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ABSTRACT
a.

The intent of this paper is to conceptualize an approach to training .

program evaluation (specifically, HRD quality assurance) that would be useful

in business and industry settings. This approach is-a blend of evaluation

theory, experience gained from evaluation practice and empirically derived t.

+ .

concepts. Significant stress is placed on the relationship between the

technicaa skills of evaluation research and the required social skills of

evaluation delivery. An optimum mix of these skills is viewed as crucial

for the quality assurance process.to'gain'credibility with decision[ makers,

.

fspecially management, as well as to achieve greater utility for the entire

eviliition effort.

0

The key topics discussed include time as a controlling dimension, the

y )

role of issue vs..purpose in the quality assurance mission, the use of levels,'
- :

g r-

of information and utility of evaluation.results. To show the interrelationa..'
? -

..A.
ships among the variables of time, type of program (training,

e
education or

development), issues, sources,, methods and levels of dmformation,La matrix'

Ahem is outlined to illustrate that the nature of thinking involved in

designing quality assurance processes is configural and not linear.
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. Quality Assurance of Human Resources Development Programs:
A Socio-Technical Continuum Approach

Introduction

Human.Resources Deyelopment (HRD) program evaluation, wherever it is

seriously employed, is a difficult and time-consuming proceee. 'Compared to

an experimental design investigation, a typical HRD program evatuation'project

generally appears to contain more variabns,'have less control iand offer feWer

definitive results and implications. The inherent complexity and political

inter ctions that are an integrfl part of the progr m evauatioft process,

desery a great deal of credit for this-disparity.

One of the, most serious ot'these interactions canbe illustrated when

- the-eval ator is encountered with the question, "Why evaluate?" (Thompson-,

.1978). The asking of this question alone indicates that the credibility

of the evaluator and the evaluation process is virtually nonexistent. If

this question'is considered a legitimate inquyy, the proposed evaluation

would have tio_be outside the mainstream of planning, developing, delivering,

andmanaging HRD activities; this is a situation whic h should not be accepted

nor toierated. In order for evaluation activities to achieve and maintain

cred ibili;y, evaluation mu st,be viewed as an integral segment of all HRD

developmental and implementation effOrts -- its role being,supportive as well
... .

as;judgmerital. Thus, program ,evaluation should never be viewed as a solution4 .

In' search ofa problem. .
*-

. ,
To- assist evaluation practitioners through the commonly encountered
.

. . .

'

. , .

- maze'9t Problems, evaluation theorists have supplied numerous models (see a

revioby.Stufflebeam and Webster, 1980). for consideration. Although.the
1 . ..

model'presented%in,this paper is admittedly not unique, it does -offer a

' different vievY. .11t Ifil also probably labeled bettet as an approach than

'Paper presented at AERA.Annual*eting., SIG: 'Training in Business and Industry,

Los Angeles, C 1031.- i k 3
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a model, and its application is directed specifically at quality assurance

of HRD programs (genericaM..y, program gvalustion). The basis fpr the
4w

ap proach is empirical, and its orientation is derived from a socio-technical

systems perspective. Forits core, thii approach posits three interlocking ,

and interactive matrices to demonstrate the interrelationship o(three

continua: 1) the general context of training, education, and developmenI;

2) time dimensions; and 3) action'components: types of data, soUrces of

data; and collection methods for data. Technical, political and social

4.

components are interwoven' throughout

General Context

.2)

The general context of HRD programs in business and industry has been

subdivided by Nadler (1971) into training, edUcationt and development. These',

subdivisions can be analyzed for the purpose of evaluation application as

shown in Figure 1. If one views training, education, and development as a

continuum of a people development /learning process, the corresponding types

of objectives gO from concrete to abstract d the length of the,HRD programs

4

go from definable to undefinable. Desire outcomes move from direct performance

/

Insert Figure 1 AbOutEere

related results under training to career advancement to organizational growth

for DevelOpment: Relationships between he individual and the organization"

change from those primarily concerned with the individual to those concerned
.

p rimarily With' the organization. Points'forsdeCision-makingzare clearlyr
defined' for Training, projected, within a certain.ame Period for Education,

we t

\\*)
14

1 .

