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ABSTRACT o .
Evaluation practice within state education agencies
(SEAs) is,reviewed from a management consultant's perspective. #*The

s¥dy is gased upon a review of literature, discussions withe the
Northwest Regional Educational lLaboratory Research on Evaluation ,
Program, and visits to SEAs .in California, Montana and shington. ‘
‘The main findings of the study deal with the current prdctice of
evaluation in SEAs, and with management metaphors which throw light
*upon the evaluation unit considered as a supplier. of services within
the SEA, and upon the unit's clients who are its customers for such
sérvices.. The ¢entral theme of the study is that the basic paradigm
underlying SEA evaluation is in the process of change, moving from

the big. study, advanced methodology glamoif of the late 1960s to an
organization-based function supporting SEA management in a variety of
ways, alongside other staff specialists. The study suggests that in’
the long term the SEA evaluation function will condense into two sets
"of roles, namely, that of evaluation systems analysis, and a

consulting xrole. The study then goes on to identify three possible -
intervention strategies: (1) clarification and confirmation of the
new paradigm; (2) assistance to the supply side of evaluation -
services; and (3) the building up of informed and understanding
demand among evaluation cliéhts. (Author/GK) ) .
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. o . ",  PREFACE

.

The Research on Evaluation Program is a Northwest Regicnal < ‘
Educational Laboratory project of research, development, testing,

and training designed to create new evaluatich methodologies for

use in education. This document is one of a series-of papers and A
reports produced by program staff, visiting scholarsg, adjunct .
scholars, and project collabprators—all memberg of ‘a cooperative
network of colleagues working on the dewelopment of new v
methodologies. T )

What is the nature of evaluation pracice in state departments of ‘
education when viewed by a management' consyltant rather than a
traditional educational researcher? what management perspectives .
might be used to better understand/the operation of state - :
department evaluation units? These and related questions are
answered in this report by Dr. Jonathan Stanfield, an indepéndent
management consultant who conducted a ravidk of the state
evaluation units in Washirggton, California, and Montana. This
report provides an jllustration of a management consulting review
study in evaluation as well as offering insightful observations
about the nature oivaluation practice in state departments.

s . .

Nick L. Smith, Bditor >
! Paper and Report Series *°
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- SUMMARY -
L. ‘ Y] hd .

~ This study has reviewed evaluation practice within

. state education agencies (SEAs) from a management
consultant's perspective, as_part of the NWREL
Rese;rph on Evaluation Program's ongoing enguiry . !
into the utilization and effectiveness of educational
evaluation. = - / . . N

-

[

The study is’baséd upon a review of literature, .
‘discussions with the Program, and visits to SEAs in, i |
Califorria, Montana and Washington. , | |
. ) o ' - N
The main findings eof .the study deal with the cur;ént
practice of evaluation in SEAs, and with management ) ‘
metaphors which throw light upon the evaluation unit . <
considered as a suppiler of services within the SEA,
and upon the unit*s clients who are its customers \ L e
for such serv1c§s. Zxalpathn ig=not a homogengpus
function, but in actual practice embraces at least
. four separaté strands of activity, namely, tesearch
sthdies, computerized information systems, testing, -

and expert assistance. - Cy -
The central' theme of the study id that the basic,

papadigm underlying SEA evaluation is in the process -

of change, .moving froh the big study; advanced - N

. methodology glamor of the late 1960s to an organ- )

. 1zatlon-based function supporting SEA.management.” )

" in a variety ok ways, alongside other sﬁaff special-

ists, e.g., in budget angAflnance. From th%s it is
pOSSlble to show why some of the current issues

_raised by the evaluatlon communlty have such a .

A frustrating quallty. These 1nd1ude the lack of .




