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Tra1n1;g to Facilitate Agency Se]f Evaluation - .

Amid the growing concern w1th accountab111ty of mental hea]th serv1ce
¥

agencjes, 1ncreased emphas1s 15 be1n9 focused on one type of tool.for achiev-
ing accountaQ111ty -- program self eva1uat1on ” o -

' Sel f- eva1uat1on, or internal evaluation, 1s defined .here as evaluation
fhat‘s plapned’ carr1§ﬂfout ¢« and used by persons 1n's1de the agency or
system be1ng evaluated; While the impetus to undertake the evaIuat1gﬁ’may
come from outside the’system, persons within the agency must be involved in
evaluation planning in order to conduct self evaluyation successﬁully. Simi-
larly, while outside aud1ences such as state or federal sponsors may also

use the information, a substantial portion df/ihe data collected must have
utility for internelrﬁnogram'pJannina. .

. The'érowing emphasis on ageney self-evaluation in mental health is
illustrated by the provisions of the Community Mental Health Center Amend-
mentS'o;/]975 (P.L. 94-63). Here, self-evaluation is one of three generdf™™

types of evaluation required of federally funded CMHCs, and guxde11nes further .

spec;fy three evaluative levels within the self-evaluation category: ‘systems

-managééent c11ent utiTization, and outcome of intervention. ! ConsiJer_the

variety of evaluation act1v1t1es th1s involves.

< At the sys€Ems management 1eve1, P.L. 94-63 requires centers to (1) evdl-
uatE;the cost of'operations by units of mejor typee of direct and indirect
services, (2) rev1ew the numbers and rates of catchment area residents' use

- of the,centef 3 servzces, by-e]ement of serv1ce and client age, sex, family

-+

.wncome* race and geographic subarea, (3) define the availability of services,

and (4) assess the*mental health needs of persons within the catchment area.

At ‘the cllgnt ut11izat10n leve?, centers are asked to evaluate patterns of
use of serv1ces, 1nclud1ng (1) awareness of services by local residents, (2)
—~
acceptab1]1ty of'serv1ces, def1ned as a predelict1on by res1dents to use and

-

’

continye to use, a center, aqd (3) accessib111ty of services, défined in °

\‘,‘ - , ‘_':':. . - 3 ' | "‘
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terms of temporal geographic, finanéial' psychological and sociocultural ' ‘
access1b111ty The third level$ outcome of intervent1on, deswgnates eva]ua- .
tion of the impact of center serv1ces on the mental health of the res1dents

of the catchment area. This cateeory includes evaluat1on of the effect1ve-

-~

ness agd quality of both d1rect and 1nd1rect serv1ces, e. 9., study1ng the

1mpact of outpat1ent serv1ces on the relief of cliehts presenting prob]ems*

docunen!‘tg effective»feduct1on in appropriate 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on.tprough ,

< ~ /

referral and screen1ng, aftercare and commun1ty p1acement 2 ,///;"

’

, While some of these evaluation activities are pre

]y bejag carried out

‘ by the CMHCs (act1v1t1es 1arge1y 1n the systems’ ma gement category, accord-

2]

ing to available data) many of the?e self-eva dbt?dn funct1ons represent

¢« new undertak1ngs Often, new skills a/eyreg;ired'by persons in the f1e]d’to .
carry out the add1taona1 evaluat1og;?e3§¢ed roTes and functions. The need ‘
for new sk1lls ﬂas, in' turn, epefted an .enormous market for tra1n1ng in -

self- evaluat1on

In designing tra' ing for seif- eva]uation, one must déal with issues

‘raised by (1) the, ew aud1ence of potent1a1'tra1nees and (2) the new content. |

areas in which skf11s are needed. First, the.natufe of the ! training audience

-~

,places demands on the content and format of Sel?-evaluation traiging:, Potep-
tial trainees .in 521?:eva1uat1on are established profess1ona1s in the mental - .

health f1er often with a w1de range of expert1se albe1t expertise that’

'

‘Ikws not necessarily include evaluat1on Heverthe]ess the mental health pro-

fessiona] already possesses a range of clinical and adminlstratTVe sk1lls . . v
that can be brought to bear oh evaluation as wel] as a knowledge ‘of the system

rd s . L

i which the eva1uat1on will be carried 3ut The cr1t1ca] impertance of the L

-

I ]atter will be taken up again Iater in this paper Another 1mportant cons1denaﬂ, - N

- tion related te audience characteristicg\ds the fact that evaTuatipﬁ'1s betng ° 1: '; )
- 4 3 L B
.\)‘ .. ‘ ’ ( ..° i . 4
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added‘oqto_the alreadg’fulT schedule of persons in the fie]d, frequently

with 1+ttle or_no increase in'resources These persons' concern with eva]ua-.

