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PREFACE

This manual was compieted under a contract .with the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Much of the work and many of the examples are thus taken from the Bureau of Health
Planning. The concept of evaluability assessment, hcwever, has been in the process of development
1or atleast 5 years. We drew upor that entire history to write this manual. Where appropriate, we have
included examples which are more comgletely documented in separate reports from other-agencies.
Several instances are cited in which the authors, their colleagues, and our work would have benefited
from evaluability assessment. We believe that this manual represents a good beginning definition of
" what we hope to be 4 promising approach to management and evaluation of Government programs.
We hope that it will continue to be refined by other practitioners. .

Aithough 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 goai-oriented organization responsi-
ble for-managing public programs.

@ur 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 aré charged
with informing management and policy officials about the effectiveness of their progrgms. The
method. however. goes beyond providing information. We intend for it to forge closer and more useful
inks between management and evaluators, hopeful that the net result will be better program
. management and more effective programs.
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. EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT: .

,.WH\;IS IT NEEDED? WHAT IS IT?

-

The Pfoblem and a Solutidn ‘"

The ntual enactment of legislation which provides for publicly financed programs engages the
executive and legislative branches of governtnent in a compact—«an agreement onthe existengeof a
problem and of a soluticn to it. Even if the players believe the solution to be a partial one, they hold
hugh hopes for it. Both sides share a dreant even if only momehtarily, that this program will work to
produge the benefits intended. They assumethat agency and program managers willimplement 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 performance is provided byigency Bxecu-

- tives. enabling legislators then to modify the legislation accordingly. Finally, they hope. the program

will be judged by the pubjiic and their elected representatives as a godd investment, ably managed.
One small piece of thus%lfeam is the assumption that program managers can and will convert the
legistation into a workable@ program, and that they will have the necessary lnformatlon to help them
direct the program to the descred end. }

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

over the past decade. Starting from nearly nothing in the early sixties, investment in evaluation grew’

to around a quarter of a billioh dollars by 1976. Unfortunately, however, the investment has not yet
paid off. Program evaluation ‘has not led to successful policies or programs. Instead, it has been
planned and implemented in igolation from Federal decisionmaking, and has produced little informa-
tion of interest and utility to pdlicymakers ana managers.

It Federal policies and progkams were always successtul, then the limited utility of the evaluation
product would be a minorirrftant. However. not only are few programs demonstrably successfuil,
but many gthers are viewed by the pubhic and elected officials as ineffective, wasteful, and even
harmtul Since programs are/usually a response to some perceived need or problem, abandoning
them is not a pohtically vuablé solution. The only solution is to make programs work and be able to
demonstrate that they do. lfiaeed, program evaluation was created to help improve policies and
programs by measuring actfal performance and by sifting through what works well and what does
not

Why has practicé fallen $o short of expectations? Were the expectations heid out for evaluation
unreahstic” Is it true. as many observers feel. that blame for the failures of evaluation should fall on
Conqgress? For 10 years the literature has called for more precise objective definition of what needs to

be e-aluated to be includgd ir legislation. Evaluation would then be able to produce the answers so

desperately needed. Thig viewpoint, however, is both incorrect and dangerous.

Congress dous not have and cannot get enough information to set measurable objcctives which
dare also reahistic, plausfle. and achievable. Itis reasonable only to expect the Legislature to set goals
at a conceptual level(fe.. “put a man on the moon within a decade”) and then watch to insure that
program managers afe translating objectives into realistic and acceptable measurable definitions of
congressional intentf It is the program manager who should develop the .nformation required to sét

;ug,unh;ectwes. arcg the program evaluation function i1s one important source of that information.



.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 tc”
help produce effective policies and programs stems from a number of factors relating both to the way
programs and the function of evalqation are designed and managed.

In our research over the last 5 yéars, we have defined a number of conditions (Horst et al., 1974)
which, If present, generally disable attempts to evaluate performance. More fundamentally, though,
these conditions aiso disable attempts to manage programs for important results of nationa! concetn.
Having identfied such roadbiocks, we attempted to develep methods to eliminate them. The result of
that effort i1s a method we call evaluability assessment (EA). ’

Evaluability assessment i1s an evaluation technique and manageme?r'\t decision process designed
to deal with the recurning 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 tmprove over time. We believe ths is because of deficiencies in the descrintions of
programs and the administrative structure of government that hamper management and eval#ators.
With EA, the manager is helped to estabish conditions that are prerequisite to success.

Evaluability assessment begins with an analysis of management’s description of its program to
determine whether or not it meets the mgthod criteria. When even one of the questions is answered
"no. "there s a high probability that the program will not be successful and evaluation information will
. hotbe usetul. The existing program description is said to be unevaluable since no useful evaluation is

likely.
_ ¢ .

Part of EA requires the evaluator and i1nanagement to work together to remove coditions that
mak.e the program description unevaluable. The result of an EA is a sei of managament decisions
that establish an evaluable program description. With such a description management can be
conhdent that evaluation will show the program to be successful in terms ac ~ptable to policymak-
ers and will provide managems:nt with the capability to achieve performance.

What Is Evaluability Assessment?

Evaluabiity assessment i1s a descriptive and analytic process intended to produce a reasoned
basis tor proceeding with an evaluaticn of use to both management and policymakers. It was jointly
develor.d by the members of the program evaluation group 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
aroup. 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 Yroup has taken the problems we have observed over the past 5 years and converted
the:minto a sel of cnteria which must be satistied before proceeding to full evaluation. The criteria are
used to guide the evaluation through a senies of planning and analysis tasks designed to identify and
thern ehminate roadblocks.

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

e itis complete. e
e ltis acceptable to policynakers;

® Itis avahd representation of the program as it actually exists:
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¢ The expectations for the program are plausible;
e The evidence required by management can be reliably produced;
e The evidence required by management is feasible to collect; and

e Management's intended use of the information-can realistically be -
i -

expected to atfect performance. , -

" Each of these paints 1s a question to be answered by the evaluatot, working with the manager. We
also add a function for thg evaluator which is not traditional—when the analysis reveals gaps or
problems in management's description, he should be invblved in devising alternative descriptions
which will resolve the problems. This function puts the evaluator into both program and management
'system degsign. based+on an assumption that if evaluation is to be used by management to affect
perfermance. it 1s inseparable from these design needs. )

“ae

_What Are the Conclusions an Evaluability Assess-

ment Can Reach? :

The object-of an EA Is to arnve at a program description that is evaluable. In other words, the
description permits the progr:.m to he 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 1s 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 acceptabie to
policymakers 4

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

1. Companson of program management's description with the lisi of prescribed elements show
the description 1s 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
descriptionr can be easily fixed by management.

Y
2 Gomparison of the evaluator's and operator's description with program management's de-
scripion indicates thé program management's description is implausible, invalid, not cost-feasible
te-evaluate. or not useful Problems raised by this comparison mean that either management's
description is nadequate or the evaluator's description is wrong. The evaluator will present evidence
to show,why management s description 1s unevaluable. If management disagrees, the evaluator then
requires additional inforgnation on the program activity to resolve the disagreement.

3 Companson of policymakers' and ‘program management’s description shows that program
management's description is unacceptable If policymakers disagree with program management, it
1s generally because program management has either omitted an objective or set of activities
important to policymakers or included,objectives or activities with which policymakers disagree. What
1s needed 1N such cases IS a process whereby 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

tegarding the following areas. .

\t -



.
4

¥

- (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 ofactivities which we believe to be necessary in completing an i
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. ‘Nhile it is i
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 compieted assessments look alike.

We expect that many evaluators who attempt to follow this manual will discover that our rules and
procedures are imperfect, and we hgpe 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
hxed 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 adjusting staft allocation to activities. monitoring -and controlling
the quahty'of the work;

¢ Reviewing the hterature: reading and becoming familiar with the
legislation. hearing records, program plans, gu 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 appropnations committees), program management, and a
sample of 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
of the descriptions.

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

* Completing analyses to determine evaluability:
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e Documenting (in briefings or written form) the conclusions and
supporting evidence; and

¢ Organizing and administering the decision process iollowing from the
assessment.

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

— e Providing program description to evaluator;
e Assessing the validity of the evaluator's descriptions and conclusions;

e Providing guidance to the evaluator on the relevance and direction of
the work. and

e Making decisions on options develo yed by the evaluator to resolve
problems affecting evaluability. :

Table 1 indicates roughly the level of effort t..at might be expected for these activites. The budget
for the avaluation team in this case is estimated at 8 person-months; the time avai'able, 4 calendar
months. During this time, the evaluation team must stay in contact with management, providing
information as the effort oroceeds.

Controlling the Work

Controlling the work 1s perhaps no different from controlling any other analytic effort, all of which
have a way of expaading as the work progresses. The team leader will have to judge whether a
particular activity 1s beginning either to exceed the expected value or diverge from the main path. A
<emblance of control 1s provided by tracking the consuniption of man-hours on each activity and
tnaching schedules As these are flexible. however, a team leader cannot expect too rigid an
arherence to onginal estimates—except that maintenance of overall cost and schedule constraints is
snportant

We assume that more than one pérson will be involved in any EA, and havg, in fact. found the
_ohmum team size to be two or three people. One obvious advantage of such a téam is thatif one or
-t members become stuck on some 1ssue or problem. the group can jointly decide what to do
tautit Often we have found ourselves stuck on some point and discovered either we needed more
Lt data or were trying to make some decisicn that was not ours to make. As a group. we were
At to determine that contact with prograrm management was necessary.

fasatly control s atforded by frequent progress checks against a checklist of activities and
products Such reliance on the list 1s important. simply because it is so easy to drift away on
mtereshng questions or a quest for more conclusive data The evaluator also must always bear in
aind that the effort 1s not a complete evaluation study—rather it 1s an evaluability assessment. He
. ' st do only enough to allow himself to move to the next stage. While the potential data and analytic
questions are hiitless. the time and resources. as well as the patience of program management are
[ATRY




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

Activities

Managing the EA

Reviewing Literature

" Interviewing policymakers

Documenting Program Descriptions
Visiting Sites
Complgting Analyses
{
Docume.nting Findings

Organizing the Decision Process
TOTAL

Activities
Providing Information
Judging Vahdity

Providing Guidance

Making Decisions

Total

¢

)

Evaluators’ Time
(Person-Weeks)

2

4

4
32

Management’s Time
(Person-Weeks/Person)

2/5
110
1/10

2/5
1
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Il. THE FIRST STEP: -

’DES’CRIBE 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 1s crucial in evaluation planning and program management. There is often a
substantial discrepancy between the concept of a program as peicelved by managers and
policymakers 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. Partet blem is no doubt a simple unwillingness to
admit that management at the Federal level does not and Probably cannot coritrol what happens at
the locaj level in most programs. Acceptance of this truth may seem to threaten their positions and
senously 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 usefui
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 s intended to help program
managers gain whatever control is possible—to help them achieve their ends, as well as satisfy the
demands of congressional and executive branch oversight functions.

*

\éVAhgt Is a Program Description for Purposes of

The core of an evaluability assessment is program management's description of the program. This
mvolves two elements—real programs and various descriptions of reai programs. Descriptions are
aimost invariably highly condensed summaries of real programs, which nearly never capture all
activites and effects invoived in a program. This lack is exaggerated by the fact that program
descrniptions are often inaccurate, refiecting what people think, want to believe, or want‘others to
believe 15 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 referent—the 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:



® Drrect Intervention—activities designed to directly change or serve
society in some desired way:
/.——-—h

® Indirect Intervention —activities through which managément acts to
develop and alter the direct intervention and its perf@rmance;

® Program Accountability—activities 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 Satety and Health Administration regulations. in-
spectors. and the workplace: and the L.S. employment service offices. the job seeker. and the

. employer.

Indirectinterventions are a type of oyerhead tunction whose purpose is to assure and improve the
performance of the direct interventions. Evaluation systems, technical assistance programs, regional
office monitors. State and Iocal planning agencies, research anl 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
aitered.

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 descnbed 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 tollowing 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.