.
,

but can only ,V classified as future-oriented or
.

DevelOpment. .
.,

. .

.
-.'

. .

The nature of these three sets of activities (''faining,.Education, and:

Development) therefore, has some direct rellvince to the design of quality.
i

'ot ''

. .

. 0
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assurance programs. The continuous nature also implies a close, working

relationship between the planning of HRD programs and theii tubsequent

o
evaluations. A further implication is that particular evaluation techniques

used for Training programs would likely have minimal impaA Or credibility

when used for Development programs. For example, a reaction questionnaire

may have direct and important impact in the evaluationaf Training, but

substantUlly more depth-oriented techniques, such as interviewing, are 4
;q'T

likely to yield more impact Par evaluation of Development activities. Time

and amount of program specificity, therefore, have a relevant bearing on the

levels 'f decision-making that will occur and the complexity of evaluation

issues that must be taken'into account.

Time as a Controlling Dimension .

Probably the most critical, dimension of this,socio-technical continuum

-approach to designing quality assurance programs is time. While evaluation

as an activity looks back, i.e., records what happened, its function is

real forwardlooking. Evaluation has a requirement to reach beyond

41. the present data and present choices among alternatives not directly studied.

Purely objective-based evaluation tends not to give full consideration to

unintended outcomes that may have important positive or negative effects on .'

organizational growth and vitality: When viewed longitudinally, all

evaluation appears formative (Cronban, 1978); very few decisions as a result

4

of evaluation are truly ultimate ones.

Time is also important in determiningWhen to begin and end the evaluation

effort; oftentimes evaluation seems not to start soon enough nor finish long

enough after.the acival training experience. Figufe 2 provides a general
6 .

framework from which emanates a gerieral context for evaluation design. This

framework was intended to be generic, thus it may-be imposed upon any HRD

,

\.

.program encountered.

PO



Inser,t Figure 2 About Here

-The rows of boxes at the top and the borto of the time dimension coritinudm
. ./

,

l . ,

are probably least_mritten about, but for different reasons. lmmediate and

Interdediate components are most often described sp further elaboration is
t

no presented here. II g-term" objectives are generally seen as'diffiicult

to define and 0measure. For example, improvement in organizational productivity

is probably too abstract of an objective to measurreliably especially if

we want to attribute a certain proportion of productivity gains directly to

training activities within an_HIO program. Th "Initial Considerations" area,
.1

on the other hand, can be easily utilized ta guide the direction for evaluation

design and the understanding of evaluation results.

, Three primary areas Of concern need to be considered under the "Initial
4.

Consideration"area: 1) evaluation issues, 2) pdrticipant and management

expectdtions, and 3) the projected results on'future decision-making. Of

primary importance among these concerns are the evaluation issueersurrounding

the quality assurance process. Evaluation issues are meant as a replaCement

for Tylerian evaluation purposes 'pr objectives. An issue is a centralconeern
.

r

on question such as: Were p"rpgram participants readily able to comprehend

materials? or D id training instructors use effective teedhingstechniques? stn

important problem.With a purely objectives-based evaluation is the harrow

. . -
,

preoccupation with"-specific objectives without regard to unintended or,I,
----.

unforeseen behaviors and results. . An issue can more easily guide effOrts and

'Y .

'-1".
.

_ may' doWn into specificcompo'nents%
.

It would be'difficult; if not impossible, to corOuct a-use d evaluation
.

. . ... I: % .

if the designer was_not knowledgeable about the particular organizational
,-,

,"'.., ..-
, ° T -- .

, .
.

