing and Disseminating Discretionary TechnicalAssistance Products (Continued)

Options

Do you understand
the option based
on the material
Iwovided by The
Urban ittstituts?

(Ves, No)

Do you think the
option is feasible?

(Yes, No)

N

What priority
should it have?

(1, 2, 3, 4,
8, ID

Given the Bergey's other commitments, should
the Bureau commit resources to this option?

.

(Yes, No)
How Much

Mentgement Time?
(Man-years/Year)

How Much
Staff Time?

(Men-yeers/Yeer)

How Much
Contract Money?

(B/Yeer)

111.3 Menage Program 111
to produce products
vahich are used and are
effectiva3

..

8 - Yes
"I don't have any faith
in our ability to define
'effective."

...

-

4 - Yes
1 Yes, but OMB forms ,

clearance might be s
problem

1 - No. would not be
possible to get

r precise definition
of "use"

1 - Not clearcut

"Limit to TA documents in
*Stich we invest a lot and
which we regard as crucial."

"You'd probably be disap-
pointed in the results.
Therefore *toy spend $10,000
to confirm it."

I

. if,we did the Center staff,
30-40: if lust internal
2-3 easily

Some
4

Might bring in Bureau
vAio complain that they
understand ...

I

WM*.
don't

$100.000

.

111,4 Redesign Program
II I to increase the use
and effectiveness of
discretionary tech.
nical assistance

,

8 - Yes
(At forst this option
Wag not clear to some
B managers)

-

5 - Yes
1 - Theoretically
feasible, but
implementation
would be a
problem

1 - Yes, but better
to use anecdotal

.
feedback

"I wouldn't put much priority
on these options standing by
themselves. Anything we do
here (TAI should be a by-
product of.the other options.
I particularly like identifying
successes and insuring that
the knowledge is widely
shared."

- I

At least 10
A couple/year
6?
Plck a few high-
priority target areas

-...--...

$50,0005

(continued)
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TABLE 28 Summary of Bureau Managers' Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for Bureau
Program III: Developing and Disseminating Diseretioniry Technical Assistance Products (Continued)

Options

.

Why should the Sweets
commit resources to

z... this option?
4*

Given the commitments of your Office/Division.
would you commit your own resources to this option?

Where shelled the necessary
resources come from?

(Yes. No)
How Much Men.
&gement Time?
(Men-years/Yeer)

.

How Much
Staff Tim?

(Men-yeers/Yeer)

........
How Much

Contract Money?
(S/Yeer)

Management
Tim*

Suitt
Time

Contract
Money

111.1 Manage Program III
tO comnl&te products on
schedule

,

.

,
tj

.

..

-
111.2 Menage Program III
to produce products
considered useful by
agencies.

"Believe information On product
acceptability is worthwhile
Wosid Ilse to be more confident
that TA will be useful

.

,

DHP - Plans
branch

DHP - Agency
branch

-
develOPMent

assistance

1 %evaluation $
.

111.3 Program III
to pii-Nitiib products
which used and Are
effective.

.
. .

1

.,

t,

DPMT

I

I-
TA $ or 1%
evaluation $

111.4 Redesign Program III
to increase the use and
effectiveness of discretion-
ery technical assistance

"Would like to he more
confident that TA wilt be
usefui

"Pretty easy to
the huge investment
be able one day
produced some
that we can Point
effective."

I

see my cynicism; to
-Vve made in

to i a I tonalize and
things that agencies

ft, models ot agencies

I

try to justify
TA. I'd like to

say that it has
have used and

that are

I.

....

...

-
DMP - kens development

branch
DPH- Agency essistance

branch .
.

1% *valuation $
1% valuation $
1 TA resources

I .

A.

I

.

I
I

1, TA is going down "1 question whether the squeete is woith the juice I already see a declining investment in TA?: "We need this kind of information. The Federal Reports Act should
make more distinction between deffeient classes of iespondents g.. if we create an entity that is largely responsive to us . .1."
2-Do It for any TA document we pi odw r. by iontiact of otherwise, even if only 8 respondents
3Rather than get them to lip something out 4eistinq documentationLI'd ask people to write down for us how they used it."
4,1 was on the Pubiu ations Committee Based on that. I wouldn't do much "
b.*Cio at least 1 piototype I Pei haps covet some ot the 9 aims in Mir proposed N 'tonal Guidelines and other areas to be added (make people more happy and healthy.). I "
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Nnally. rankings were assigned by Bureau management to the various options and sets of optioris
presented. To get the rankings, individual meetings were held with management, followed by a group
meeting to, reach a consensus.

a
4

Followthrough

Having recorded management's decisions, it was still necessary to organize the followthrough
process. The implementation stage immediately following the EA involves development ofevaluation
designsinstruMents, data collection;and analysis procedures, and collection of preliminary in-
formation.

Our experience here 4tiggests the need to maintain management involvement. Aciordingly, it is
useful to establish a management usergroup to receive information as it comes in and to continue to
provide managerent guidance to the evaluator. .

The Bureau of Health Planning responded to this need by establishing two groups for the
implementation process: A policy group was established;*comprised of the director, deputy director,
chief of evaluation, and the division directors. This group met routinely as the management group for
the program. agreeing to meet as often as required to provide guidance. A design group, comprised
of members of the evaluation staff, pragram staff, and cctntractor staff was also formed. Its job was to
design and tese instruments and data collection processes which could be implemented subse-
quently either inhouse or under contract. o

The two groups were to maintain the involvement of key Bureau staff Aand management throughout
the implementation phase. Their formation contrasts markedly with other evaluation efforts which are
dominated by contractor staff and irpolve program management and staff only after the fact,

During the implementation phase, as instruments are developed and tested, a substantial aniount
of information is often developed. It is necessary for the evaluator to continue to provide such
information to the user group as it is developed.