: underlylng SEA evaluatign

-impact of evalu?tion on policy, the failure of
expectations as|to what evaluation can deliver, and

“the 1nappllcab111ty of prescrlptlve methodologles

originating in academe. . ,

The study suggests that in the long term the -SEA
evaluatioh function will condense into two'sets of
roles, namely, that of evaluatlon systems analysis,
and a consultlng role. Thls concept of an
evaluation systems analyst may be compared to other
applications systems analysts in data procesS1n‘, "
e, g., finan01al retall \englneerlng systems analysts.
As in all jobs there w1ll be ranges of senlorlty and
emphasis. Some will work closely Wuih computers,'

posltlons, and others will be senior technical staff.
Because of their organizational context, the rate -and
extent of such changes depend greatly upon the
management style of the host SEA. '

<

The study then goes on to identify three possible
Program interventi%n strategies: one dealing with
clarlflcatlon and conflrmatlon of the new paradlgm
ong wthh seeks to assist

v, A% -are glven for Pfogram act1v1tles
in eachxqf these categorles.

’ ‘ | ; |
£ - -
= .
—_ __

"and others w1th the deS1gn of data collecdtion schemes
for speciflc evaluatlons. Some will be entry leve?/('x\\\\/ .

-
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. INTRODUCTION =~ ) )
This is the final report on the studys: Management
Review of Evaluation Practice, carried. out by the
consultant for the Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory (NWREL), under the direction of Dr Nick
Smith,.Director,’Research on Evaluation Program.

~
The study re;iews evaluation pfacéice within state
education aZencies (SEAs) from a management
consultant's perspective. Accordingly, this regort ) .
is written primarily as a .consulting.report tQR§§~ .
‘client (the Program), rather than as a research paper. ] '

addressed to an audience of scientific peers.

The study is related to " two areas of recent Program - :
~activity. The first is an enqulry into SEA evaluatlon‘ ‘;
practice, which seeks to document what SEA evaluators RN T
really do and the nature of the settings in which the&

, work.  Thus, Smith (1980) concludes by suggesting

that more attention should be paid to understanding

how evaluation functlons within organlzatlonal and

_ social ,contexts rather than to questions of causal
modeling and- experimental design. The second area of
Program ac}ivity is that cencerned with 'the metaphor

- series of papers, in which'potentia new approaches

to evaluation arg ekplored as metaphors derived from  «
. practices- in other f&elds, €igey O eratlons research, f

1nvest1gat1ve aournallsm.h_ L N \ )

kY ' , - . . . \
Orlglnally, the study was’ 1ntended to 1dent1fy a rangel
of candldate metaphors from the field of management,
1nterpreted'broadly, to’ assess their applicability to

SEA evalﬁatlon practlce, and to derive conclusions l

. 7




N .
from such application. This proved to be somewhat
too simple’an approach due to, the complex and varied

hature of SEA evaluation practice, which renders most

metaphors either ggperficial or of only limited

relevance. Thus, the stuﬁy's»results are derifed

mainly from a direct analysis of SEA eva;yation,

activities, rather than thrpugh the indirect route of

"metaphor- i : - ™

-

The study is based upon two major inputss
. bl %

- a review of literature on SEA levaluation

- practice, largely’furnished by the Prodram,,
as a means to developing an initial approach-
to "the subject; and

A RN

-~

‘= visits to a nﬁmber of SEA evaluatlon undi ts, .

. as a means ‘%0 understanding somethlng oﬁ,tﬁe ‘
richness and complexity of what actually
happens in practice. )
» i

Tﬁe main text of the report following has three
sections, dealing with: ‘ ) ;

o

- the primary, findings of the ‘study (not all '
original by any means):

- discussion of- 4he central theme, of ¥hé
[ ‘study, some current issués, long terp trends,-
* and types Qf intenvention strategy open to
“the Program, an'd N

~

4"re&ommendations for further action.




”

There, are a numbgr of appendices where some of the
material is treated in more deta:.l. '

The consultant would llke to thank the Program
Director, Dr Nick Smith, for his ass¥stance in the
course of the study, not only in matters of overall

dlrectl , but also En dlscussz.on of the plannlng,
.Ln;:erlm and draft final reports.