Eventsequences are used to define the ordered chronological interrelationships among events. In
partthe sequence defines the logic—the assumed cause and effect relationships among events. It
also implies an order in which measurements could be taken. Finally, sequences suggest possible
stopping points in measurement. if we know that Event A has not occurred, we may not need to
measure Event B.
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TABLE 2 Elements Needed in a Compiete Program Description

Eloment of the
Program
Description

1.
Event Sequence
Thet Describes
Program Behavior

2.
‘Weasures and

Comparisons

Describing Each
Event

3.
Expected Values
For Esch

Event

4,
Activities That
Must Be in Place
For Event

To Occur

8.
Information
Systems Used to
Provide Evidence
of Event Occurring

Intormation items
that must be known
for the program
descriptiontobe |
well datined

1. Sequence begins
with events over
which mansgement
has direct control

2. Sequence includes
sii events that

must occur tor
objectives to be
achieved

3. Events include
achievement ot all

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

2. Measures and
comparisons also
describe the evi.
dence acceptabie to
the owr.er uemon.
strating that the

1. The owner‘s®
expected values for
each event ara iden-
titied

2. Time periods in
which events should
OCCUr a1@ given

1. The program sc-
tivities that must
be in place for each
event to occur are
identitied

2. The characteristics
of those activities
necessary for
expectstions to be met
are specified

3. The rationale ot

1. The measurement
systems that provide
data on each svent
are identitied

2. The measurament
operation and in-
strument is described
for each messure

3. Methods and mech-
anisms available to
estimate and check

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

2. Actions or proc-
esses tor detining
action to be teken
on evalustive in.
formation are iden-
titied

3. How theso actions
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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 resuit of acopting 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-
1zed 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 " thenimplicitly 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 tu define any expected change in a comparison
group to avoid a situationin which, for example, reading scores become equal because of a reduction
iN comparison group scores.

Actvities 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.

Intormation systems are used to define the sources which will be used to collect data, esgecially 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 tha key events necessary for the objectives to be achieved. Selection of key events is
judgmental. so evaluators and others must be selective m defumng the necessary. and sufficient
conditions for the objectives to be achseved

In additior 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 folilowing standards must be met:

e Well defined—the description is well defined when it satisfies the
requirements of Table 2;
& Acceptable—the description is acceptable when it matches policymaker

expectations;
e Valid—the description is valid when it accurately represents the
program activities actually operated in the fieid; .

e Plausible —the descnption is plausible when there is evidence of
plausibility and no evidence of implausibility;

e Data feasibility—the data system defined in the description is feasible
when it does not impose cost or political burdens beyond those which
management:policymakers are prepared to accept;

e Data rehability—the data system defined in the description is reliable
when provisions are built in for repeat observations and further
verfication grior to use.

® Plausible use of information—management'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.

11



These criteria are elta&rated interms of rules and procedures in Chapter Iil. Table 3 illustrates the
relationship between e 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 - Event
A ' B

If Event A occurs, then itis assumed Event B will occur, with events
representing program effects or objectives. :

¢ Function mndels: diagrams representing the intended activities or
functions of the program which support, produce, or lead to the intended

events. 1.e.,
Activity
1
Event
A
Activity
2

¢ Measurement 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_..

Measures
for
Activity
1
Measures
for
Event
A
Measur es
for
Activity
2

D)
~ s,
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Element

Event Sequence

Event Cescrption

Measuies

Expectea Values

Ev nlenge

Use ot Intormation
by Management

———n

TABLE 3 Evaluability Assessment Criteria

Criteria

Acceptable
Well Defined

Acceptable
Well Defined
Vaid

® Acceptable
® Well Defined

Acceptable
Well Defined
Plausible

o~

Acceptable

Well Defined
Cost-Feasible

Known to be Reliable

Acceptable .
Well Defined
Plausible

LD X

‘ot
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Each of the models can be used toestablish the extent to which the program description satisfies the

EA criteria (Table-4).
TABLE 4 Use of Models in EA )
<
EA Criteria Logic Model Function Model Measurement Model
Well Detined X X X
Acceptable : X ' r X
Vt“ld . x x X
_ *x

Plausible X X
Feasible Data X
Reliable Data . o . X
Plaugible Use .
of Information X X

it shoﬁld. 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:

I A | then —e! B

A simple example would be:

children do
then not'contract
smaltpox

If childien are
vaccingted

~

‘w




((

or
>
4
J0 percunt of smallpox will
it childyen are then be eliminated
. vactinated in the region

Figure 2 illustrates 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 program—health and chiid develop- |
ment—and was used to define this specific program prior to the decision regarding an approach to
evaluation. ' .
. DO . . : ’
) Function Models L /\

Function models are intended to define the program in terms of specific activities and flows of
people, morzy. 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 rﬁodel developed 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 program.by 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 a
relatively ssmplified representation of such a program. :

-

Figure 5 then represents the logic and measurement mddels 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 \.
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 more-than a 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.

15
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FIGURE 4 (Continued)
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FIGURE & Logic and Messurement Model for Methadone Treatment Program (Type A)
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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 management's description plus the descriptions of policymakers, evaluators, and program
operators for comparnison. Each source may consist of several people, so there may be more than

i 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 departrnents 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, 1s made up of the manager(s) of a program and those people he or
she includes n 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 1S three to nine people who meet and communicate frequently.

Policymakers 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:

e Program Assistant Secretary.

® Under Secretary and or Secretary..

e Ofhce of Management and Budget examiner,

e Government Accounting Office audit division director.

e Staft directors of House and Senate budget committee and oversight
committee -

Forany qiven program this group may vary. The important pointis thatin a few weeks one can usually
talk to every government official with a significant policy voice in the program.

The pohicymakers define value for the program—that is. those program outcomes judged to have
social benefit Comparison of thelbdescnpuons with those of program management is the basis for
the acceptability cnterion

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

The evaluators are the peonle doing the data collection, analysis, and feedback for the EA—
usudlly 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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Table 5 defines the prcbable sources of information for each type of model; Table 6 defines the
information items carrnied in each.

Getting Program Management’s Description

There are eight steps to complete to obtain a description of the program from the management
group. Following i1s an explanation of each.

Identity Key Actors; Bound the Program

There should be only one program manager and cne program involved in an EA. The tasks of
deflning 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 conceyt of a program is fundamen-
taily a question of definiion 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 the purpose of fixing responsibility for achievement.

v

There are some general critena which could be applied to the determination:
® The objectives are national. and somehow reflect congressional intent,

e There 1s a single manager responsible for achievement of the national
intent.

¢ The manager has riot delegated all of that responsibility to someone
else. and

® There 1s a defined set of resources and activities presumed as adequate
to accomplish the end purposes. and the manager has dccess to them.

Generally there is a level within a department below which national objectives lose their identity
andg above which the concept of measurable. achievable ends is lost. That level is where programs
are tound For example. within DHEVW the bureat: 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-
cemed with policy 1Issues 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
program management might include rectonal office statf who are directly responsible for administra-
tion of some part of the national program

Inthe best possible situation. the program nianager has line authornty over the resources ineeded to
achieve the national objectives. In goverrment. however, this authority is often divided. A classic
example 1s the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and its research arm, the
National Institute of Oceupational Safety and Health (NIOSH). OSHA managers, presumably re-
sponsible tor administration of the Occupational Safety and Health Act. are part of the Department of
Labor white NIOSH personnel report to DHEW A more common example s the situation in which
qrant admimistration 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
22 ‘20
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TABLE 5 Typical Sources of iInformation for Each Program Model Type

Type of Information in the Description

Source of
Description Logic Function Measurement
Models Models Models
Legislation Legislation Interviews
. Hearing: Hearings
Policymakers Committee reports Committee reports
Interviews
Reyulations Regulations Guidelines
Guidelines Guidelines Data syster.
Management Interviews Work plans manuals
Evaluation designs
Interviews
0 rato.r Interviews Interviews Interviews
pe Work plans Files
Observation of Observation of Observation of
Evaluator program activity program activity program activity
and flows and flows and flows
O’ .?
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TABLE 6 Information Items in each EA Model Type

~

-

.

[

x4

Logic Models

Function Modoels

Msasurement Models

Definition The expectations tor a program The flows through a p1ogram . A set of measurements and
stated as a sernes of events {such gas tunds, clients, and their relationships usually
informaon) and the activities a stock and ficw rate
Events include schiavement that aftect them characterization
of the objective and all "
other events co.sidered The tlows and activities are The set is a vahd representa:
necessiry 10 achieve the those necessary to describe tion of the behavior of the
ubjective both achievements of obyjec- function model and describes
tives and operations events in the logic model
Infoimation ©® List events in sequence Name all impoitant flows ©® Display of measures (state,

Items Curited

in the Models
(Some will

be tound to

be missing
during an FA *
Then abhsence

1$ 10 be noted )

<

©® |denuty medsuies neces
sdry to define each gvent
{necessary conditions)

©® Give sitficient definitton
ot sach event so that
prior events are the cause
tThe evidence th.at A causes
B 1s patt ot the detivition
ot B}

® Descuibe the expected
state ot'the event the
conditions that dJdefine
when the occunence ot the
event 1s satistuctory
# g, estess bed capacity
must decrease trom 10,000
to under 2,000

® Describe the time tiame
withetl whilh successtul
aueygteng e ut ovents
(U BINET RS

Name all states of each

flow

Name all impor tant func-

tions

Describe how each function

15 t0 aftect state of the

tlogetPte and past statés)

® |denuty flows sutficiently
to enable description of
operations that contrbute
to objectives

@ |dentty tlows and states

sutfictently to enable

description of objective

achievement or non

. athievement

® Describe how each function
1s designed to bring about
the destied change of state
n the flow. Note operating
charac tenistics

-

stock) and their relation-
ships (flow rate)
® |dentify the measurement
systems providing data
@ Describe each measurement:
charactenistic measu ed
tindings
- nstiument
measurement uper ation
estimate of errot ‘e
® Identify whete on functional
model measutement is taken
@ |dentify which set of meas-
urements are necessary and
sufficient to describe each
event in logyic model
® |denutfy 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 tQ obtain
them from someone 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 -rogram management. Note that we generalily
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.

‘N

Collect Descriptive Materia

Individuals within the manggemest group must tell the evaluator what specific material should be
reviewed. 9enerally. the cegﬁrgya maternal is included in the following:
® legislation
® legislative hearning recqrds (these are often helpéul in defining intent)
® program pians ) ' o~
® program budgets
® regulations
e guidelines
® research reports.

it 1s 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 evaluaior—basically. selecting and sorting for key
events and activities Of necessity, some events will be excluded. There will be several opportunities
to verfy your selection and arrangement with ~anagers, policymakers, and the like.

Otten 1t 1s helpful to begin by preparing a program structure. a chart resembling an organization
chart but which hists key objectives. subobjectives. and activities needed to achieve the objectives
nstead ot organizational units. Initially, 1t 1s easier to prepare a logic mode! 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 evaluaior in constructing his interview
quides.

Identify Key Events and Gaps

In tinal preparation for the interviews with program management. the rough models are reviewed

- and an attempt 1s made to identify areas and events which seem to be incompletely described. The

tocus of the interview should be on these areas.

AInterview Key Actors

It will be helptful to prepare a guide before each interview, spelling out the information you want to
get from the interview However. be prepared to isten carefully to everything that is sdid and take
detalled 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.



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. Toinsure that the description is accurate, send 1 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 o0, you may have to schedule reinterviews to obtain specmc pieces of
information.

Prepare Final Models "

From all the 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 |s
important 1s their information content, not their form.

Analyze the Model: How Well Deﬂhed Is It?

The criteria and procedure to employ in judging the extent to which the program description is weil
defined are described in Chapter |il.

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 wes
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
GAQ 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 minonty and majority sides for both authorization and appropriations committees from
both houses)

The fouowmg six steps comprise the activity .

Identify the Key Actors

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

The matenal collected earlier for the program management description should contain all of the
needed documents for the policymaker description. Key documents include legislation ana 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 1s in more detail than most such models derived at this point. It had not yet been
. validated. but it proved helptul in many subsequent discussions and interviews.

ot 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. gov qu:nt personne! have indicated that while consultants may be able to hold such

INterviews. the doWot have the same access to the players. Furthermore, the congressuonal aides
ated that they welcome such opportunities are viewed as relative rarities.

Prepare Final Models

Based on the review of wntten 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 cntenia and procedures for analyzing the extent to which policymaker and program manaoe~
ment descriptions of the program agree are outhned in Chapter I1.