-

-

tion is not academic; it stems from a rfeed for problem- solviog to satisfy _*
A e
‘.the'de@ands of their job situations. In training, these persons understand-

[

o7 . ’ . .
ably have 11tt1e patﬁence for 1earn1ng about eva1uat1on" in an exhorta-
tory sense, 1nstead they press for. practical "how-to-do- it" 1n§iruct1ons “
that they can apply to ‘their own sett1ngs Providing concrete 1nstruct1ons

R
for designing, perform1ng and using specifit evaluations is often cemp11cated

by the variety of roles represented in the audience. As Willer points out,

-the audiences of self-evaluation may fill a number of -roles within the agency

3

from director to line staff or consurer. Hloreover, in the federally funded

. Centers,‘these roles may be carried out in the cggte%t of any of eleven ser-

.vicesubsystems: inpatient care, outpatient care, emergency services,
4

_ services to the elderly, services to children, transitional servicgs, day

care, consultation and education, screening and referral, drug abuse related ’
L 4 . !

services and alcohol abuse related services. In sum, the audience for train-

D

ing in self- evafﬁgt:ons is typ1ca11y composed of seasoned- professIonals from

a variety of service components and organ1zat1ona1 roles, needing concise,
‘ L]
pract1ca1 instruction on how to plan, carry out and use spec1f1c evaluation
o/
techniques in the1r agenc1es eeting the training needs of these persons

#

offers a particular cha]]enge.

The second major ‘consideration in designingxself-evaluation training

, is‘the nature of the new content areas in which skil]s are needed. The

task at hand fs no longer evaluation done by persons outside a mental health
agency, but rather bude1ng an evaluation system within,e, g-» a CHHC. This

shift_in.focus broadens the required skills considerably beyond those of
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research expertise tp”#nclude skills for'handling the particular task of

-~

L2 placing what have been ‘ditﬁonally seen as "research" activitjes in a con-

- _ text that has been traditi aliy devoted to service-delivery, not research!

To prepare for such a.task, one mus#, for example,” draw upon pr;noiples of

plaéned change and ordanizational eadiness for'innovation, the innovation

-

-in th1s case being evaluat1on An a equate design for self- eva{uat1on in-
.cludeE not on]y research strateg1es, but strategies for overcom1ng organi-

zational res1stance and building support for the evaluat1on process. Parti-

cular manaﬁer1a1 sk1115 such as team-building, part1c1pat1ve dec1s1on-mak1ng,

structuring communication may be critical to the development of self-evalua-

b ]

tion. In §bm, the .content areas ift which persons -require training for

»

self-evaluation include both technical®research skills and social-interaction-
’ . ’ [ P g
al skills. ) ) L . X ’ L

»
.

Keep1ng in mind these Character1st1cs of the trainigg, audrence and the
. ‘needed content areas, what means are currently available to develop ex%er-
tise in evaluation? The Evaluation Currﬁculum Development Project at the
University of_Michiéan collected close toa hundred exampleo of evaduation
. -_' training programs1fhroad1y defined? Hhi]e‘the fnformatjon'was 1arge1y §e]f-
, reported by the programs them;elves and the sample is by no means 1nc1us1ve,