.
qructure,and have some general background in the po4tics of interpersonal

behayiOr.' Knowledge of antecedent conditions for perspective is almandatory
. ,

L



requirement to. identifying the central'issues in an evaluation. By utilizing

the "issue approach"
/
to design,_, through contribution6 of political'informants,

. program observiers, relevant theory and personal experience, the designer is .

better able, to guide the effort around the common pitfalls and; tradeoffs

.

usually encountered. Some of these pitfalls include not co idering all-

relevant decision-making audienCes, focusingon only minor eets ofthe

program, or more importantly, lithited consideration of the-u9.1ity and useful-

to

.
1

-...

. ness of evaluation results.- does not matter whether HRD program ob'ective..!
30 t.

are tightly or loosely defined, the evaluation issues, as oppOsed'to jectives,
)

.. .

.

..r. ,
`I

should form the basis of the quality assurance mission.
e)

The seconli area of concern revolves....around."audience" expectations prior

_prograM activities. " Audiences" are usually those who,have'sonie stake in

, the evaluation and program such as the participants inthe program, the

teaching Staff, and the organizational management. From the participants we

need to know what they hOpe to learn, gain-or achieve'as a result of the

IF
program. Forthe teaching staff, historiCa.1 badkground information on the

participants-is helpful in establishing That the participants bring to_the'

program (abilities, iteitudes, past performance). Asking the participints.
,

of

what they expect to learn or gain can be compartd with opinions oractual

results after the program. Similar methods may_bplised with instructional'

'staff and management. Obviously, these groups are looking at the HRD activity

fromdifferent.viewpoints. For example, the staff may be interested in

acceptance -and usability of developed materials; manageMent_ may be looking/ for

"stare performers or changes in_ identification faith the organization.

The third area of concern under "Initial Considerations".is with the

impactiof projected results oftfutare activnies and decision-making. Once,

evaluation issues have been identified and expectations made explicit, it is
r °

'time,to formulate the ,evaluation design and do some hypothgOtzing WW1 respect

N' 7.

4
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to potential` courses of action. This hypoLhetical "what-if" stage is crucial

for evaluatiLn management. After all, an evaluation ,design is, meant to control

potential and actual tradeoffs which minimize post-evaluation uncertainty wit)lin

fixed co' Concurrently, the evaluator must be aware he community of
t-

_decision, makeNs who/ await the results of the evaluation. Taking these points

into account will assist in giving direction to_the effort and minimize the

number of alternative explanations required to interpret the results.

Action Components ,

Thus far,this socio-atechnical continuum approach to evaluation has dealt

$

with the establishment of. the general context within which quality assurance

takes place (Figure 1) 'and with the variable of time for past and future

functional directions (Figure 2). It is now appropriate to illuminate on

those aspects of evaluation that have direct relevance to he day-to-day

development, and management of .quality asstqance-tasks.The following

description focuses on three major interacting action components of

evaluation design: levels'of infcmation, sources of data, and methods

for-collecting data (See Figure 3).

. The first of these;actiori, components, Levels of info ation, may be

4'

unfamiliar to most readers, s6 its definition and utility is given initial .

consideration. Levels of information are meant ,to provide guidelines for

evaluation design and management. There exist a'number of definitions for

'ese,"levels," all of them implying similar interpretations. 'Information

be Viewed in two co4tinua--1) in terms of focus: from a general judgment

to descriptive behavioral information, oi.2) in terms of range: from global
11/

information to very specific information. In the first continuum, a general

4
opinion implies a judgment of overall worth -- summative evaluation if you

wil4.description implies observations, reporting of facts. or specific

A ! . -t 4k,
behavioral reaction --thus,basic formative evaluation. Consider for example,.
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yhe evaluation of teaching staff performance .in a g v n HRD program. If the

evaluation'-issue is how carwe improve delivery skills of instructors, one,

would not be 'very interested in the participants' answer to the Auestion:

How would you'ate this instructoroverll teaching ability?: This question

is rea1-4va global qurestion,,ohe requiring a statemenf'of worth (a general

judgment). It may be an important question, but it is not directly relevant

to the issue-of delivery skills. Insread, luestions such as:- Was the pace

of presentation. too fast or too slow?, Did the instructor explain new ideas

by relating"them'to familitr concepts?, or Did the instructor have annoying

mannerisms which detracted from delivery?, would yield infOrmation more

directly relevant to the issue, of delivery skills.