Validate Differences

Whenever ditferences between the two descriptions seem apparent. they need to be validated.
The hrst point of contact should be with the program marager. who is asked whether he agrees or
disaqgrees with the different descniptions 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
thew intent is valild Any policy disagreements discovered by this process will have to be resolved by
the program manager with his superniors. ¢

Getting Program Operator’s Description

P

The program operator 1s typically a grant recipient who provides some service to the public under \
conditiens laid down in the law. regulations. and his individual grant. The program operator mightbe a
iocal legat aid otfice director. a health systems agency director. or the director of a State planning
Aqency  In the health planning program (Public Law 93-641). each of the individuals administering

* State health planming and development agencies and the health systems agencies (HSA's) 1s a
program operator

Typically thewr description of the program will reflect a relatively narrow focus. the perspective of

locale Yet f the program is to work nationally. the efforts of lccal program operators must add to the
national objective There 1s only one effective way to get their description. Go onsite.
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§el$bting Sites : S L §

~ The selection of number and locatipn of sites is important because what is soughtis apictureof the
program as it really operates. Of necessity, however, one needs to compromise because of the
constramts of ime and budget. Inthe health planning program, five sites were,visiged for2 days each.
"In similar work for the Appalachian Regional Gemmission (ARC). eight projects, six local planning
units. and two State program offices were visited to obtain a description of the program from the
perspective of local program operators. . ,
Th& number r/équnred depends p'artially'dn how much variation is expected in fundamentally
ditferent type$ of actvity. For example, in the health planning program, only two types of field
organizgtions were involved—one at the State and one at the local level. For ARG there were State

units. local planning units..and 30 to 40 different types of service providers. - -

+
i

Preparing For thé Site Visit e oy

Preparation for the site visit is similar  that for interviews with program Managers and policymak-
ers Inthis case Mbwever, the documentation has been predigested. Principally, there will be a grant
application. local plans. and the set of models derived earlieg, which provide clues to helpin focusing
the onsite work. The purpose is to determine the axtent to which the national program is supported by

local programs—in other words. do the two set s of descfiptions match? N
R ’
Review of the available documentation. including models, should be used to determine what to
look tor onsite Basically. you will be looking for: . . . .
® objective statements,
¢ measurement indicators. ,
® intervention activites. - ™~
® operating assumptions. \ \ o
® project resources, } - .
® external intervening varlables. ang .
e data sources. - \ : . .

o

N
In preparation for the site visit. you should draw up.an agenda outlining the objectives of your visit and

send it to the people with whom you will meet. \.\ (/

\

Conducting the Site Visit S -

-

Site visits will generally involve two evaluation personnel andlast 2 or 3 days (uptoamaximum ts5 .+
days for a complicated program). While onsite. the evaluators should brief the director and his staff on
the ubjectives of the visit. which will be pursued by interviewing the director and his staff. observing
and recording actual processes. renewing data. plans. records, and local information systems, and
preparnng flow charts of the oper:

Betore concluding the site misit. it 1.: wise to brief the director on your findings in an attempt to venfy
yoiir descnption of hus program Try o obtain the following types of information.

® Objective Statement--Obtain narrative statements of the objectives of
the program as defined by field manaaement personnel. In obtaining
these statements, try to get defimtion of both the immediate output
chjectives expected as the direct result of intervention activities and
the realistic expectations of intent.

29
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® Measurement Indicators—Get the management staff to detail their best
" judgment on what measurement indicators they would accept as piausible
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 Activities—In obtaining a description of the actual
activites 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 difier substantially
in terms of the activities conducted and the manner in which the
activities are conducted In reiation to other ongoing activities.

® Operating Assumptions—While onsite. attempt to obtain the views of

management on the chain of assumptions that ied management to believe
- that the intervention activities would lead to achievement of

objectives. 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 foliowed in
different sites. '

Program Resources—Obtain 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 aliocation of resources

to actwities

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

® Data Sources—Attempt to define and review the data systems maintained
by the iocal program. obtaining copies of records and reports. The

. local programs will often prepare internal reports which do not get

torwarded to Washingtor..

o -

. " Project Flow Chart—Develop rough flow charts that describe the program
R Y as a linked set of activities and objectives from the expenditure of
tunds to the achievement of intended impact. Be careful to avoid
4 ntroducing or modifying such factors as objectives and causal links. in

an attempt to introduce greater logic or tidy up the program design.
- «*=  This task 1s not intended t0 describe what should or could exist;
rather it must capture what does exist. If there are significant
difterences between what you have been toid and what you ohserve. try to
verify your observations while onsite.

Developing a Generalized Program Operator’s Description

Using the set of local descriptions developed onsite, devise a general framework for desc ribing the
program This task requires synthesis of the matenal collected from individual sites into a program

4
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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 1s 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 ldiosyncratic —The field programs surveyed reveal
such dissimilanty that an overall model is not feasible;

e Sets of Programs Emerge —There exist several models of sufficient
similanty that generalized modeis can be developed: or

e One Model Predominates —There exists such overwhelming similarity among

focal approaches (even if not all programs follow this approach) that
one generalized description appears useful.

Compare Program Management's and Program Operator’s Descriptions

Cntena 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 lll.

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 1s shown If an evaluator description is prepared
tormally. it s a composite description, gleaned from the others he has reviewed.
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ll. THE. SECOND STEP:
ANALYZE PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Is Program Management’s Description
Well Defined?

Rules To Follow >

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

Based on our experence. 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 1s to manage a program to achieve specific results.

Procedures To Follow

® Begin the examination of the program description with a checklist. the
cnitena outhned in Table 2. and the program description.

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

® 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 i1s offered. alter conclusions.

¢ Document final agreement between yourself (as evaluator) and owner on
tinal 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
descr:ption 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 evaluator can
gothrough the checklist for each eventin the logic model, making yes/no decisions on each element.
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TABLE 7 Checklist for Recording if a Program Description is Well Defined

INFORMATION ELEMENTS

1. Event sequence ! Event 1 Event 2 Event 3 Event 4
2. Event descriptions Yes/Nc
3. Measures and comparisons Yes/No
4. Expected values for each event Yes/No

B. Activities that m.ust occur for
svent to take place

6. Information system used to
provide evidence

7. Uses of evaluation mformation

'
e

-
s,




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 eventin 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 unacceptabie 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 ali of the
necessary information elements.)

Similarly. 1t 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 conciude that all information is available especially
on the first pass at a management description. The expected condilion is that as you move from item
1 (event sequence) toitem 7 (uses of evaluation information), more partial information and compiete
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 umimportant on further analysis. As an example. consider a simple case of a 3-event
model

Event 1 : cvent 2 Event 3
Oprgte iy Gl oo e eam{  Mothers in poot e e g Region X will
Conter to families will he recewve benefical
F LT I ST able to woilk economic impact

Viathe checklist. we conclude thatevents 1 and 2 are well defined, but event 3 is notbecause there 1s
no measure or measurement systein. 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. thatis adequate. The info mation gap disappears. and the event should be eliminated from the
scheme

Ghps can also be filled in by subseqiient 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 1s 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
someone else s On closer examination, however. the distinction gets fuzzy. The evaluation design 1s
an integral part of the program design. and the evaluator becomes part of the program design
process while he 1s completingan EA Insome areas. to be sure. the evaluator lacks the technological
expertise to fill 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

e

\]

Extracted and Displayed by Different Models

Information Element Logic Measurement Function
Event sequence X
Event desciiptions X X | X
Mesures and compar isons X X X
Expected values X .
Activ-tas that must ocew X
Information systems . X X
_l::;r°rx\!oe(i uses of intormation X
4 1o
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Example

The following 1s an example of how we examined the extent to which the manager's description
was ‘well defined " in one program. One part of the 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 simplfied 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 s important to note that this model is not a set of research hypotheses dreamed up by an
evaluator but rather a policy statement—the 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 checklust presents
the conclusions reached after examining the program description (Table 9). The “yes™ boxes signify
thatthe event description satisfied the required information elements; the "no" boxes reveal partial or
compiete gaps

Table 10 summarizes the information available on the technical assistance (TA) program. The
analysis revealed that program design had never inciuded the last two events, except to name them.
Missing from the design were processes whereby agency use could be defined and therefore be
known Aiso missing was a process which could be used to track changes in the agency caused by
the program products and link those changes to heaith 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 alternatwe design which satisfied the
cntena of a well defined program (see Chapter V).

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
n 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 1 to determine whether there is agreement between policymakers
and 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 foliowed.

Rule To Follow

The: rule to tollow is that if events 1n the policymakers’ program description also appear in program
managemen® s description, you can assume they agree.

37



r -
% | " USE OF PRODUCTS
BUREAU STAFF ACTIVITIES PRODUCTS ARE . RESULTS IN
(About 20 percent of Bureau PRODUCED AND PRODUCTS ARE REDUCTION OF

! staff resources assigned to —— DISSEMINATED |—a USED BY LOCAL |—o OVERSUPPLY OF

. its technical assistance program) TO AGENCIES AGENCIES SPECIFIC HEALTH

! SERVICES

! 1‘ 20 30 ‘
i : .

FIGURE 7 Expectations for Bureau's Technical Assistance Program

o 19




TABLE 9 (llustrative Checklist: How Well Defined is Pronrpm Description?

INFORMATIONELEMENTS | — — —— — =— — —— s o e ——— — — —— e ——— oo
Event Sequence :-B_UREAU STAFF ACTIVITI 8-81| :- _: :— -] FJSE OF PRODUCTS
' PRODUCTS ARE PRODUCTS ARE | RESULTSIN |
. Event sequence exists. | {About 20 percent of '_ .| PRODUCED AND |- —|—| usep BY LoCAL - __I REDUCTIONOF
Sequence starts with Bureau staff resources DISSEMINATED AGENCIES "l OVERSUPPLY OF |
event or management | assigned to its technical | | ToaGENCIES | | l | SPECIFIC HEALTH |
control and ends with : L assistance program) SERWVICES
Measures and compatisons Yes . Yes No No
Expected value for each Yes Yes No No
event
\A\k
I Activities that must occur Yes Yes No No T

for svent to take place
Description of operation Yes Yes No No
used to take measures ‘
Who will use evidence Yes Yes No No
of event occurrence? ’ .
inforination system used Yes Yes No No .
to provide evidence i
Uses of evaluation Yes Yes No No
information
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TABLE 10 Using the Checklist to Determine if the Technical Assistance (TA) Program is Weil Defined

INFORMATION ELEMENTs | | BUREAU STAFF acTivimies! | [ " r 7 ["use of pRODUCTS |
( || phopucTsane ! | probucrs are ! AEDICHONOF |
. About 20 percent of ‘ D — |
1. Event Sequence and | Burssusuffresources | pisseminaten F— T "sigg;{c'l-gsc"- F=1— oversurrLyor |
2. Description | assigned to its technical | TO AGENCIES | | | SPECIFIC HEALTH |
L assistance program) _l L ..J L _l L.. SERVICES _
3. Measures and comparisons Staff time and contract Products produced No measure No measure
- by activity: vs. products .
plan vs. action disseminated
4. Expected value for each Budget: 356 mm $1,973,000 All products No measure tio measure
event Divided by TA approved and
10 agencies disseminated
8. Activities that must occur Activities defined in (Major Activities defined None aefined None defined
for wvent to take place Initiative Tracking System) MITS in MITS
8. Information system used MITS MITS None defined None defined
to provide evidence
7. Uses of evaluation Managing s*aff resource/ Managing staft None defined None defined
information actvity plan resources and
product activity

1
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The two descriptions will have been obtained independently, and therefore, differences between
the two may or may not reflect disagreement. If the difference is that events appearing on the
policymakers’ description do not appear on program management's, further interviews shouid be
held with pragram management to determine if the events were merely overlooked. On the other
hand. if events on the program management's description do not appear on that of the pc “cymakers,
the decision on whether to reinterview will depend on what is reflected by the omissions—differences
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 policymakers and program
management. (b) conduct any reinterviews that seem necessary to validate differences, and (c) hold
infe: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 1s possible.

Example

Figure 8 1s 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 theit ~oectations for
Program lljy. Using the results of our interviews with Depaitment 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 Bureau. This model is

similar to the Bureau's view of Program |11

Both the Bureau and those above the Bureau expect Program |ll to affect
significantly the operations and capabilities of health systems agenctes

(HSA 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 logic-—Events 3 and 4 have disappeared. Had policymakers and program
managers not both agreed on the need for these latter events as evidence of success, the gaps 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. tew 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 rhetonc defining the Commussion'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 Commuission’'s program seiiously. and did not believe that the Commission had made
a serous attemg i 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 Commissicn. Note that the EA did not conclude that the
Commussion 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
information about 1nnovations.

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

A

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

- The spatial and organizational distance that separates Washington from reat 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 points of evaluation
research that simply disappear when program operators meet and service the public. Before

- attempting to answer the question. “Does 1t 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:dentified the sets of information that constitute a program description for management and
evaluation purposes Two sets describe the program activities which must exist onsite to produce
results measures and compansons 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 th,at
mandgement s description of the program is valid when the fieid activities observed and described by
the evaluator conform with management's description of them. and management's measures and
compansons are sufficient to descnbe accurately the activities there.