-

it does suggest some general descr1ptors of the format and content of current
i

training. The format 'of training generally falls 1nto one of five categor1es
J

. ) (a) formal degree programs, (b) extended 1nst1tutes, (¢) workshops and con-

-
¥
-

fe%ences, (d) consultation to dndividdai agencies, and (e) techn1ca1 assistance

through .manuals, pub11cat1ons, etc. The nuTber of forma1 degree programs
- ava1]ab1e Jn eva]uataon "has multip]ied rapidly 1n recent years. While the
maJor1ty of these -are masters and doqtora] prog{ams, specialized traifiing in

evaTaation is a]so available at the bachelors and postdoctoraT levels

v [ . .
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_ Programs generally ‘range in length from 2 tg 4nyears and are centered on
university campuses. _ClearT§ this format‘offe;s the'bpportuni@y for the . . .
éxtensive. training in evaluat}on; howéver,’it doeg little to increase the
! ’ expertise'of persons already in the*field. The Qecond format, éxténded in-.
s stitutes, attempts to prqvide intensive,irainipg in a reduced time frame.
Professionals are:broughi to a univer§?ty caqpps for 6-8~weeks of special-.

\ jzed training, then returned to-theit agencies. At least one of the summer
. I3 ’ ’

-~ - & - '
institutes was designed to include some followup of persoms' subsequent work

in the field. Persons attenaing these programs, are generél]y at the post-
masters or pos%-doctorate leVé%f §ince registration in these programs is
. high]y:selective, it is also not adequate to meet the scope of training ‘ : .
Jeeded, The third format, workshops or cbnféreéces iS;§& far the most common
method Sf offering training to professionals al}eédy in the fie{d. Workshops
are generally sponsored by uqiveégities or professional groups.and are held
on "neutral® ground such as a hotel or convention center. Léngth of work- .
shops typically ranges from 1 to 3 days. Yhile these programs are reasonably
acceésib]e to field persons, they suffgr'fhe limitations pf presgnting a .

great deal & information in a very brief time. _This task is made even more

" difficult by the heterogeneity of the audiences! In all of the ‘above formats

a given training audience is likely composed of persons from a variety of 1

' agencies and‘profeésional disciplines. The fourth format, consultation,

‘T, - moves the trainers into a particujar agency context, addressing the problems "(.illi
or information needsjg; persoﬁs K;‘that éettigg.; The specific or za;{on - }; ;
of the consuitation méy v;;;ﬁf;agmé ;orkshob includ;ng many or ald stgff_to V {fi

. individual discuséion with one or two staff. ‘Consultations on evaluétioq a;e .:3;4 ;}
' ' typically goﬁpleted in Qné!?h two days, d;pend%ng on_the compléxity ?f the ';1_;%

ll.

i .problem being” addressed and t&e resources gvailable to the agency.‘ While’ \:.”‘ -
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¢onsultation offers the most indiyidualized'instructiodg it is often not avail- -

. ab]e to agencies with limited resources. The f1na1 category, techn1ca1 ass1stance
through manuals and publ1cat1ons, while not "tra1n1ng" in a strict sense neverthe-
Tess merits attention as one a'the _major avenues ope’n‘to p&sons who need to.
devé?op their eva1uat1on expert1se 414H has ngen particular attent1on to the
wr1tten medium in providing technical a$¢1stance to CMHCS 1mp1ement1ng P.L

RE 63.4

Literature on progrem evaluat1on has nu1t1p11ed rapidly in retent _
years, including numerous pub11e§tions that attempt to prOV1de prescriptive -
steps for evaluators. Of courap Q¥1tten trgining materials can only be usefu] '

if they are read, and here utilization presents some real problems. Host

~

. : $ .

written raterials assurme a base level of kn0w1ed§e that suggests to the reader
N .

why and whea he/she might want to read a part1cu1ar dodument. Lacking basic

groundwork on evaluation, many persons find it difficult to’ begin v1a written

. -,

The content of CUrrent training in eva]uaf%on is characterized by an em-

phasis on technical research skills and re]at1ve 1nattent1on to procedures for IS

1ntegrat1ng eva1uat1on act1v1t1es with the ongoing operat1ons of a service -
\_ &
deT1very agency. e 1nd1v1dua}s may become we11~acqua1nted with spee1fzc

eva1uat1on too]s, the 6rob1em of matching. tools to particular agency neer and/or
;zntegrat1ngfd1screte t0015ew1th one.another t¢ bui]d a se1f—eva1uating system

often goes unaddressed by- training. orepver, the human side of evaluation --

13

handlipng resistances, éaining support fromédminisgration"and cooperation from,

line staff, getting people to Qork togéther to plan and cafry ouf the data

ollectuon and then actually use the 1nformat10n <= is largely ignored. in favor

of bolster1ng people's research skw]?i This content focus is cqnsistent with
the longstandrng assumpt1on that eva]uatién is basically a research activity..
As evaluation is 1ncrea5&ngly viewed as a management act&v1ty, evéluat;on train-