Ter the sake -,of simpjoicity ,and utility. we may arbitrarily divide t'he

continua (which are essentially different terms with the same meaning) of

globaArto'specific (SMOck and Crooks, '1973) or' judgment to description

r . ,-)
(Feldman, 1977), into, ,three categories -- global (Level. q). , general concept

(Level II), and specific,(Leel III). Global judgmental information (Le'vel I)

is primarily directed at,forming a general opinion of HRD nctivitj success

or failure, i.e.; was the workshop successful, did the participants learn

anything,.di'd the teaching'staff perform well, or how did it go. Global

information has primary utility in making comparisons across individuals,

groups, or settings. These comparisons may be absolute, relative o r both,

but experience suggests that ledative comparisons would probably yield the

most fruitful results. If global questions dre'appropriately applied, they

should have some significant relationship with the general concept and specifc

, .

information.

General concept information (Leyel.1.6 by nature of its in- between status
.

has some characteristics in Common With bgth global and specific information.2

The primary purpose, however, of general concept information is to identify
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general strengths and weaknesses within he evaluation issue,being investigated.

Returning to the example of the teaching staff member, questions such as --

Was the instructor a g9od speaker?, Did the instructor appdar prepared?,

Were the discussions well led?, Did the instructor stimulate participant

interest in the subject? -- attempt to diagnoses lightly the potential.

concerns with speaking ability, preparation, leadership, and stimulation, )

respectively. If one cloSely examines information collected in most

evaluation reports_a majority cif it can be classified as Level 1I. An

advantage of Level II information over Level is that both absolute and

relative comparisons may be made with equal effectiveness under most conditions,

COmparatiVe uses of such data should be performed cautious) yang particular.

attention to the rLevante and appropriateness.across the gr9uPs of interest.

Level-II infortion lends itself well to making some absolute interpretation

of results (better in this respect than Levet I usually). because it has a

definable base of generalization; however, it still lacks direct knowledge

of behavioral manifestations necessary or specific diagnosis. The latter

role is .fulfilled by Specific or Level III information.-

The hierarchical. steps of, identifying a geneial issue (Global or Level I

'information), followed by identification of components of the issue (General

Concept or Level II_Information) is furtherilluminated and 'pin-pointed by

th most diagnostic information, Specific or Level III. In the example of'

the teaching staff member,'questions about presentatiqn pace, clarity of

new ideas and annoying mannerisms (given above) were illustrations of Level III

information,. ,Oftentimes the nature of Level III information does not lend

itself well to standard or structured' questions; answers may be better collected

with "softer" techniques of evaluation such as specific ripen -ended questions,

r
interviewing or videotape-analysis. This nature also'does not permit useful

comparative,informap.on. Since the questions are specific (here for a given
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(41

staff person in a give teachin -tting), they are not meant for generalization,
, .

. hr
and any ccoRpapisons may a ually 12e misleading as well as inappropriate. A.

(LP'
. .

.potential disadvan* e of speific Level III information is that it may bear)Af

,

little or no ause and effect relatij;nship with Level I information.. For
. . .

.
,,'

;_

exampl , there is no guarantee that once am instructor eliminates-annoying
,.../

=

(.e fiP
-maAlerimn4 overall teaehing-ability'would show marke0 .improveme0'..

.1,- --
1

,...,,r . .

It is worthwhileto note that this hierarchical system, while cOceptual;
s

.