The: rule: s applied by companng management's description with one or more independent
descnpions of the activities  Since the operator 1s closest to the program and the evaluator's
descniption represents an impartial. arect observation, these two descriptions are likely to be correct.
When disagreements anse. additional onsite observation can determine which of the three de-
senptions s vahd ‘

Table 1145 a checklist to record the conclusions reached in applying the rule. The evaluator should

be prepared to support each conclusion by presenting matenal from the appropriate program
descnphoen
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TABLE 11 Checklist for Comparing Progtam Management'’s
‘Description with the Program in the Field

Event Sequence —<e| Event 1| — Event 2| — {—»| Event 3

1. Program management has Yes/No
identified activities
that must be conducted onsite

2. Pr. jpam management has Yes/No

identified measures and

comparisons -
3. Management’s activity Yas/No

descriptions are valid
representations of program
g activity onsite

4. Management measures and Yes/No
comparisons are valid
representations of activity
onsite




Procedure ‘l;o Follow

e Take management's description of program activity and the measures and
compansons 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 management's description is a valid one.
Record the conclusion in Table 11.

e Compare management’s description of measures and comparisons required to
descrnbe 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 management’s 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 furthcr evidence. Continue providing
evidence and discussions until there is agreement batween management and
. evaluators on conclusions.

e 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
venfied by the evaluator to insure that the fie'd models are correct. -

The program operator's (or evaiuator's) measurement model represents those sets of measures
which the evaluator believes would represent the activities and outcomes of the observed program
and those sufficient to define the events of interest to management. Again the operator's 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 1s an area in which cieverness 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 orgarizational separation was as severe as 1s encountered in most Federal
programs  yet ditferences in perception were still significant. Note that the Atlanta example is an
‘nstance in which EA cnitenia were not used until near the end of the project. and then only to find out
why 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 resuits from classrooms were
plotted and converted statistically into above and below average performance for students from
relatively comparable economic backgrounds. These results were transiated into signals—symbols
representing student performance in various schools and classrgoms. It was assumed that such
information would be used to target the various resources.

The evaiuators 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
apphed 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 descnption 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
cntena would change with availability of the signaling system. The evaluation demonstrated that the
critena did not change . 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 1s the description of the program. judgments about plausibility remain. Many
have argued that plaustbility 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 evaluahon study. We maintain that arguments against such analyses
are akin to taking a stand against the need or possibility of completing technical feasibility studies in
advance of bulding a bndge

Rules To Follow

Two of the elements in Table 2 descnbe how the program is expected to perform: evert sequence
and expectations The plausibility analysis in EA asks whatisthe likelihood these expectations willbe
reahzed with the program in place or being set up? If the likelthood ts high. the expectations are
labeled plausible. if the kelthood i1s low. they are implausible.

The rute to tollow in making this determination is that management’s expectations are plausible
when there s some evidence that the program activity onsite will actueve ihie tesults expecled, and

4
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TABLE 12 Checkliist for Atlanta System

Overall
Signals . School
Teacher ~ Would I e tgution Performance -
Event Sequence Would ~=T =+ Identify |-t = Uncoverand I T Would Improve
Teach “Best” F' iico'l’h' i Investigation
' ‘“Worst” x Things . and
Intervention

1. Program management has Yes Yeos Yes Yes

identified activities that

must exist onsite
2. Program management has Yes . Yes Yes Yes

identified measures and

comparisons '
3. Management'’s activity Yes Yes No No

descriptions are vahd

representations of program

activity onsite
4. Management measures and Yes ) Yes No No

comparisons are vahid

representations of activity

onsite
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there 1s no evidence to the contrary The types of evidepce that can be used are research or
evaluations showing what results these activites 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 1s a checklist to use in applying the rule. The basic rule requires observation and
judgment The key 1s 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; 1t is merely an argument that there exists either no or
inadequate evidence that it will. '

Procedure To Foliow

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

¢ Compare managements 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
suppert conciusion.

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

Assuming the: two sets of event descriptions correspond, the basic test is performed by comparing

' 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, ef’pecially regarding expected

values Theissue is thatassuming all programs operated in the field perform at their expected values,

will thenr aggregated performance meet or exceed the expected values found in the management
descrnption : '

Lonclusions 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
suthciency s the issue or in which the technology is auestionable.

Wherever threats to achievement appear, the evaluator should reconfer with program operators to
ber certain that the apparent threat is real. The evaluator should note for each event whether it is
plausible or /mplausible. and what 1s the evidence for making the determination.

Obwvinusly analysis of plausibility 1s likely to be different for new and ongoing programs. The most
abvious difference les 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
evaluater 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 necessanly more speculative, the analysis 1s no less useful in such
situations

Example

The findings that might 2merge from an anatysis of program design plausibilty relate to the general
notion ol the necessary and sutficient set of conditions that must exist for a program to succeed.

H
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‘ TABLE 13 Checklist for Plausibility Analysis
Event Sequence ' Event 1 Event 2 Event 3 Event 4
!xﬁocution

1. There is evidence of plau-ibility
(yes/no)

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

Plausibility conclusion
- {yes/no/questionable)

\c)
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Necessity argues that some definable set of conditions, both internal and external to 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 about plausibility concems the Bureau's technical
assistance program—a 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 staff——the main recipients of the Bureau's
products—revealed that the products were not highly thought of; and

e 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) fo
stimulate their thinking. :

A second example 1s available within the same program. As a result of the EA, Bureau'manage-
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. HSA's were adopting objectives, and presumably expending some of their resources. in
hundreds of areas. Two. although the plausibility of individual program plans 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
implausible. 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 HSA's to a position in which their efforts were spread thinly over too many areas.

We suggested the need to'focus 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.
mught 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-
ton about the potentially successtul 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 peopie 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 1s available, noting its limitations. As an evaluator, you cannot assume that
management will demand conclusive evidence before acting.

3
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 1s rehable. If it 1s. the instrument and measurement process will produce the correct values for
any subsequent management actions to produce the desired resuit. Repeated measurements by
independent observers which produce the same findings increase management's confidence in the
rehabilty of the measurement system. . ' :

Rules To Follow
Management s evidence Is likely to be reliable when the following conditions exist:

® There i1s an independent measurement taken for comparison, prior to
action based on information; .

e The information is used in such a way that several observers can comment
on reliability; and

e There 1s a capability to get additional information to resolve
rel Ity issues.

Procedure To Follow
The basic procedure to follow is:

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

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

. { .
e Interview management to determine how many repeated observations are
necessary to trigger management action.

e Record judgment as to acceptability of measurement process relative to
management's intended use of data.

e Communicate judgment to management.Propose alternative relability
measurement processes if required.

O
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Example

Legal Services Project Evaluation. The Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) Office of Legal
Services implemented a project evaluation system involving review of the quality of legal work
performedby its grantees. The procedure 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
cheekiist, attorney-raters interviewed the attorney about each selected case. and numerical quality
. .ratings were assigned. Two raters were used to produ? a consensus rating for each review.

Then. before any management action was taken, successive. independent assessments were
conducted by regional office staff and 8 second site visitteam. Further, reactions to the findings were
obtained from the grantee.

“ Based on *he 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, andonly cases in which
grantees showed no.improvement were grants canceled or not renewed.

In this example. the instruments—rating sheets and interview guides—were incidental. their
relability unknown. The key to the evaiuation was attorney-rater, judgment. and the process of
consensus-seeking 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
qualty. Had 1t been used to rank order performance of all granfees. its reliability might have been
questioned. Butsince 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
pracess and instruments were developed to rate the cleanliness of city streets and alleys. The
apphed measure was the percent of streets and alleys rated satisfactory on a visua: r#tinq scale
(Hatry, 1977).

Hege 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 thatcover a range of litter conditions generally found throughout the community. Trained
observers driving along the streets (or through the alleys) assign to each biock face a numerical rating

. that corresponds most closely to a grade described in the photographs and written descriptions. The
vbserver 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 1s based. Under proper supervision, the trained observer
program provides a reliable way to measure aesthetic impacts on the community and changes in _
cleanhness over ime Photographic rating scales for cleaniiness 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 care—particularly in supervising
nspectors---1s taken. Over time, inspectors may forget the definitions and become careless in their
dpphgation or even in making ratings In ore city. the ratings of one inspector gradually retreated into

50 narrow a spectrum that he did not use the extreme ratings regardless of the circumstances. (This
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scale compression is relatively comynon when inspectors du not adhere to photographic or written

slandards.) A second city was urfable to use its ratings after it discovered that independent but .

virtually simu'taneous inspections of the same scenes had resulted in wide ratin§ disparities that had
not been promptly corrected by retraining thé inspectors. ,

Experiences to date indicate that severdi actions are needed, particularly after implementation of
the rating system, to insure that the data are reasonably reliable. First, the development ¢f the visual,
photographic rating scale should be undertaken systematically to assure that the ratiny scale can
rehably 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 governmerit should set reliability targets; for example, 75
percent of the inspector’s ratings could be required to agree with thase 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 -

shouid 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 vevelop when the cost of the information system fails within
reasonabile operating and evaluation budgets and the information is politically acceptable to develop.

Proéedure To Follow

Tables 14 and 15 are illustrative checkiists to use in examining the hnancial feasibility of informa-
tion systems '

The basic procedure is to:

e Estimate the costs of collecting. storing. processing. and verifying the
nformation for each event. :

e Calculate rough system costs in terms of staff (internal) and dollars
{contract cost)

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

® Heview system data collection process with those expected to supply data
tgenerally program operators). Determine relative acceptability of data
collection scheme. .

* Commumncate indings to management to determine whether total burden
uncluding operator costs) 1s acceptable



TABLE 14 Sampie Checklist for Determining Costs
. : Associated with Running a Data System

Lt . Cost of Data System

¢ Contract ' Staff

* Data Collection

Storage

Processing : .
(by )
'@

{duality Check

™
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TASLE 15 Sample Checklist for Determining Cost Feasibility

Measurement System Cost
Availability taff ti Kk Measurement
Event or of Required $ staft time orunknown Method for
Description Measurement Checking Errors
System (Yes/No) Cost Total Budget (Yes/No) -
o for Event

A

B.

C.

D.

E

Total Cost

(.‘0)




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-
ton Ohen. the only cost included in analyses of systems is that incurred in developing a system
under a contract. while costs of implementing the system, checking its quality, or paying program
operators are generally not included Frequently. operator systems, aiready in place, are ignored,
thus Increasing the expected cost of the system because of required modifications to operator
systems The price of ignonng 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 (LSC) £.SC and 1ts progenitor. OEO's Office of Legal Services, had been criticized for
some ime by the General Accounting Office for the failure to implement a basic information systém.
LSC was in the process of mounting a series of demonstrations to assess alternative legal services
delvery 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
evdluation design The system involved adoption of uniform case file forms in each office, the use of
umique: chent identifying numbers, and the recording of time invested by individual attorneys.

The system rehed on the collection of disaggregated case-related data being forwarded to
headquarters for processing and anaiysis. Itimposed costs on individual attorneys, projects, and the
corporation and added costs to monitor rehability. Having developed the system, however, LSC was
then unable © implement it. Important among the many is sues raised was the subject of potential or
feared violation of chent confidentiahty pledges. Further, project directors believed the system
mtruded teo far into their domain. threatening their autonomy.

Eve:nf the actual inancial cost had proven acceptable to management, a possibility because of an
ofter of hn neial assistance made to LSC. the political costs proved to be unacceptable. A com-
promise systern had to be and was developed.

It should ber 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 tugh In tact. there 1s no substitute for costing out the whole information system, even quite
roughly, and dllowing management to determine whether the cost is too high.

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

Management s expectations denve. in part. from the basic design and assumptions of the program:
andd i part from their presumed abiity to redirect the pragram based on evidence of performance.

Rules To Follow
M.nagement s expectations are plausible when there 1s evidence that deviations from expected
performance canbe identified by management and that management can affect program activities to

correct tor performance deviations Table 16 provides a checklist to use in reaching conclusions
out management’s use of information as a feedback device to correct performance deviations.

Procedure To Follow

The procedure to foliow inthis case requires the evaluator to interview management about planned
[FATR
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TABLE 16 Checklist to Assess Planned Use of Information

\-' Asseument

Event 1 Event 2 Event 3 Event 4
1. There is evidence that management .
has defined acceptable performance 5
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).
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¢ Interview management to obtain a definition of the performance levels
that wouid 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 controlied by management which are
believed capable of affecting the performance of the event(s) in
question.