.ing content must undergo a similar sh1ft 1n foct§

&




'Horkshops offer one alternative {pr meeting this need(/ﬁg here a second'ga&

In sum, when one exam1nes the characteristics of current evaluat1on train-*

"ing methods in l1ght of the aud1ences requ1r1ng tna1n1ng and the content

A

areas 'in whfch 1nformat1on 1s~needed five specific gaps emerge First there

. -

is a need to provide a high volume of training at l1ttfe cost to participants.
L 4

emerges: the need for 1nd1v1dual1zed agency-specific assistance that can be
appl1ed directly to a g‘ben mental health setting. Third, persons from great-'
1y diverse roles and bac'k.ground will pe parti'cipati/ng-in the self-evaiuation
process but little tra1mng.—has attempted to. prepare t* sometimes "strange
bedfellows’ for working together Fourth, training in social skills for man-
aging the human side of evaluation has been almost totally neglected in defer- ..
ence to technical research skills. Fifth, there is-a need to give &he ;f
persons a self-evalyation frame&ork that integrdtes the social interactional

u’ -

component of evaluat1on w1th the technical tools that are already available,

*

The Evaluatiou Curr1culum Development Progect set out'to deleop a model

=

, of tratning in self evaluation to meet these 1dent1f1ed tr5'h1ng needs At

\
its present stage of development the model addresses the prob]ems of bringing

agency persons to a common starting point and prov1d1ng a framework for.working .
through the 1n1t1al steps of evaluat1on plann1ng as 3 group. The.model accom-
pl1shes these tasks through fTVe basic tralnlng units: . L

I. Assesszng organ1zat1onal read1ness for evaTuat1on

1. Reaching consensus on the def1n1tlons of program . T
‘ evalyation ’

1. Identifying organizational prerequisites to evaluation‘

_IV. Present an overview of the evaluatioR cycle . T
V. Pinpointlng evaluative questions to be answered \,j:>
- These trainjng units'provide a’forﬁm’tof’learnfng four major types of
-S B . . , ) ,

&
.
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.grqup?act1vit1es 1nvo]ved in Self-evalua£1on (1) reach1ng a commou_group

undgkstand1ng of 1nformat1dn (2) reach1ng group consensus, (3) prior1t1zing

-~

needs as a group, and (4) group planning for action. .
- The f?rst unit of the tﬁa1n1ng model , assessing orgahizational readiness

’

for evaluat1on, 1s'aot a tra1n1ng activity per se but an 1nf0rmation retrieva]

activity The under]ying assumption here is that the deve]opment of self-

evaluation requires certain descriptive sinformation cencerning the_‘System ‘being

'evaﬂuated. One must understand where the program is starting f?pm before be-

-

ginning’to*bui]d evaluation capacity. iy A‘number of model§ for assessing 6rg-
an1zat1ona] readiness for evaluat1on are available to mental health agencies;
however, one of the most 1nformat1ve assessments relevant to internal evalua-
tion is that originated by Howard Davis at NIMH. Dav1s identified eight dJmen-

. . b ‘o’ (3 3 (3
sions influencing readiness for evaluation, popularly summar1zeg by the acronym

" AVICTORY: Abilify, Values, Idea, Circumstances, Timing, Obligation, Resistance,

Yield. The PfeiﬁanrEva]uatfon'Resource Center (P:E.R.G.) directed by Thomas
£y . ) , .