,;o_. te , .11

,has been applied in the development of e /aluative deSigns (SmoK and Crooks,
t.4,1 0,.,

-,

,.., ,,.,)- c t -- ,
,... 3

1973; Brandenburg, x1977),1 Recently; our 14,Testigation of college student
!I :

ratings items (BrandenbUrg,,,Derry & Henatler, 1978), has yielded an'empi4cal,
. . '

.4, ..
demonstration o1 the existence of thI s continua of infOxmation (althougb we .

' a
.

.#. , y. r) .itoz
i V'

sowed some justification for fur leveEs, this shovis the arbit' rary division
, . t,.

. .. -
.... .

..-=- ,,.-
hit() three ,levels).. In summary, the concept ot,levels of ,information shod

r
t),

be viewed as a-heuristic_tool r6t- guiding Elitt totai evaLatioqi process.' This_

..,

Concept has direct implications for>choiee of,evaluatite m,ethodOlogy,'for

4 .=. 0
,.

deciding to whpm to report informatibe; for interpreting results,:oarki,for: .
,,:,.

. 16 .

Cr,: t;

generally organizing. thoughts feem'a pr%,tical perspective.

-
The other two action componeilts of evaluatiOn_destgn are Ole' sources

."- ,..,

ofkin6rmationand tlhe methods for collectinginformatiov Wrille the two are
^44; v..

3 .

separate, they are often contused in the trade literature CEOr example, Alden,
-,44 _ ., ..,

.4, 4- , ,, :,.

p. 49,1978; Kirkpatrick, 178). Specifically, Kirkpatrick's popular fowl'
P %Sod . .

- i

, . ',
i3 '

.

component m04e1 of Reaction, Learning, Behavior, and Results rends tgovertb

'
..

simplify component interactions. In andlyzing Kirkpatrick's
,,,;.

(1978)'explanation.v.

ReactiOn implies one source and maybe one or two methods; Ldarning implies
. ,

one source and on'e, or two Methods; Behavior Measures include potentially four
.

*,
- k

sources but undefined methods; Regults measures appeaf Co imply numerous
.

unidentified 4ources, specifies-one method and inaugurates a hunt for criteria.
,

What arkpatrick advocates in his model deserves important consideration,

1. I en-- 4%,

tt

,'s

4.4

,,
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' however, by mixinources and methods tinder one label 'along a single
n ..

it.'

. contiKitum, auser is likely to be aaught in -Somecof th e pitfalls discussed
. .

.
.. c

. l
earlier: .0ne also gets the impression that an evaluator carries out

Reaction, Learning,.Behavior, and Results regardless Of the H1111,kogram

situation or,activities. The life of an evaluator ir .not that simple.
°-

Unit6 the methods for Collecting information: and the levels-of infermaion

heeded are. defined ihd integrated:With sources of sucli'data, evaluation

.

cyedibtlity stud- utility are very likely to suffer- Each method and spUrce .

t

should be justified in a congruent,sense again the evatuation issue =-
to
eval6atori have always been knoyn to,have;the capability to, produce an

: .
..ate, . <

,

. . ,

abundance of useless information. Efficiency, cost-effectivedess.
.

and
t, , ,

, - ,. - .

, t ,
. +. ,4 missioan should' be emphasized; Kirkpatrick's model .is net s37sItem i.ed . -(1

.;
.

, -1
enough nor comprehensive, enough to.atisfy these cgit

yy
. -

,*

Figure ,3 contains an analytical'f mework-(a 'set of interlocking.
,

- ., k

. .
J matrise4 for the,driff,egentiatiba betw,en,pOilrces and methods and icheir -.

' I . ,-. ''' . -/ .0 - .1
Is"

..."

,iA ;'o'' Aoint interaction with tfaluatiqn, issues arid levels of information. tech f -
,-,

s .

of 'ttsé twelve boxes in Mum 2 PotentWly could be filled with the,.% ..,
.

'4 .et
,' ..,,- , ,:

.
.