¢ Analyze the functional descnption of the program and attempt to link
management's nlanned actions to functional elements which govern the
event performance.

e Note any gaps between management's planned actions and the event in
question.

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

e Communicate findings to management. Continue to work with management
until a plausible management event sequence is developed to affect
performance.

In practice. the evaluator is being asked to extract from management another program
description—thisoneconcernedwiththeindirectintervention. The programevents must,again,begin
with resources and staff activities over which management has control and end with the event(s)
whose performance 1s 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 kniw 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 teli management how to correct
problems.

This latter point 1s especially problematic. It may foliow from the general nction that evaluatinn is a
method of assessing experiments and thatfindings 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 is our general
contention. to the contrary. that solutions must come from those responsible formanaging programs.
Further. it 1s 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 1t 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 ditferent type of indirect intervention—one
geared to research and development—tn which performance deviations were only the first step in a
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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. OEQ. in fact. used the system as planned because its
planned use already matched existing functions. The Iinformation system merely formalized a
process already in place

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

‘The FY 1974 (DHEW Evaluation Planning) guidance asked the program offices to speciy the
1issues which evaluation should address. * This was done to help clarify exactly how evaluation was to
be used However 1ssues in most submissions were portrayed in such general terms that it was hard
to ie them to any particular decision context Typical issue statements included: “Determination of
overall efectiveness of various types o iIces in relation to cost under various conditions.”
“development of system management approadqyes to improve services,” and “the relative effective-
ness of current and propused mechamisms for dQlivery of services in the public and private sectors.”

The guidance also asked respondents to specify users and to associate users and issues in order
otpnonty We found that most program audiences defined aimost everyone in the world as potential
users of thewr 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 Heaith 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 otfice descnbed evaluation users, therr written responses are presented in schematic form
in Figure 12 The boxes represent users at the Federal. State. and Jocal 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
quotations rtom plan suomissions illustrate

'Y knowledge to assist NIMH States. and facihties to plan
usedyl data systems

L4 techmeal assistance and planming

. Ju dance to State and county governments and increased NIMH
Ard Hegonal Othce evaluatve capabihity

o Resuits of ths study will assist plannets and project directors (o
tecdirect thea progranss for better actuevement of their goals and
abje ives

To be used ovaluatons must be tredted as new products for whose use suhstuntml design
vigineenng work s reqgured It eannot be left to chance

[
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IV. THE THIRD STEP: |
CONSTRUCT ALTERNATIVES

Early applications of EA led to an unsatisfying conclusion—the 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 that an evaluator's conclusions
regarding problems in program descriptioris could be strerigthened by defining and offering man-
agement ways to resolve the observed problems. '

We define, then, an added task for the evaluator doing an EA—construct 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 unreaiistic expectations, most
hkely resulting from a management decision which is invalid, implausibie, 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 imphed logic of the real program as it is being operated in the fied.

Alternative expectations can be either different or lowered ones. For example, many progrars are
expected to achieve more than one objective. and the EA may reveal that two of six objectives are
implausible. given the nature or size of the program. An option here is to simply drop the two believed
‘0 be implausible Assuming that the two implausible objectives are on the low-enc! of the priority
scale. they could be dropped without endangering the underlying political support fo: the program.
Basically this 1s the 1ssue to be explored by the evaluator. Program support is often provided within
certain performance imits, one end indicating success and the other failure, and the range between
the two may be wider than imagined.

One 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 had never been
detined. nor had any system ever been developed to collect suchinformation. Clearly any irvestment
of Federal funds in a region creates an economic effect in staft salaries and purchase of goods and
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services However. evamination of the iegislation and its background revealed that the leysslators
inserted health and child development into the act pnmarily 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 imited.

Commussion 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 heaith 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 teel strongly As one m:ght expect. the evaluator has a more difficult task at.ead of him when
this 1s the case Generally. when taced with an objective which is unsupported by real activity, three
possibities 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 demonstyétaon 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
ubjective and the hkelihood that success in this area is being experienced somewhere in the program
(te . some local 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 mu. h information is already available about local programs and
successes

within DHEW. the approach being taken i1s to identify locally successful programs via telephone
surveys and selected site visits. Tglephone surveys are designed to identify plausible candidates;
site visits are inte.ded to documerfs and validate the claims of the local HSA directors.

Whichever approachis adopted. the intentis to provide program management with away 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 1it 1s told simply, “Your program won't
work. “or It cant be evaluated.”

Alternative Information Approaches

Often expectations, however ambiguously defined. or program activities cannot or will not be
dltered The evaluator must then design an information approach which can. by successively
acquinng information. refine the manager's understanding of what is possible, and. thus. slowiy
dehne 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 projects Many of these projects. although categornzed under one name, operate very
ditferently from locale tolocale The approach taken in one such project was to purchase information
in stages, each representing a potential stopping pont.

oy
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LEAA and State staff carrjpd out an initial stage in which project groupings—topic 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 onsite work; .

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

e A design for a Phase Il 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 t6 Phase Il, a complete evaluation based on the Phase | 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 further examination, 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 operationally was attempted,
butit provedto 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 s0. 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 application), 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 prc ‘echniques. Here an information process was being used to
define. through example and stu.y. 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 availabie, and then record the decisions.
. ¢
Inthe 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 (Wholey et al., 1977) was
distnbuted to the Bureau's management group—the 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 which was provided blank to enable
the management group to record their reactions to the EA findings, and a 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 managemient to rank order choices. It was clear that there were not
adequate funds to pursue ail 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 programs—the extent to which the programs were ready to be
evaluated. while Tables 24, 26, and 28 then summarize the reactions of the management group to the
avaluationmanagement options developed by the evaluators. These reactions preceded discussion
and decisions relative to ranking the options in order of importance to the Bureau.
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TABLE 17 Evalustion/Management Options: Information Sources, Costs,

-

and Uses of Information {Bureau Program 1)

) Approximate
Options Evsiuation Information . Annual Cost Use of
Information . . , Source Information
$ | sum
1.1 Manage Program | {1) Cost to Bureau of MITS and other Bureau 40,000 - 0.25 Managing Bureau activities,
to support DHEW production drafting regulations, managerment systems 80,000 man- influencing those above the
of regulations and gunde guidelines, and reporting 1 years Bureau
(See p. 31°)

lines systems

{2) HSA/State Agency/ Telephone surveys

Regional office reactions - 1

to DHEW products (See pp. 32:33')
1.2 Redesign Program | to Cost ot Bureau drafts of MITS and other Bureau manage- 0 Min. Obtaining changes in the
minimize DHEW production regulations, guidelines, ment systems imal DHEW/Bureau process for
et‘ts and time delays and reporting systems (Sve p. 31 N developing and clearing .

. required products

1.3 Redesign Program | Likely impact of proposed Site visits to 5 to 10 agencies 70,())03 Modest Recommending changes in

to minimize the negative
effects of DHEW regulations
and guidelines on agencies

1.4 Redesign Program | to
support DHEW develop
ment of realistic federal
objectives

regulations on agency resource
allocations and performance

Evaluation information
from Qptions 11.1/11.2/11.3
or from Qption t11.4

(See pp. 36-37')

tnformation from Options
1nam2m3or i1i4

{See tables following)

Same as Options 11,1/11.2/11.3
or {114

proposed regulations

Recommend to DHEW
realistic Federal objectives
for HSAs and State agencies

Y These page references are to Evaluabu. ty Assessment for the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development, DHEW: Bureaw: Program I: Rulemaking, Urban Institute
Contract Report 5906-20.02. November 1977,

245,000 to $10.000 per product.

3$70,000 per evaluation
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TABLE 18 EvduaﬁonlManamm Options: Information Sources, Com

and Uses of Information (Bureau Program I1)

. oximate
Options Evaluation Information m:,.; cm:“ Use of
Information Source . Information
$ Staff
.1 Manage Program |1 to Agency progress in developing Health systems plans; annual 0 & 2t05 (1) Reporting to DHEW and
have HSA and State agency realistic objectives and plausi- implementation plans; State man- Congress on nationwide per-
planning produce evaluable ble prograrhis that will achieve health plans; State medical years formance in health planning
programs . those objectives facilities plans or and expected results over
See pp. 61.85 )" 70000 & 1man the next 6 years
(See pp Regional office site visits 280,000 year
to obtain data confirming {2) Policy guidance to
program plausibility regional offices, HSAs, and
State agencies
\ (3) ldentifying outstanding
" agencies and problem agencies
1:2 Manage Program i to Agency progress toward Health systems plans; 0 & 2tw03 (1) Reporting to DHEW and
have HSA's and State _national guideline stand- annual implementation man- Congress
agencies achieve federally ards or other federally plans; State health plans; years
defined objectives defined objectives State medical facilities or (2) Policy guidance to
1 plans 70000 &  1man regional offices, HSAs, and
_ (See pp. 70-71) 140,000 year State agencies
--._ (3) Identifying outstanding
i agencies and problem agencies.
\ (continued)
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TABLE 18 Evalustion/Management Options: Information Sources, Costs,
and Uses of information (Buresu Program 11) (Continued) K

[

: ) Approximate
Options Evaluation Information Annuél Cost Use of
Information Source Information
; $ Staff
113 Manage Program It Agency progress toward local Health systems plans; annual 0 2t0 6 (1) Reporting to DHEW )
to have HSAs and State and State objectives - implementation plans; State man- and Congress
agencies achieve local (See pp. 61-66)" health plans; State mediepl. years :
and State objectives facilities plans or {2) Policy guidance to
280,000 year Stato agencies .
. ' (3) Identifying outstanding

agencies and problem

agencies
11.4 Manage Program (I Not examined Not examined / ‘. Not examined Not éxamined
to have HSA's and State :
agencies establish '
required functions, S
structures, and operations
j .

{continued)
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TABLE 18 Evaluation/Management Options: Information Sources, Costs,
and Uses of Information {Brwresu Program 1 (Continued)
t Approximae
Options Evaluation Information Annual Cost Use of
: information Source ¢ Information
$ Statf
1.8 Redesign Program | See Option i11.4 informastion from Option 111.4 Same as Option 111.4 Use information on HSA and
o develop routinely HSA/ See tables followi s“ followi tables followi State agency performance to
State agency performance (See tables following) (See tables fol ov_vmg) (See tables ing) develop agency pert
standards standards
1.8 Redesign Program |1  Mgency resource allocation Agency work plans, or Oto & 2t056 Recommend changes in
to estimate routinely the (See pp. 77-79)" agency work plans plus 200,000 man-2 regulations & d guidelines
effects of congressional/ continuous monitoring of . yoears r .
DHEW/Bureau policies 6 to 10 agencies or
on agency resource . .
allocation and 453'883 & 1y:';"
performance .

Y These page references are to Evaluabiity Assessment for the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development, DHE ** Bureau Program |1- Administering the Law
Nationwide, Urban Institute Contract Report 5906-20-03, November 1977,

2The same staff could accomplish evaluations 111, 11.2, 1.3, and I1.6.
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TABLE 19 Evaluation/Management Options: Information Sources, Costs,
and Uses of Information (Bureau Program Ilh)

Apnioximate
' Options Evaluation information . Auual Cost Use of
Information Sourne : : Information
- $ Staff
15,1 Manage Program |11 Planned vs. actual ichedules of MITS and other Bureau 0 Mini- Allocation of Bureau staff
activities and products management systems n.al and funds to production of

to complete products on
schedule )

{wee p. 32)°

technical assistance products

[111.2 Manage Prograr1 11
to produce products
considered ureful by
agencies

HSA :State agency reactions to
Bureau techmical assistance
products

{See pp. 32. 34 & 356"

Telephone surveys

50,000- & :to3
400,0002 oot
yeais

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

1.3 Manage Program 11|

HSA.State agency use of

Plans, other agency

100,000- & 1t03

Allocation of Bureau funds

to produce praducts which Bureau techiucal assist documentation 80,000° man- to production/revision of
are used and are ance products years technical assistance
effective (See pp. 32, 39 & 40)' products

111.4 Redesign Program 111 {1) Processes and products (1) Telephone sur.nys 1000006 & b5to10 (1) Technical assistance to
to increase the use and through which effective 2,000.000‘ man- HSA's and State agencies
effectiveness ot HSA’s and State agencies (21 Site visits to 810 years

discretionary tech
nical assistance

have detined prob.ems,
reached solutions, and
brought about changes
i specitic health setvices

121 Changes i1n the health
Care system

'
e . B2

HSA's/State agencies

(2} Support for Bureau
Programs |, I, and IV

Disseminating Technu:al Assistyrme Pr
285,000 to $10.000 per provduct.