The views expressed in this report, h6weVer remain
* those of the consultant and are not neces:sar:.ly those,

of “the “Program, -
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2,.FINDINGS ; D
* ’ ~ . - A;.“ _ ~;_ R 7 A
~ ——— _

« Major findings of the study are presented below.
They are not all necessarily orlglﬁal but are -
presented here for thedir 31gn1f1canbe o the study;
and to prov1de sqme - 1ntroductorytbaS1s for the . i
dlscuss1qn in the next,sect}on. They fall‘;nto four'

groups s N

“ -

o

—‘ébaluatioﬁ in an SEA conte t, that is,
direct flndlngs on the nature of SEA

. evaluatlon 1tself, % o [ . -

- - management meta hors, that is, those ,
,/' act1v1t1es within organlzatlons whlch
appear to. be of some relevance to
understandlng SEA evaluation practlce‘
) .

- management consulting and evaluation,

that is, \the relevance;of management
consulting® to evaluation practice; and

: . %
- issueg’ of. concern, that is, some of tﬂe .
‘1ssues that surface repeatedly in the €
literature and were conflrmed by the site
Vlslts carried out by the consultant to
1nd1v1dual SEAs. :
\\ ‘v ‘ A ’. P ' >
' ’ i \
2.1 Evaluation in the SEA Context - . l
. . o
Findings on the natire of evaluation in the SEA
context, welevant .to the present study, are given ) -
overleaf. (They are discussed more fully in Appendix A.)

- . . B :
. A

IV )

-
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<

. (a) SEA evaluatlon is an organlzatlonal funct;on,\\%
carrled ‘out by an organlzatlonal unlt locdted in

an organizational structure. It therefore dlffeps’
from the view implicit ‘in much of the writing on
vevaluatlon, i.e., a single, one tlme study,
organlzatlonally independent. ,

- ' )
] 'ﬂ ~ + /

. (b) The SEA host organization is a distinctive kind

; . of organization. It cannot readlly be compared
' to private business fbr the obvious public-
private reasons. Nor does it resemble other

government agencies closely due to the open,
4 political nature of its activities, and the
- atyplcal emphasis upon outcomes that other agencies
s do not share. It is this emphasis upon outcomes
" that glVes one of the primary Justlflcatlons for
evaluatf%n in SEAs, as presently conceived.

*
‘

% (c) SEA evaluatidn is new. It’dates}“in {%s present
form, from the ‘1965 Elementary and Secondary
Educatlon Act, whlch ‘mandated evaluation for the °
new federally funded compensatory programs. '

Y.

" (d) SEA evaluation is a dfverse activity, varying in

.,7 ti%le/soope; size of unit, organizational iocation,
* and practice with regaxd ‘to contracting work out
or carrying it out inhouse.

~a
. “

(e) SEA evaluation 1s not a’ single homogeneous
activity. Four- ‘ma jor types of activity are
practlsed ‘under the general headlng of evaluation

(alﬁhough only the flrst 04;




/f _ performance, etc~j v ' T
- testing, or, more generally, routine
obtaining of information on a populatlon !
of interest threugh some instrurdent of
enquiry, e.g., a queetlonnalre, and .
\ N * . .
- expert and technical assistance to LEAs,
other SEA staff, legislative committee
staff, etcw While this may consume a
great deal of staff time in small bits,'
it is a general function of staff specialist
groups in all organizations.and is not
specific to evaluation. ‘
4
(f) SEA evaluation units are not .the only units in
. SEAs that carry out evaluations. ~ Some programs
carry ‘out their own, with or without the help of
the evaluation unit. ,
(g) SEAs include other units whose work relates closely
" to, needs to be coerdipated with, or overlaps, that-
of the evaluatlon unit. Thesé‘include units with
suc names as management 1nformatlon center, .
‘”liﬁflnan01al audit, po}lcy and planning, etc.