Kiresuk has developed a quantitative instrument to assess categories’ of readi-

" ness within each of ‘the AVICTORY areas. For.a minimaT fee, PERC will provide

agency staff with' copies of the instrument, .score_the completed guestionnaires

and give the agency a profile of its readiness for evaluation. These data (or

y
. <

comparable inforflation obtained by an alternate means)'Iay the groundwork for

~educating siaff,}n the process 0 of seH"-eva]uation'5 TR PR

A

The second, unit’of the model, reaching consensus on “the d definitions of ‘

prqgram evaTuation, br1ngs agency staff tegether ‘in the first working sess1on

OptimaI group s1;e shou]d'noe exceed ten persons;ﬁtherefore multiple groups

would be required in large agencies. - Sub-group composition might samb]e per-
sons vertica}]y or ho?izonéa?ly in the organizaekonaI‘structdre. The purpose
of.thfs frain{ﬁg unit 1s to focus agency staff ﬁembers on the question, "What

i . oy

Y
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, - the opportun1ty to express their thoughts on the subject Subsequently, !

+

‘doés-eia]uation mean?" Structured geoup discussion will altow all member's to
" view and hear responses to this general quest1onv All group members wilT have

~N

staff members, through.a structured group consensus exerC1se, will develop _,
, : .o ~ . h

2 working definition of eva1uation which is both acceptable and understandabl®

to qlfﬁnembers. There are a variety of definitions and purposes that can-be .

assigned to the term, "evaluation.” The unit is not intended to adypcaté“

‘. oany spe¢1f1c definition, but rather to encouragé'%ll members of the group to
e

'4Q,r their percept1ons, biases, and opinions on the topic. A maJor 1ntent1on of.

v
this unjt‘is to open lines of communication between agency staff at all organi-

~

zational levels and to establish the legitimate involvement of all-group member.s
. o~ i ° A *

‘in the self-evaluation proqesé. The intragroup exthange among individuals and

the afring of theughts on the subject of evaluation is an essential pant of

’

team-building. The 'definitions of a11 agency subgroups would be summankfed
. L}

and fed back to the total agency Th@rlog1c of this second unit is. twofold:

(1) thg-Enterature and our own evaluation .training experience suggest that
staff members have’diffe}inéfconceptions of the defiinitions and‘purposee o%
evaluation, and that this differénce can be a source of confusion and conflict.
Clearing the,eir about the nature end purpese of self-evaluation is thus the
first lagical step jn tHe group_training process; and (2)‘%he unit allows

the participants to practice two éroup feci]itatd?s: /reaching:e common unden-

standing of .information  and reaching group consensus. ' -

The third unit, identifyirg organizetional prerequisites to.evaluation,

firstrinvolves analyzing the resus of the readiness, assessment carried out

LN

in‘unit one. After viewing the data and shaﬁinb interpretat{ons of the mean-

ing of the.information,,participants_are divided into small groups'dctording

_ to their job functions in the agency {e.g., "administration," “and "¢ounselling").

-

-~ -

. ) ‘ \11 ) . .
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Each small.group performs the following activities: L

~ ) @ ; “ e N .

"(1) identify the two strongest characteristics, according to. the readiness

" profile, which will fati]itate the agency 3 undertakiﬂg of eva]uation
at ‘thit point in time; . . o -

< (2) identifz the two weakést characteristics which will work against
the age CY'$ unde?taking'evaiuation at the.point’in tine-\gnd

- .

. . (3) bréﬁn;torm suggested solutibns for overcoming these 'weak characteris-

t'ICS A T " .,\ o $.’
5 * K e

Participants would then reconvene in the' iarge group in order to deveiop group
.‘p]@ns for ‘changing these characteristics. The deve]opment of group plans

would be iaci]itated‘gy a structungd planning format. At the .end of this®

unit ‘the partacrpants w111 have develdped their own plan for strengthening

their agency's ability to undertale evapuation as well as hav1ng partic1pated

in the group processes or priosntizing needs and group p}anningiipr action ‘
o On]y after these preTiminary steps have been taken to prepare agency per-"

o“ei for working through seif-evaluation together, shou]d the overall evalua-

tion process, 1nc1ud1ng research procedures, be introducedt Traditiona[wevaluar?>

tion training, you will reca]] begins with th]S un1t,but, 1n ignoring the pre

paratory activities, too often gives‘agency persons :nformptign that they ar¢"
unab]e to use,” The proppsed training*model avoids this pitﬁa]] by giv1ng

initiai attentio& to Organizatiodal context. “Unit four overview of th

evaiuation cyc]e theq;nmves from a. focus on prgcess to a focus on content.