:' subsystem of Figure 3. the iistin§. of sources in `figure 3 is nbt.meant
.

'

5 0

4

4 ':
',

to ber.all piclusive, nor ,Twould.aTll!sources"have.to be idcluded.in investigating
.

, - - . . ,l,
,

1 .

.
, v. .

.
,, ,, ,c,

.

every evaluation issue. k The number-of data cof/eCtion methods should be
, s.,

N '-
. .

,

t
1

A, .',

.t.
%,.,' Ihsert Figure 3 About. Here

...

. . . .

. .2, ,_ di..
(

-.. Allowed to va-:ry.depending'On numerous conditions, notably the)issue Involved
4,-.:----

t
%,

. 1
1

and the natureivof the information source,. The data collection method 6olumn ,,

'.
. '2

may include shine of thfollowing: -\
t

'.
dkpectatibn statements
ohjectiy questionnaire or survey
open-en :questions or reactions. ,

Cognitive: eg and pencil measures
Oiformanoe measufes

12
OP 0 I*

-4

. 4

t

47
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observation and anecdotal records
a. . videotape of instruction-,

structured interviews f
4 previous evaluation results

I

demographic and jristoricAi data collection
unobtrusive,. follow-up techniques

cost-benefit,analysis
cost - effectiveness analysis

longitudinal persOnnel data file examination

Due to the nature of behavioral science.aata, it is seldom wise tp depend

%
) on one source and one method to yield valid Conclusions. important

therefore, td use triangulation (multiple methods., multiple soutpes of

cross-checking and verification awing methods and4sourcesso achieve validity

and credibility.' Thus, one is better off to use three methods on one source

or three sources with one method. Witl<rt this type'of validity crosschecking,, .

...4-
--.-

the evaluation, report is-more likely to.suffer from a.lact,of clear dirctiOn

when it comes to laying out alternative'courses of future action for decision
..4 0 .

makers. .

Evaluating_ the Evaluatiqn
t ,

This apprdach, which is meant to be dynamic and open-ended;*would not

be complete if attention is not to to the quality of information collected.

Thefive major categories of information quality and'evaluation design quality

include the following technical and social components: reliability, validity,

credibility, and feasibility. :TheY are de4ined below.

Reliability is generally defined -as the consistency

of acquired information. Internal consistency measures (like ,a

KR#20of CoeffiCient Alpha) are appropriate to use in. evaluating

the homogeneity of a group of questionnaire or test

4

Discriminate'reliability, like the Horst coefficient, is

/Important in evaluating Level L dab for-making reliable

.comparative distinctions. Here sudh coefficients must have

gh values. A-third type of reliability ", and.onethat should
..

,

13

0.
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be used more often, is that given by generalizability

. coefficients. Using general4abilitY theory (CronFoLch, et al.,

1972) one estimates certain variance,COmponents for a data

collection'scheme and can then generalize-over certain dimensions

(or facets) by modifying the sizes of particupr design components.'
. 4.

A fourth type of reliability often associated lath softer evaluation
4

techniques iv replicability (Guba 1478), Guba suggests three 4

techniques for replicability: an audit (independent judgments

of the same data), overlapping methods (inested use of complementary

techniques to collect informatim'on-the same'issue), and stepwise

replication_(division of inforMativn-A04.as;or data cokteptie t.,eams
.. ; 44

into random halves to undertake independent studies).

Validity. Validity refers to a number of aspects of design

and data quality exemplified by internal validityiexternal

validity, content validity, and ,construct validity. Because

these definitions are commonly known-and applied, further

discussion of the potential biasing effects on th e lack, of valid
6

information is not included here.' "For softer evaluation techniques,

the,terms intrinsic adequacy,, replaces internal validity and extrinsic

.adequacy replaces'exter;a1 validity (Guba, 1978). Intrinsic adequacy

refers to such aspects as erecting safeguards against possible

invalidating facts, establishing structural corroboration (use of

triangulay.on and cross examination) and establishing the credibility

of findings. Extrinsic adequacy is related tO"generalizabrlity

.

through areas such'as representative situations,Itimeliness, special

jubject samples, and recurring encounters (see Cuba, 1978).
4..
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Utility. The results of the evaluation endeavor must be viewed
-

as useful to the organization; the information leading to:the

results needs to be accessible to decision makers,andthe

information'Must be understandai?' e td them: Utility has both a

social and technical side which is explained in the next section.
. .