3$10.000 to $20 000 per provut
‘0350.000 pet svaluation

Q

MC ' ’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

! These pages reterences are to Evatoal-tity Assessment for the Bureau of Health Planmng and Resoun es Development . DHEW: Bureau Program 111 Developing and
«t5 Urban Instituti: Contract Report 5906-20-04, November 1977,



ryd

TABLE 20 Types and Sources of Evaluation Data

Type of Evaluation
Information

Source of Data

Options

. Bureau costs and progress in

ptoducing required and
discretionary products

A. MITS and other Bureau
management systems

1.1, 1.2, 111

Opinions of HSA,.State
agency, and regional
office staffs as to the
usetulness of Bureay

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

L1, 1.2

products
3. Use of Bureau products C. HSA/State agency plans .3
in HSA/State agency and other agency
activities documentation
4. HSA /State agency progress C. HSA/State agency plans1 142 1.4

in des. vloping plausible
plans and realistic programs
to affect the health care
system

and other agency
documentation

HSA /State agency progress
toward national guideline
objectives and other local,
State, and national
objectives

C. HSA/State agency plans1

142 1.2, 11.3

o

HSA/State agency resource
dllocation

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

1.3, 11.6

Etfective HSA,State
agency problem solving and
resulting changes 1n the
lacal ‘State heatth care
system

D. Site visits to HSA's/
Gtate agencies

142 153114

New phinning Juiddnce would ba required, establishing new formats for presenting health systems plans, annusl impiementation
plans . State heatth plans, and Sta‘te medical tacilities plans.

Opt.on | 4 uses nformation trom Option 111127113 or 1114,

Option 115 uses intormation trom Option 114,

-~
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TABLE 21 -Evaluation/Management Options and Bureau Management Objectives

Program I: Rulemaking ' .
Current
Stronger internal bureau management

Stronger bureau role in national policy develpment

Program |1: Administering the Law Nationwide
Current
Stronger internal bureau managemént
Stronger bureau role in managing a nationwide program
Stronger bureau role in national policy deveiopment
Program 111: Developing and Disseminating
Discretionary Technical Assistance Products
Current
Stronger interndl buresu management

Stronger but eau technical assistance role

°,

{No option described)
Options 1.1 and 1.2
Options 1.3 and 1.4!

{No option described)
Options 1.1 and 11.2 '
Options 11.1, 11.2, 1.3 and 11.5"

Option 11.6

Option |11.1

Option 111.2
\
Options 111.3 and 111.4

‘()mmns 12 and 11 5 e Buteau statt activities which use evaluation information from other options, Thus, they

cannot be unpleMmented alone

Qe
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TABLE 22 Alternative Decision Packages (Combination of Evsluation/Management Options)

Evelue..on/ Package 1: Package 2: Package 3: Puckags &: Package 8: Packege 8:
Managnment Current Stronger Stronger Str Stronger Stronger
Opuon Operations Bureau Manaye- Buresu Buresu Role in Buresu Role in Buresy Role in
ment of Programs Technical Manegement of & Technicat oMs t
I. W, and i} Astistencs Nationwide Pro- Assistance and ofs on.
¢ . Role grsm snd in in National wide v
Nm.' Policy Dw:ld iey ® I:::nlul
opment opment 2ANCY
, : @ Na.ional Poliey
Uevelopment
1.1 {Support DHEW) X X X X X
1.2 (Minimize cost/delay) X X X
1.3 (Minimize negutive sftects) ) X X X
1.4 (Recommend Federal objectives) X X X
1,1 (Evaluable programs) X X X
1.2 (Federal objectives) X X X X X
1.3 (State/local objectives) X X
4 (Reguired tunctions) Not Examined
1.6 (Develop standards) X
118  (Federal effects on agencies) ' X
i1 (Products) X .
1.2 (Usetul) X X
"3 (Use) X X X
1.4 (Models of sgency Dfot;lon\solvnnq) X . X X
A3 Fl
6




TABLE 23 Summary of Bureau Managers’ l;uctiom to Findings on Program !: Rulemaking®

. Manegers’ Reactions to the Findings
Findings g Agree Oisegres More Evidence is Urban Institute Comments
Requited to Convince Me )
1. Program | 13 well- “A good half of the
‘dmmd in terms of problem 13 how ably 0
agreed upon, measureble we manipuiste the
objectives. system . .. Wedon't @
do that very well."”
2. The Buresu's program
has not met 1ts abjec- 0 .
i- tivesin the past, &
[ messured by available
! datssources. Already
- gvailsble intormation
! indicates that Pro-
gram | does not com.
I plete required products
= On the time schedules
required to mest the
1 needs of State and 10
cal heaith planners
.
. 3. The Bureau’s pro. “Don’t agres now. . . The Corbstt-Foley Com-
eN is perceved us 2 A tew months ago | mittes may be helping,
] fot working by Buresu would have . . . it
management and by 18 plausible now.
* thoss shove the Buresu. + + . More vertical
- linksges.'
"*Foley may feel ur.
gancy, Endicutt .
1 never did."
{continued)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 23 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Findings on Program I: Rulemaking (Continued)

F Manegers’ Reactions to the Findings
Eindings * oi More svidence would be Urben Institute Comments
Agree sagree required to convince me
4. An examinstion ot “Internal con- “Half right ... The
the program indicates streints may be 4 HEW environment is

wrious negative effects
on HSA/State agency
operations, imposing
unrealistic require-
ments ort HSAs and State
sgencies, and causing

ly disruptions in
4 Stete/locsl operations.

3

2 generally good and

problems are re-
solved quickly.”’

posed to believe it, but |
haven't seen the evidence . . .
Somae sgencies are doing well
in spite of me.”

“Agree with ‘unreslistic’ . . .
More evidence required re
‘costly, disruptive.’ '

“Anyone outside of Federa!
government would generally
react negatively to reguletions
and guideiines.”

I don’t understand the reguls.
tions and guidelines re Plang
myself... On the other hand,
the Law is very complicated.”

that Buresu's program oven more severe half the problem;
logic is not plausible, then external.’”’ the Bureau is the
other halt."’
’New Administretion
mncy.n
8. The program may have ““What is produced is “Philosophically | am dis- More svidence could be

presented, to clarify
the findings and demon-
strate its correctness,

4

*The lerge numerais indicate the number of uresu managers who agreed or disagreed with the findings, or nesdsd more evidence to be convinced.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 24 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Evaluation/Management
Options for Bureau Program | (Rulemaking)

Do you understand Given the Buresu’s other commitments, should
n;mmm Do you think the What priority the Buresu commit resources to this option?
Options provided by The owtion is femsible? thousd I have How Much How Much He v Much
Urban Institute? %, No 1 Eeven {Yes, No) nt Time? Statt Time? Contrsct Money?
{Yes, No) {Man-yesrs/Yeer) {Man-yesrs/Yeer) ($/Your)
1.1 Maenage Program | 7 Yes §— Yes stoff + 15 - 40,000
t3 support DHEW 1 .- Not fully 1 - Yes for guidelines; staff + 40 - 50,000
proauction of no tor regulations 40 - 80,000
regulations 1 -- Yesif ¢ reporting “tart with 1
snd guidelines system sxisted {not . and see what
: to0 sanguine about we gt
this) 2- 3/yeur {all
internaily
developed
guidelines)
1.2 Redesign Program | 7 Yes 4- Yeas
to mirimize DHEW 1 - Not fully 1 - Yes for guide-
production costs lines; no for .
snd time delays regulations
1 - no: not feasible
to mimmize HEW
co*s and time
delays uniless
someone at top
... Champion
avingus help . . .
{continued)}
Q¢ )



TABLE 24 Summary of Buresu Managers’ Reactions to Evalustion/Management
Options for Buresu Program | (Rulemaking) (Continued)

Do you understand Given the Buresu’s other commitments, should
o:"og:onm Do you think the What priority the Buresu commit resources to this option?
Options provided by The mﬂ';:':::,"" “',‘:{" t hovs? How Much How Much How Much
Urben Institute? eo e (Yes, No)} | Mansgement Time? Statt Time? Contract Money?
(Yes, No) {Men-years/Yeer) (Man-yesrs/Yesr) ($/Year)
1.3 Redesign Program | | 7 - Yes 3 ~Ye' *Your Less than 1 $100,000 +
to minimize the 1 — Yo for guidelines; thinking is o~ | man-year $1¢ .00
Negetive effects no tor regulstions good but has / Allvy  snspare
of DHEW reguiations 1 - No been over-
and guidelines on 1 ~ Probebly hard taken by
ogoncies to do svents.”
1 - Limited regard-
less of what we do

1.4 Redesign Program | 7-Yes 8 - Yes “Looks 3 men-yeurs + witable
10 support DHEW pretty amount of
developmunt of expensive, contract $
rewlistic tederal probebly
objectives with ques-

tionable

chancs of

success.”

{continued)
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TABLE 24 Summary of Buresu Managers’ Reactions to Evaluation/Management
Options for Bureau Program | (Rulemaking) (Continued)

Given the commitments of your Otfice/Division Where should the necessery
Ootions Why should the Bureey would you commit your own resources to this option? 1000Ur08s come from? .
sommit resources to
How Much Man. How Much How Much :
this aption? (Yos,No) | sgement Time? Staff Time? | Contract Money? | Meqiement | Sutt | Contrdor
(Men-yeurs/Yeer) | (Man-year/Years) ($/Yeor)
L. *anage Program | to “Crestive discipling.”’ ' Good 2-3 months/product | $5-10,000 to X 1% evalustion
support DHEW production | chance of benetit." start X | $orown staft
of regulations and guide- X X
lines.
1.2 Redesign Program | 2-3 months/product X X
to minimize DHEW X
production costs and
time delays
1.3 Redesign Program | “NPRM 18 another way to get X Ise travel §
to minimize the information from the figld. A not used
negative effects ot DHEW lot of agencies are doing very correctly
reguiations and guide- thorough analyses.’
lines on agencies .
1.4 Redesign Program | “It's the most positive spproach, DPMT: "I couldn't
to support DHEW develop- | !t makes the most logical sense." guess. | would be wil-
ment of realistic tederal "Need tor ex post anslysis and ling to commit the 4
objectives adjustments. ' resources that would
be necessary.”’




TABLE 26 Summary of Buresu Managers’ Reactions to Findings on Program 11:

Administering the Law Nationwide*

‘. Manegers’ Reactions to the Findi
Findings ' ot Urben Instituts Comments
Agee Disagree More evidence required
1 The current stete of *The requested adjustments .
program definition talls O {exceptions] to the na- 0
thort of that intended tional guideiines will
by the Buresu and re- give some indication of
Quired by those above what State and local ob-
the Buresu. Much of jectives sre.’’
the intended program
(0.9, Event Ga,
“Achieve Stete/Local
Objectives,” and
Event 7, "Achieve Na
tiona! Objectives”)
has not been defined
in measurgble terms.)
2. While monitoring of * ‘Not clear’ 13 about the “Don’t agree completely.
towerd the ob 8 wottest way you could say 1 we will move into strong
jectives in the pro- could say that exceptions. That will
possa national guide- have to be built into the
lines, Event 6b, 13 “I don’t want you to con- picture ... | think on
probably feasible, it sder that we’ve done some- ome national guidulines
is by no means clesr thing wrong . The issue you might see some prog-
that HSA/State sgency 18 1 doubt until the res.”’
activities are likely bettle 1s fought.”
10 achieve these objec:
tives. “The national gudelines’
really are not applicable
to HSAs because they are
not heslth service market
arens.”’
“There 13 8 lack of basic
il . . to insure that
HSAs could prevail and
achieve objectives . . . **
. {continued)

»
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TABLE 25 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Findings on Program I1:
Administering the Law Nationwide (Continued)