The end product of this last stage is a complete evaluationdesign and the production of preliminary
findings gleaned during the design process. Any findings must be clearly labeled relative to the
lualtty of the evidence, especially since they will often be based on extremely limited sample sizes.
Nonetheless, such limited information can be useful to management and mayobviate the need for full
evaluation of certain parts of the program.
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After reading this "how.-to-do-it" EA guide, you and your evaluation team will be eager to attempt an
actual assesSment. In order to perfect the skills necessary for dbmpleting this task, you will ileed to
practice them. Speaking and listening, reading and writing, organizing and analyzing are creative
processes that are at the heart of a successful EA. The following bibliographic citations have been
compiled to-4d the professional, researcher, and student in sharpening those skills.

GUides to Effective Conimunication

Chase. S The Tyranny of Words. New York: Harcourt Brace, 1959.

Gordon, T. Leadership Effectiveness Training.(L.E.T.), The No-Lose Way
to Release the Productive Potential of People. New York:.Wyden. 1958.

Delbecq, Van de Ven, Gustafson. Group Techniques for Program
Planning. Glenview. III.: Scott, Foresman and Co., 1975.

Hegarty, E.J. How to Run Better Meetings. New York: McGraw-Hill,
1957.

Mager. R. Preparing Instructional Objectives. Belmont, Calif.:
Pearon-Pitman, 1975.

Strunk and White. The Elements of Style. New York: Macmillan, 1962.

Guides to Systems Analysis

Forrester, J.W. Industrial Dynamics. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
1961.

Forrester. J.W . Urban Dynamics. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1969.

Hatry. H.P., Blair, L.H., Fisk, D.M., Greiner, J.M., Hall, J.R., Jr., .

.4

Schaenman, P.S. How.Effective Are Your Community Services? Procedures
for Monitoring the Effectiveness of Municipal Services. Washington,
D.C.: The Urban Institute and The International City Management
Assocsation. 1977. (Read especially Chapter 2, Solid Waste Collection.)

Moroney, M.J. Facts' From Figures. New York: Penguin, 1952 (data
analysis).

Sutherland. J. Systems: Analysis, Administration and Architecture.
New York: Van Nos Reinhold, 1975.
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Guides to Organization Mimagement
.

Drucker. P. The Concept of the Corporation. Scranton, Pa.: John Day,
1972.

Druck .er. P. Managing for Results. New York: Harper and Row, 1964.

. .

Koontz. H. Appraising Managers as Managers. New York: McGrar-Hill,
1971.

Mackenzie. R.A. The Time Trap. New Yoik: McGraw-Hill, 1975.

. Sloan. A. My,Years With General Motors. Garden City, N.
Y DoubledaY. 1972.

Townsend. P. Up the Organization. New York: Knopf, 1970.

Guides to GovernmentAgency Management
I t

. Drucker. P. Management: Tasks, Practices, Responsibilities. New
York: Harper and Row11974. (EspeCially the chapter on nonprofits.)

\:
Malek. F.V.. Washington's Hidden Trag9dy: The failure To Make
Government Work. New York: Free Press. 1978.

Niskanen. W.A. Bureaucracy and Representative Government. (Out of
print)

Although this monograph has been the initial attempt td provide a practical guide to evaluability
assessment. the..subject has been treated by other professionals in a iariety of ways. The 10.
documents listed below comprises partial listing of publications in whith efforts have been made to
definiS and analyze this many-faceted subject.

100

General Accounting Office. Finding Out How Programs Are
-Working. Suggestions for Congressional Oversight. November 1977.

Scanlon. J.W Evaluabihty Assessment: AvOiding Types Ill and IV
Errors Washington. D.C.: The Urban Institute. 1977.

Scanlon. J W Federal Evaluation Policy: The Cart Before the
Horse. Paper presented at the ORSA.TIMS Conference. San Francisco:May
10. 1.977

Schmidt E.. Ftórst, P Scanlon. J.W.. Wholey. J.S. Serving the Federal
Evaluation Maiket Washington. D.C.: The Urban Institute. 1977.

Wholey. J S. Evaluation: When IS It Really Needed? Evaluation
Magazine. 2(2) 1975.

Wholey. J S. A Methodology for Planning and Conducting Project Impact
Evaluations in UNESCO Fields. Washington. D.C.: The Urban Institute,
1976

1
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Who ley, J.S., Bell, J.B., Scanlon, J.W , Waller, J.D. Evaluability
Assessment for *the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development,
DHEW: Bureau Program CRulemakinglnterpreting the Law at the
Federal Level. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, November 1977.

Who ley, J.S., Bell, J.B., Scanlon, J.W., Waller, J.D. Evaluability
Assessment foe the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development,
DHEW: Bureau Program 11: Administering the Law Nationwide.
Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, November 1977.

Who ley, J.S., Bell, J.B., Scanlon, J.W., Waller, J.D. Evaluability
Assessment for the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development,
DHEW: Bureau Program 111: Developing and Disseminating Discretionary
Technical Assistance Producp. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute,
November 1977.

f,
Wholey, J.S., Bell, J.B., Scanlon, J.W., Waller, J.D. Evaluability
Assessment for the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development,
DHEW: Approach: Method and Programs Selected. Washington, D.C.: The
Urban Institute, December 1977.

1 9,9

O
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