Attention °to.data teporting formats should be given early on in

the evaluation process to influence readability and interpretability.

, oe
of the findings. 'If a decision:maker'has to ask -- what's the point,

now what -- the utility of the'informatIon is lost.

Credibility. edibility of information and design concerns

41

both the sources of dpta and thedecpion makers. To a certain

extent it reflects the notion of fact validity it must be seen

as important or relevant 'or it is not worthwhile Credibility

forthe-evaluation Otactitioner must generally be earned. It can

be gained if those implementing a quality assurance program remain

impartial, accurate and respect the perogatives of the individuals

involved as well as advocate and protect the confidentiality of the -\

400k
data base.

Feasibility. A comprehensive quality assurance program, while

meetin most of the previous considerations, may not be possible

due to lack of time, financial or physical resources. Return on

investment must be parathount when discussing alternative processes.

Summary and DiScuSsion

. A

The purpose of this section is to,-summarize some of the key elemedts

of the /framework presented and to integrate them with the social /technical

,perspective advocated.

.15'
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A first general, concern is how the approach presented here may be

classified among those that have been or are currently being used in the

. general area of evaluation. A recent article by Stuffleberhand Webster

(1980) provides a good deal assistance on this point. They define an

evaluation ,stud y as "one that is designed and conducted to assist some

audience to jOge and improve the worth of some educational object"'

(emphasis added, p. 6). They then.claseif-ier;iTidiesas7N.litidally-

Oriented," "Questions-Oriented," or "Values-Oriented." The present approach
, \

. ,

may be best classified as "Decision-Oriented," a subheading of the Values-
,

ikOriented stu es. Stufflebeam and Webseer, charactetiZe decisiop-oriented

toudies as those emphasizing "that evaluation should be used proactively

to help improve the programips well as retroactively to-judge its worth"

(p. 12).4,s In comparing a number of evaluation strategies, these same authors

characterize each strategy according to certain components. The components '

and de iptions for decision - oriented' studies are presented below (p. 16, 17).

Componeni. Description

Advance Organizers Decision situations

Purpose To provide a knowledge and
value base for making and
defending decisions

Source of Questions

Main Questions

Typical Methods

Pioneers

Decision makers (management
clients, participants, staff),
their oonsitpents and evaluators

How'shOuld A given enterprise be
planned, executed, and recycled ,

in ordr to foster human growth
and-development at a reasonable-
co4?

SurVeys, needs assessment, case
studies, advocate teams, '

observations, and.quasi-
experimental and experimental design

Crobbach, Stufflebeam
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A couple-of key point deserve emphasis. First, the evaluator is seen as
.... . . 6

taking an active role in the total,eyaluation process or "proactive" after

Patton, 1978). Thus, the evaluator does not function as a disinterested

observer. Second, in order to maximize utility of the evaluation, the

must specify alternative decisions and must hav'e gather-6' sufficient

information to to defend these alteimatives. Third, theldecision-oriented_ approach,

. .

t like the approach described in this Paper, providesinformation on the continuum
.,.

,

from judgment of overall worth to program improvemeht generally useful for. ,
. - . ,- , ,.;i'.

"'foster(ing) human growth and development ata reasonable cost" (a primary
.-.

. .,,'.

concern to those of us interestedlnexfanding the concept of HRD).