First participants are introduced to the tota] cycle of se]f—eva]uation Any
of a nUmber of stepwise eva]uation procedures deschbed in the literature

cou]d be used here. Taking as an examp]e the evaluation process Jaid 0ut by

*

the A D. LittIe manual, the steps might be 6. ¢ -
*Choose tgpics to %ualuate < ’ . ; . Coey
k‘\\;\; *Define the boundaries of topics to evatuate o e .
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*Pesign the evaluation - SR . Al ;
' ) T I ‘ SN ’
N\T*Conduct‘the evaluation . . ’ ‘ N ©

*Analyze the’ eva]uat1on data

\
R
-
)
~

" . .. ‘*Present the results of the eva]uat1on B ) ¢

-

F ;?} ~* *Enhance ut111zat1on o? results ~— L ?
‘} The second act1v1ty of unit four is to review-the group fac111tator activt. .

y e s -

ﬁf t1es that part1c1pants have pract1ced in units: two and three, F1nal]y, the -

_) tra1n1ng mater1als for un1t four will discuss the 11nk between the overall self-

>

. eva1uat1on process and the group facilitator act1v1t1es The purpose here 1s

to ha/e part1c1pants experience jthe linkage between soc1a1 and techn1ca1 as~ . .
= P '

.®pects of self-evaluation. T - , t!& . . & ' .
¢ o g gb. ‘o .

_ The final unft'of the training model developed to date addresses the - -

- task of pjnpointing evaluative questions. With thvs un1t, part1c1pants begin .

to move through the technical steps of the generic evalqat1on cycle. The
_ purpose*df this’ un1t is to- help agency personnel 1den&1ﬁi the 1nformat1on

< they need in order to 1mprove their programs The obiggﬁove of this module, is
tb fac1T1tate the use of self-evaluat1on results Tn;p1ann1ng;ggd~deaas1on mak- .' -
ing by c611ect1ng 1nformation that is relevant to persons at multfb1e pro- . &,;
gram levels. 'xTh1s module wil] prov:de part1c1pants with too]s to gather anut

ﬁ; t.*%
o From the re]evant 5ub5ystem$ of the organﬁzation (e.g., prodram units) con- ] .

LD

,; . cerning (1) operat\onaﬁ goals, (& general 1nformation needed to engage in -
planning and decision making vis a vis &j&ge goa]s, (3) types of quest1ons to
ask to gather the needed information, (4) potentiq} 1nformation sourdes, and

" (5) how.the information* should be comnunlcated to the, subunit in order to be -

7. useful to those persons’(preliminarx input). A structured group’ process will ‘.,
. be designed to facilitate communication between 1ndigidua1s and group manage-
ment of 1nformation. . o . o . B '. . ', ¥
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Having identified Xhe evaluation quest1ons that need to be answered

.

w111 put the agency in a position to link with extant evaluatqon resource

.

.mater1als that focus on technical research tools.

)

The proposed mode1 of tra1n1ng to facilitate. agency self- eva1uat1on‘spe-
ciflcally addresses the f1ve'gaps in’ current training previously -identified.
First, the model offers potentia] for use as,a.low-budget, higﬁ'voiume train- '
ing véhicle Since the model's stepwtse”format and its accompanying'instruc-
=t1on\ﬂ un1ts are self-contained, it could be used within an agency 1n a var- '
1ety of ways. If resources: are not a concern, an individual consultant cou1d
'be@ught in.to-guide agency personnel through each unit. The model is

eas11y adaptable to a low- budget d1ssem1nat1on approach however, Ustng a

snowba]]" approach, agency representat1ves <ould be 1ntroduced to .the model

hat

/fﬁ a centra11zeé’workshop, then réturned to their agenctes where they, in *
turn, wbuld_guide a staff group in working through edch unit. 1In large agen-