Managers’ Reactions to the Findings
Findings Urban Institute Comments
Agree Disagree More Evidence Required .
3. The Buresu's Program “Certainly, in terms of “We're swlully siow and “[Atter briefing:] The finding should be
11 does not appeer to be outcome, | agree.”’ lste . . . Wo will be pro- { You've cowinced me.” more clearly statpd. The
producing realistic, ducing realistic perform- finding uses the term
plousible performance “There are constreints in ance standerds . .. The in. “performance” to mean
standards. The Buresu the law that get us into formation can only come outcome or impact, not
<088 not have sither the the problem.™ sfter we adopt some stand- process.
information collection ads, do some site visits, °
process or the inhouse “Too tew internal resources and see what information we
wtaft activities neces- committed .. Limitdd in. gt..."
Wy to 99t reslistic teraction with people in
standerds for HSA/State the tieid F ar 100 much “In some respects, yes; in
agency performance. emphasis on enecdotal syn- some, no. We're on the
drome . verge of having a fairly
adstjuate process for judg-
ing development on HSPs and
AlPsg.*’
*We can sef some performance
. standards in terms of the
Law, but we don’t have much
of anything to collect in.
formation or the sbility to
examine it. . . Wedon't
have intormation to set
standards on results what
changes in health status or
quality you cen reasonably
. expect and what measures.**
. {continued)
a3l
3
O
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TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Findings on Program (1:
Administering the Law Nationwide {Continued)
i Mma.m‘ s’ Resctions to the Find B
- Findings e Urban Institute Comments
Agres Disegres More Evidence Required

3b. Moreover, the pro

“We are 3 long way from

Yy

‘“Wehavetodoit... |

1 don’t know . . .

posed reporting system 6 knowing how we wilt use 2 don’t know that it is very Agres in general . . .
MOMS SULPECt On Cost the deta.’™ expentive.” Your third finding
fesnibelity and cost; . . 1 support.”
utility grounds. ""We haveri't established "What is suspect 1s our
: the besis for the sbility to display the *Not convinced."”
information we need.” dets. .. :
. e *No unitied position on 1 think it's worth the
how the intormation would cost because the informas-
be used.” ' tion we'll be getting is
: the bulk of the information
we need to defend tha pro-
¢ gram in Congress . , . It ,
. . Puts us in position to show , . .
jhat we at least know
N what's going on in the ’
{ agencies .
4. Some ot the conyres- “This 18 a very basic 13- **Mostly &iugt'n ...Wedo *Philosophically | ; More svidence is required
sionst/DHEW/Buresu re A5 s 3 talk about healtt: status believe it, but | to glarify the finding

Quirerments placed on
APeNC!es are cosuiting

In unreshistic plam ahd
programs, dissipation of
APINCY reI0UICes ON un
productive ectivities,
and a*loss of agency
credibility 1n planning.
{The 1aw and Fedetal
regulations and guide-
lines require HSAs and
State agencies to plan
for schieving objectives
over which they have no
control. for example, tu

“Agree 10 4 Certain extent
The emphasis should

be on vongressional re:

Quirements,”

goals . . . Those sgencies
that want to pick up on that,
{do]; those that don't,
don’t ... We aren’t torc:

Ing them to deal with these
«.. They aren’t 3o pas-

sive. It [the requirements
are] unrealistic . . ., they
call RO [anctus) ...

“Disagree . .. But | don’t '
think anyone takes them
sertously,”

“Unreslistic plans evolve

haven’t seen the
evidence . . . Some
agencies are doing
wellin spite of us.”

and to demanstrate that
itis correct.

improve hestth status, more from luck to prototype
environmental healith . Iplans). .. Wr're not even
and occupanonal sure what goes into a HSP."*
heoith.) .
L J
\ {continued)
»
QO .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by ERic
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: N

* . ‘e
\ 3 . TABLE 25 Summary of Buresu Managers’ Reactions to Findings on Program I1: ’
Administering the Law Nationwide (Continued)
- - "
- +  Menagers’ Resctions to the Findi
Findings - - e = Urban Instituts Comments
‘Agree Disagree More Evidencé Required ’
8. H8As and State - » “I think 'd feel ’
agencies are,for se- : \ 0. more comfortable if
lected issues and prob- there were more evi- .
lems, develoging reel- dence to suggest 1 /
istic objectives and . ¢ this,”
plavsible programs and, .
is some cases, demon- ;
strating resuits.y /
6. State and local **Should regional offices “That's & good criticism. "Don.t know. . . /
plans do not presently 9 have s role here?” 3 ivs stated e little tou Not familier with :
enable one to distin- : broadly. 1°d say that the plans.”
Quish realistic from o, *’Not only true ot State ., many of them are not suf-
unreslistit’objectives. and local heaith plans, ficiently specific . . .
h . but of aimost all plan-, - Many sre, many eren’t...”
s ning.”
) . “For the most part, the
I think we've seen some things we’ve seen ssem to
¢ improvement.”” be realistic and not out-
lanaish, . . In many csses,
- “Agres, but we need to the agencies ere kind of
have more evidence.” conservative, some 80 much
* that they're not proposing
“Report doesn’t provide anything in the community.”
that much evidence. . .
More svidence is re- “In HSP/ALP, regional of-
. Quired.” fices have been able to
. . identity unrealistic and
not well defined goal
B statevnents and get plans
) ! . rewritten,” *
. t 9 5 (coutimnd)
(4
Q .
ERIC : . -
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) TABLE 25 Summary of Bureau Managars’ Reactions to Findings on Program Ii: .
Administering the Law Nationwide (Continued)
Managers’ Resctions to the Finding.
Findings Urban institute Comments
! Agree Disagree More Evidence Required
7. Though Congress sees “We'rg still ad hoc-ing it “Trus to some extent; not
the Buresu as having a from qne month to the 1 true tosome extent . . .
major role in manage- next.’" HSP's, AlP's; we are using
ment of the hedith : them s a basis of intelli-
planning program, the *“That's put mildly —beyond gence ss to what we should -
Buresu’s capability to . the fairly formidable ef- be doing to help . . , and
use gertormance infor- forts that Pete has made (we) try to take informa-
. m 13 not well and that's episodic.” tion that demonstrates
lhvfopod or detined. sbility to deal with prob-
“There 18 no clear Buresu lefns and get it to other
s l policy on what information arncies.”
y we need and how we will
\ + u‘. .t." .
i
- )

*The large nuiirals indwate t.'e number uf Bureau manager: who agree or disagreed with the tindings, or needed more evidence t0 be convinced.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Roactions to Evaluation/Management Dptions for Bureau
' Program 11: Administering the Law Nationwide
‘oz
Do you urderstand Given the Buresu’s other commitments, should
the option besed . What priority the Bureau commit ressurces to this option?
on the material Do you think the should it have?
Options , option is feasible? it have
. provided by The (Yes. No) 1.2,3, How Much How Much How Much
Urban Institute? s, 1) {Yes, No) | Management Time? Staft Time? Contract Money?
(Yes, No) {Man-years/Year) (Man.ysars/Year) ($/Your)
11.1 Manage Program 11 8 Yes 6  Yes 1
to have HSA and State 1. No 1+ contract support
sgency planning 1 . We could not impose Urban Institute
produce svaluable - 1t gxcept by regulation smountokay ...
programs! . Need my de-
crease through
time.
11.2 Manage Program (1 17 Yes 5. Yes? “Don't inhouse + contractor3
to have HSA's and 1 Wouldn't 1 - Probably spend Significant amount
State agences achieve mandge 1 . No’ | still think resources 4 of evaluation $
federaily detined the MITS or the site 1o extract substar.tial
objectives! assessments should trom the 1 $140,000
) provide the intor- plans.”
mation ‘
1 Technicat
problems
{continued)
-
s
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TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for Bureau
Program Ii: Administering the Law Nationwide (Continued)

Do you understand

Given the Bureau's other commitments, should

the option based Do you think the What priority the Bureau commit resources to this option?
Options on the material option is feesible? should it have?
provided by The (Yes, No)' 1,2, 3, How Much How Much How Much
Urban Institute? d - (Yes, No) | Management Time? Statt Time? Contract Money?
{Yes, No) (Man -years/Year) (Men-years/Ysar) {$/Ysar)

1.3 Manage Program 11 |8 . ves 6 - Yes “Probably Substentisl

to have HSA’s and State 1 - Not really should rely 1 $140,000

sgencies achieve local on anecdotal

snd State objectives intormation”

[

11.4 Manage Program 11} 7 - Yes 6 VYes

to have HSA's and

State agencios

osteblish requned

tunctions,

structus os, and

operations

.. {continued)
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TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Evaluation/Managment
Opuions for Bureau Program 11: Administering the Law Nationwide {Continued)

Given tha commitments of your Otfice/Division Where should the necesary
o ‘Nhy should the Bureau wouid you commit your own resources to this option? resouross coms trom?
ptions commit resources to Ho
w Much Man. How Much How Much
this option? (Yes,No) | agement Time? Staff Time? Contract Money? | Mengsement | Statf m:{:v“
{Man-years/Year) {Man-year/Years) {$/Year)

1.1 Manuge Program 11 X | 1% evaluation $
to have HSA and State or current Ul
agency planning produce contract
svaluable programs 1% evaluation ‘0
11.2 Manage Program 11 ¢ it the whole name ot the gyme - DMP6 The Centers & | 3-4 OPS | 1% evaluation §
10 have HSAs and State to 1nvest national resources to get DRA: “1/8 maen- regional offices | staff or current Ul
agencies achieve fedear atly things done 1n terms ot tecder ally yeadr'’ . could play a members| contract
detined ohjectives Jdefined objectives and some of DPMT: “We have a role if we could| (?) 1% evaius ion ‘0

the law couple of man-years design the

“This 1s what we dare held in that right now."" right informa- | DHP

accountable tor tion flow

system,
11 3 Manage Program 1| 1% evaluation $ |
1o have HSAs and State or current Ul \
agencies achieve local contract . 8
and SMt)jachves 1% evaluation $° |
14 age Progeam 1 "Might be worth DHP
to have HSAs und State investing in one
agencies ustablish study.”’
requited functions, "
structutes, and 4
vpe: shions
{continued)
O¢)
— -
~
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TABLE 26 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for
Bureau Program 11: Administering the Law Nationwide (Continued)

Do you understand Given the Bursau's other commitments, should
. the option based Da you think the What priority - the Buresu commit resources to this option?
Options on the matenal option is faasible? should it have?
provided by The ’ {Yes, No) (1,2,3 How Much How Much riow Much
Urban Institute? . cen {Yes, No) | Management Time? Staff Time? Contract Money?
{Yes, No) (Man-yea:s/Year) {(Man-yoars/Yeer) $/venr
11.8 Redesign Program |1 | 6 - Yes 3-Yes “1t's most important that 12+ $200,000 -
to routinely develop 1 - No problem doing we begin to trumpet some $260,000 7
HSA/State agency the study. | question successes.” .
performance standards getting all agencies to
adopt the standards,
. |

11.8 Redesign Program I} | &  Yes 2 -Yes *"Not worth the sffort since we cannot affect Congress anyway."
to routinely estimate 2-? “The impact may well be on pecple outside the apency, e.9.,
the effects of congres. 1 - Yes, but don't the applicant.”
sional/DHEW/Bureau work from agency 1 don’t know what good it would do. . . It won't kesp Congress
policies on agency work plans from adding on.”
fesource gllocation 1 - No
and performance, l l l

"‘Trvmo to find the information [:n the plans could be 4 problem], If we went shead, should ask for [the information in] some charts at the beginning of the plan.”
*HS5As won't have much oppottunity to retormat the plans tate agencies will call the shots on formats.”
I don’t think we should adjust how they plan for the sake of ¢ repoiting syste.n.”

z'l’hc exception piocess [means that) they will have s lot more information at regional offices.
3"l'cl want my statt involved 1n this."* ’

4“Thc big problem s having the Federal capacity to do all the analyses.”

“In fessibility terms | think it's mose hkely i1t we lean toward contractors.”
sI.wﬂ’- I have praposed & new umt ot 7 protessionsisand 2 secretanies to analyzeplans . .. (part of Plans Developmant Branch), and up to 5 more in a complementary section . . .
‘OPEL would Make 8 major investment.

7“8m Ithe totall will come up to mare than we can do . . . We have $200,000 to $300,000 that we cun 1nvest and don’t even have 1o ask. | assume that we can get $200,000 to
$300,009 more by 8 good pitch,”

109
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TABLE 27 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Findings on Program I11:
Developing Discretionary Technical Assistance Products®

Findings

Mansegers’ Resctions to the Findings

Agree

Disagree

More Evidence Required

Urban Institute Comments

1. The program is cur-

“But not sure it is

“l really don‘'t know . . .