A second general concern about the approach described here -is how does It

derfTg its name as a socio- technical continuum (or system). A best answer is

based more on personal &perience than either theory or.thepresent vogue of

quality assurance in business and industry. Technical knowledge and

about hpw to condu4 an evaluation Can be obtained by studying numerous

excellent texts or by classroom study. Aievaluator's knowledge and skill k

aPplication, however, does not necessarily yield a useful, successful

evaluation. An additional essential quality of advanced social skills, is

of sigriificant importance. Included among these skills, are being sensitive

'to various addiences (the willingnesa to listen and interact), being intuitive,

being responsible in various ways to various groups ofpeople, being tactful,

the ability to anticipate questions especially with regard to management, a

combination oaf instinct and experience, and being able to think on one's feet

while talking. The e skills can not generally be learnedthroughbooks or

classrfora, experie c . An optimal combination of social and technical skills

for evaluators should yield greater likelihood for a suo

assurance program, but would not necessarily guarantee it.
1

sful quality

1
One of My colleagues poanted out, appropriately so, that an evaXuator's .

-functional authdlity4alio has a, great deal to do with evaluation success or impact.

17
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A third general concern that readers may have acquired .through this

manuscript is the attention given to the utility of 'evaluation resUlis,

(See 4randenbure 1980).' Utility or usefulness also has its social and

technical sides which are hopefully not incompatible. A number of references

were made to some of the social aspects such as "volumes of data," "lack of

organizational knowledge" and lack.of social sophistication in the application

of evaluation methodology in this manuscript. Why pr duce evaluation reports

that people can not read nor even have any hope of interpreting the results?

Why persist in obbaining.all the Information available on a given objective if
4

nobody is interested in the final outcome? One suggestion given to. preventing

this dilemma was to c.enter the investigation around issues rather than

objectives, i.e., focus on the major points of -contention to alleviate future'

,

confrontations. A second suggestion was to make use of.evLuators that have

advanced social as well, as technical skills. To sum up. Alk,in states "the

orientation of the evaluator is a decisiAkfactor - perhaps the most

influential - in determining whether utilization will occur" (Allan and.Law,

1980, p. 79).
.

,-

On.the technical side of the utility issue, this writer would like to see
%;

more attention given to Bayesian applicatiOns to cision-makingrit---- ipg in the quality

assurance process. Bayesian' analysis would-fit ( comfortably into the.decision-

t oriented sstudies' described by Stufflebeam and abster: This type of analysis

11nkg; evaluation to planning and thus to recycling and feedbaek while als6

blending judgmentwith objective evidence. FurthermOre, it can anqwer the .

extent to which each decision alternative maximizes the realization of issues

'related to outcomes, by-'pr'oviding utility information on each alternative

(Saar, 1980). Although the statistical sophistication required to implement

Bayesiamanalysis does create some problems, these are.noty insurmountable and

)11,
,

may be very' well ,worth the effort.

18
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Cstaracteristic

Type of Objective for
'HRD Program

Length of HRD Program

1

Desired Outcome
of HRD Program

Individual/Organizatipnal
,Relationship

Decision-faking Points
(distribution)

21

4gure I'

General Context of Evaluation in Three Types of HRD Programs

Training

Competency-based,
Behavioral

Short, defined term,
Immediate

Performance,

Results

(Ind: placement in
org.) (2nd. affect on

him /herself)

;

Spiked (defined point)

4

a.'

e.

e

Education

Stated general goals?
Skill development

4.
Intermediate ,to long
term, but- defined.

#
OOP

40kImprovement,
Career Advancement

I within if
(Ind, within Org.)

cyclical .

(definable decision points)

6

Development

General Personal Development,
Variable to Undefinable

Undefined term or long
term

Organizational Growth,
Improve QWL

04 I 028er--d
(Org. affect on ind.)
(Org. affect on org.)..

Continuous (ongoing)
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Figure 2

General Framework;.,

Evaluation by Time Dimeudlons
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Figure 3
Action Cothponent Subsystem
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