cies, additional groups could be led by members of the'origi'na‘] group. Since &

the' written materials would be made availab]e to all staff,. the?role of the

-

"leader" in each group is minimal; he/she acts more s a group facilitator = V//

thah as_an instructor Potentially, this model can provide low-budget train-

E

ing wh11e still address1ng the second’ gap, the need for agency spec1f1c assis-

‘ - -~
¢

tance. /

-

?he proposed model builds on the-Aevel of readineks‘for éva]uation of a ’
speqié%c agency, by collecting this information before undertaking any training.
~The training occufs within the agency, as with the.more cost]y consultation ‘
model, and is directly app11cable to the evaluat1on coq;erns 6f that ;ettlng:= -
Persons are glven a structure for beginning the actual self- eva1uat10gﬁp1ann1ng
procedure in the course of training. Third, this model is spec1f1ca1]g,des1gned

to convene the diverse audiences that are involved in self-evaluation - Board

' . - .
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. In closing, I would like to touch bnjefly on some of the problems involved

members,” director, middle management persohs,_line'staff, and client consumers
Al . ‘ . . r :

-- and providé a group process for bringing these persons to a_common starting

place and helping them to work through the ini}jal planning stages_together.

Fourth, the model as presently deveJoped, provides both 1nstruct1on and exper-

.ience in four soc1a1 sk1115 that serve to facilitate the self- evaluat1on process

(M reach1ng a common group understanding of informatioh, (2) reach1ng group
consensus,ﬁ(3) p;1or1t1z1ng needs as a group, and (4) group planning for act1on.4%
Fifth, the model provides for the integration of the social andﬂtechnical

aspects of eValuation, bui1oing upon the wealth of technical ‘tools already

*

available.

in evaluat1ng an evaluat1on tra1n1ng program such as” the proposed model. In a
,/

recent review of methodoIog1es for evaYuat1ng tra1n1ng programs, the Evaluataon

Curr1cu1um Development ProJect found that white most training was des1gned to

change’participants’ knowledge or behavior, the majority of programs were , R

evaluated on the basis_of participant self-reparted satisfaction with tra?ning.

N H

These findings are less than sunkrising in light of the difficulty of designing
behavioral measures to evaluate training In the model presented hergﬁ foi )

example, one is assuming that the proposed mater1als and group tra1n1ng format

: -w111 result in the participants’ ability to perform certain evaluat1on tagks .

and that the performance of these tasks will- in turn result fn»agencj self-

evaluation capacity To evaluate this model' one should design beharioral

) measures 1o test the linkage between tra1n1ng and task performance and between -

task performance and self—evaluat1on capacity. Moreover, in order to demon-
strate causality, the agencies trained ugder this fodel spould be compared

with control agencies who availed themselves of other types of training. (Given

.
-~
—— . J r

, the current pressure to evaluate, virtually all mental health agencies are

seeking some means of increa;ﬁng their expertise so there is gperatisnally ne
such thing as a "no-treatment” control group. )
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Thé.\inkage between training Snd'task pérformance can be examined by

a

In the present,mode{ for

- . <. Lot

bu11d§hg behav1oral tasks 1nto the tra1n1ng itself.

5 &
examp]e, part1c1pants demonstrate thelr mastery of certa1n grou rocess _
sk1llsg3n the course of complet1ng t e ass1gnment of a g1ven unit. The Tink-

. & S
age between skill acquisitdoﬁfznd:sel evaluation capac1ty.1s more -difficult
¢ " - » P
to demonstrate.

4 »

Even a‘minimaftdesgnﬁpzion~of changes in self-evaluation capac-
ity is more difficult to i?monstrate. -

Even a minimal desgriStioﬁ of changes
2

Jn self-evaluation would require 1pﬁéitudina1 study of a number ef,orgam’zaf

~

tional.variableg. Here one begins.td run into questions of the cost/benefit

rat1o of conduct1ng impact evaluatlon5<of tra1n4ng over tJme Currently in

-~

evaluatﬂmw training, we are try1ng to learn more about the shape of develop1ng

\
self-evatuation capac1ty so that we can-mqke more 1ntelllgent judgments of

- what changes we wodld Tggically’/expect to occur™ in a given time period follow-

ﬁng trainiﬁgﬁ Attention should be gfven to’imprbving the quality of the ' K
evaluation of training hand in hand with str1v1ng to improve tra1n1ng content.
Yhert the ‘{impact of tra1n1ng on part1tipant behavior is not assessed one

should. be aware, of the limitations .of the conclus1ons that can be drawn.
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