Some Bureau mansgers

rently being Managed achieving even that." 2 In some instances | would didn‘t distinguish be-
and evaluated in terms agree; in some, disagree . .." tween needs gishssment
of a limited objective. and post hoc evalustion
“produce Burssu prod- “Partislly agree.” of the impact of techni-
ucts as planned.”’ cal sssistance products
2. The currently evalu- *(But] we've not discussed “l really don't Jow... | have great uncer-
able program appoars to the TA program and adop In some instances | would tainty about the
fall short of other those objectives.” . agree; in some, disagres.” whole TA area ... |
objectives the Burgau ; am not convinced .
has for the programs; “[{But] the fesdback from that, it we did it
namely, to “produce the users of the material well, it would make
products considered use has beun quite supportive a8 significant ditfer-
ful by agencies” and of the Centers for Health ence...”
“produce products that Planning Our informal -
are used by agencies and advice s that Centers are
are effective in agency doing pretty well excep
operations.’’ and At
“We resily don't have a way |
of finding out yet haw ef-
fective vur presentations i
. wir technical docu- 1
ment: [are) ... " ;
{continued)
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TABLE 27 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Findings on Program 111:

Developing and Disseminating Discrationary Technical Assistance Products® (Continued)

L

Managers’ Reactions to the Findings

technical assistance
B oducts.

*You'li probably hgve to
provide more evidence
[for others] ... Noone is
highly enthusiastic {or]
finding the Centers
highly useful,”

*t don’t know what the
Bureau program is , , .
It’s hit or miss,”

have to select more care-
fully . , . Bureau manage:
ment will be more involved
. .. We'll do much

better . ..

*Peopie tell me there is
such a marked difference

in the planning program:
mo. ¢ material produced,
better information:

*Useful , . , Kenp it coming’’

Findings Urben institiete Commaents
a Agree Disagree More Evidence Required
3. Achigvement of these “But there are some steps “Products considerec’ usstul
more outcome-oriented to try to improve the is 8 plausible objective
objectives 18 not plau- situation ., , " ... We'll improve the
sible given the current present half-assed job . . "
Buresu program for cole *But changes aré in
tecting and developing progress.” *“With less money, we'll

LY

* The large numerals snidicate the number of Bureau managers who agreed or disagreed with the tindings or needed more evidence.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 28 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for
Bureau Program I11: Developing and Disseminating Discretionary, Technical Products
Do you understand " Given the Burssu’s other commitments, should
. the option based . What priority the Buresu commit resourcss to this option?
Options on the meterial m"‘:. ,’.'::;:‘; should it have? b e .
peovided by The (Yoo, No) 1,2,3,4, How Much How Much How Much
Urben Institute? 4, No. 8,8) (Yas, No) | Management Time? Staff Time? Contrect Morey?
(Yes, No) {Man-years/Year) (Man-years/Year) ($/Year)
H1.3 Menage Program | 9 - Yes - Yes ’
11 to cormplete 1 - Skip
products on schedula
11,2 Manage Program 8 -- Yes! S - Yet You'd probably be dissppolnted Use Ul ertimate? $10,000
111 W produce products s {1~ Yes, with slight in the results, Therefore why Some $50,000
considered usetul by revision of current spend $10,000 to confirm it? Do 5-8 first year $50,000
agenc: s pro-program and half that $26.000
1-.2? . number lster . . .
1 ~ not clsarcut Tie into the Centers
and have them
survey
{continued)
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TABLE 28 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for Bureau
Program Iii: Developing and Disseminating Discretionary Technical Assistance Products (Continued)

Do you understand Given the Buresu’s other commitments, should
, °  the option based What priority the Bursau commit resources to this option?
Options on the materia) o .you think the, should it have? : e
tovided by The by Hodvom 1,2,3, 4, How Much How Much iow Much
. Urban Institute? o, 8,6) (Yes, No) | Management Time? Statf Time? Contract Money?
{Yes, No) (Man-years/Year) (Man-yeers/Yeer) ($/Yeer)
111.3 Manage Program 111 | 8 - Yes 4-Yes “Limit to TA documents in it we did the Center staff,
t0 produce products | “l don't have any faith 1 - Yes, but OMB forms | which we invest a lo¢ and 30-40; if just intgrnal
which are used and are in our ability to define clesrance might be 8 which we regard ss cruciel,” 2-3 emsily
ottective3 . "sttective,’ " _| eroblem : 4 ’
1 - No. would not be **You'd probably be disap- Some
~ possible to get pointed in the resuits,
N * precise definition Therefore why spend $10,000 Might bring in Buresu people,
of "use” to confirm it,* who complsin thet they don't
* | 1 - Not clearcut understand , , , $100,000
{ o

111,4 Redesign Program | 8 - Yes 6 - Yes *1 wouldn‘t put much priority At lsast 10 $50,0008
111 to increass the use {At first this option 1 — Theoreticatly on thess options standing by A couple/yeer
snd effectiveness of was not clesr to some tessible, but themseives, Anything we do 8?
discretionary tech- B managers) impiementation here (TA! should be a by- ‘Pick 8 few high-
nicel rsistance would be a product of.the other cptions, priority target aress

probiem 1 particulsrly tike identitying ¢ .

1 -~ Yes, but better successes and insuring that
to use anecdotal the knowledge is widely
feedback shared,”
D L 7
{continued)
=
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TABLE 28 Summary of Bureau Managers’ Reactions to Evaluation/Management Options for Bureau .
Program Iit: Developing and Disseminating Discretionary Technical Assistance Producti (Continted)
Given the commitments of your Oftice/Division, Whare should the necessary
o Why should the Bureau would you commit your own resources to this option? resources come fron?
ptions commit resources to N
How Much Man. How Much How Much
y U option? (Yes, No) | agomefit Time? Staff Time? Contract Money? | Mansgement | Sttt Contract
. ) S {Man-years/Year) | (Man-yeers/Yeer) ($/Yoar) ney

1iIt.3 Manage Program 11|
to comnlste products on
schedule

@

i11.2 Menage Program Hi

’Beligve tntormation On product

DHP ~Plans development

t0 produce products acceptability 1s worthwhile branch
considered useful by Woukd hike to be more confident DHP - Agency assistance
agencies. that TA will beg useful.*’ branch

N 1% evaluation $

111.3 Magsge Program 114
to pr :g;roducn
which ave used and are
eftective.

Y

+—
DPMT TASor1% °
evaluation $

111.4 Redesign Program 11}
to increate the use and
eftectiveness ot discretion.
sty technical asustance

“Would kg to he more
confident that TA wiit be
usetui

’Pretty easy to see My cynicism. to try to justify
the huge Investment -~¢’ve made 1n TA, 1’d like to
be able one day to ts1t0nalize and say that it has
produced some things that agencies have used and
that we can potnt te models ot agencies that are

eftective.”

1

1

-
OMP - Plans development
branch
DPH - Agency assistance
branch
1% evaluation $
1% evaluation $
1 TA resources

| R

1"TA 18 QuIng tfuwn

make more distincton twiwasen deffarant classas of tespondants (e g.. if we créate an entity that s largely responsive to us ., ).

2"00 it tar any TA document we Praduc e by contract or otherwisa. even it only 8 respondents

3"Rathoo than get them to1ip somathing sur texisting documentgtionl,l'd ask people to write down for us how they used it.”’

4

b“Do dt least 1 prototype

ERIC
]

| was on tha Publw ations Commuttar Basad on that, | wouldn’t do much **

v

"1 guestion whethar the squeese is worth the juice | already see o declining investment in TA.’: “We need this kind of information. The Federal Reports Act should

[Pethaps coye: somae ot the 9 ataas 1n the proposed N ronal Guidelines and other areas to be added (make people more happy and healthy.}.]1”

1

ar-

(WY
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Finally. rankings were assigned by Bureau management to the various options and sets of options

presented. To getthe rankings, individual meetings were held with management, followed by a group

meeting to reach a consensus. &

.

Followthrough - = . ~ T

Having recorded managemeni‘s decisions, it was still necessary to organize the fol!owthrough
process. The implementation stage immediately following the EA involves developmentof evaluation
designs —instruments, data collection, and analysis procedures, and collection of preliminary in-
formation. '

Our experience here suggests the need to maintain management involvement. Aoéordingl)}. itis
useful to establish a management user group to receive information as it comes in and to continue to
provide managqment guidance to the evaluator. .

h :

The Bureau of Health Planning responded to this need by establishirg 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 guitlance. A design group, comprised
of members of the evaluation staff, program staff, and contractor staff was also formed. its jobwas to
design and tes* instruments and data collection processes which could be implemented subse-
quently either inhouse or under contract. °

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

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

The end product of this last stage is a complete evaluation design and the production of preliminary
findings gleaned during the design process. Any findings must be clearly labeled relative to the
Juatty of the evidence. especially since they will often be based on extremely limited sample sizes.
Nonetheless. such imited information can be usefu! tn management and may‘obviate the need for full
evaluation of certain parts of the program.
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V1. SUPPLEMENTARY READINGS "

14
After reading this- how-to-do-lt EA guide, you and yourevaluatlon teamwillbe eagerto attempt an
actual assessment. In order to perfect the skills necessary for dbmpletmg this task, you will need 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-ajd the professional, researcher, and student in sharpening those skuls

Guides to Effective Communication

¥

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

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

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

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

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

e Strunk and White. The Elements of Style. New York: Macmillan, 1962.
Guides to Systems Analysis

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

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

e Hatry, H.P,, Blair, L.H., Fisk, D.M., Greiner, J.M., Hall J.R,Jr., .
Schaenman P.S. How Effective Am Your Commumty Serwces” Procedures
for Monitoring the Effectiveness of Municipal Services. Washington,

D.C.: The Urban Institute and The International City Management
. Association, 1977. (Read especially Chapter 2, Solid Waste Collection.)

e 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.

I



Guides to Organlzatlon Management

-® Drucker P The Concept of the Corborat:on Scranton Pa.: John Day,

. . . 1972. 5 \/* 4 ) . s

o Druckér. P. Managing for Results. New York: Harper and Row, 1964.

e Koontz. H. Appra:smg Managers as Managers. New York: McGragv-Hiii.
1971. ’

3 .\"'.e

-

* - Mackenze. R.A. The Time Trap. New Yark: McGraw-Hill, 1975.

¢ . e

e . Sioan, A. My, Years With General Mators. Garden City, N. -
Y : Doubleday. 1972. .

-, 7
-

e Townsend. P. Up the Orgamzat:on New York: Knopf, 1970.

[

. Guides to GovernmenkAgency Management

e . Drucker. P. Management: Tasks, Practices, Respons:bilmes New
York: Harper and Row, 1974 ¢Especially the chapter on nonprofits.)

e Malek. F.V. Washington's Hldden Tragady: The Failure To Make
Government Work. New York Free Press. 1978.

e Niskanen. W.A. Bureaucracy and Representabve aovemment (Out of
print)

Although this monograph has been the initial attempt to provude a practical guide to evaluability -
assessment, the.subject has been treated by other professionals in a variety of ways. The 10.
documents listed below comprise@ partial listing of publncanons in which eftorts have been made to
defme and analyze this many-faceted subject.

L)

" e General Accounting Ofﬁce Fmd:ng Out How Programs Are
3 -Working. Suggestions for Congressional Oversight. November 1977.

® Scanlon. J W Evaluabiity Assessment: Avoiding Types Il and IV !
Errors. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Insttute, 1977. AR

-
s

e Scanlon. J W Federal Evaluation Policy: The Cart Before the
Horse. Paper presented at the ORSA TIMS Conference. San Francisco. May :
10. 1977 )
) 3
e Schmdt E.. Hérst, P.. Scanlon, J.W.. Wholey. J. s. Serving the Federal
Evaluation Market Washungton D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1977.

® Wholey. J S Evaluation: When Is It Really Needed? Evaluation
Magazire. 2(2) 1975. ‘e

® Wholey. J S. A Methodology for Planning and Conducting Project Impact

Evaluations in UNESCO Fields. Washington. D.C.: The Urban Institute,
1976 .
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Wholey. J.S., Béll, J.B., Scanlon, J.W , Waller, J.D. Evaluability

Assessment for the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development,
DHEW: Bureau Program I:’Rulemaking—Interpreting the Law at the
Federal Level. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, November 1977.

Wholey, J.S., Bell, ..B., Scanion, J.W., Waller, J.D. Evaluability

Assessment for the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development,
DHEW: Bureau Program Ii: Administering the Law Nationwide.
Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, November 1977.

Wholey. 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 Ill: Developing and Disseminating Discretionary
Technical Assistance Products. Washirgton, D.C.: The Urban Institute,
November 1977.

Wholey, .J.S.. Bell, J.B., Scanion, J.W., Walller, 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.
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