/
- ad hoc, one of a kind research analyses

of issues and programs, either'fof

o - retrospectlve program assessment or for
s prospectlve pollcy formatlon; .

. - info}mationgsystems'deQelopmenn Shd

' operation, containing data on schools,

their operations, studémts, their

<

-

P



2.2 Management Metaphors- , R T T *\

i

{

f
'metaphors and demand metaphors respectively. (They %@

¥

There are two sets of ménagement metaphors og“potential
relﬁ#ance to SEA evaluation. The first relates to
the SEA evaluation unit's act1V1t1es:themselves -

“the unit plays the role of a supplier of services. .
The second relates to the SEA 1tseif)and the unit' s
clients, which play the role of customers for the -«
unit's services. We shall -call -these supply -

are discussed more fully in Appendix Bk} . . -
The Program s metaphor .series of papers has identified
a large ‘number of ,potential supply metaphors.

“ However; it is important to extend cons1deratlon to

demand metaphors in order to do justice to the fact _ *
that evaluation is nelther self-sufficient nor an end
in itself, but increasingly shaped 'by fhe character
of demand in its immediate environment. /

/

One o&ﬁthe difficuhties of identifying metaphors for

Supply metaphors o ‘

SEA evaluation is that it encompasses a number of S A

. distinct activities, as already described. Since.a B
single metdphor 1is therefore unsatisfactory, the T )
consultant. has sought thetaphor(s) for each of the ' d
component activities._ Although all four activities

"be seen, to ﬂ&stlngulsh metaphors from the activities

are represented below for oompleteness, metaphors for
the last two turn out to be somewhat trivial. As can

thémselves, different names are used. Mostly, the

metaphors view evaluation as. an activity of staff .
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spe01a11sts, not'as an act;V1ty w1th1n the management
malnstream of the organlzatlon, that 1s, of the SEA. -

&

(a1) © peratlons Research/Management Science (OR/MS).
L Thls is concerned with ad’ hoc analyses to support

v

=

‘management decLs1on maklng, ‘based upon approprlate . .
theoretical frameworks. - At the technigue level |
e it is.usually based upon mathematloal financial
and physical sclenoe models rather than ,upon
) behavioral solenpe,ebuf from a- management point
' of view this is not an impoftant distinction.
o . ‘ S ,\ﬂ - ’ }
(a2) Marketing/Market ResSearch. E“seeond.metaphorx NS
" for the researbh‘analyses tlement of. evaluation
is marketing and market Eesearoh;’whfoh.are' s
-" . traditional busines$ funttions. Recently they

N have been seen as increasingly relevant to

government, operations ’ In the present case,
for example, they deal w1th needs . assessment,
market segments and segmentation, the success
of préducts and services -as consumed by -

" customers, in fact, the whole machinery of market
feedback. This is a maJor part of what evaluation
is all about.- They are #1so much more coﬂferned ,
with human behavior than OR/MS.

(b) Data Processing/Management Information Systems -

(DP/MIS). This 1s concerned with the development
and operatlon of 1nformatlon systems to support
/management on a planned or routine bdsis, both.
" through on-demand eniuiry as well-as scheduled
reports, and may include a variety of analytical

tools., S, \\, ) '

.
%
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" (c) Surveys. This iskbbnoerﬁsd”with the periodic
survey of a populaﬁion of interest, e.g., as in
" market research’ or .public opinion polling:

f ) ‘ - /l ) ’ k ) , . .
(d) Consulting. This may be. internal or external y
consulting, and extend from a casual telephone '
enquiry to a\mini project. . -

2.2.2 Demand metaphoFs ‘ o ' '
. ' . . '.;
The two main metaphoré#ﬁé;e have,to do with  the
varietles of manageriaéadecision making on the one
hand; and the ,necessity of information feedback from
, the field on the otheq;ﬁq These are, of course,
T related, but -the metapﬁoré and their associated
.. literatures have different emphases.,, and draw
attention, to different features of thé‘SEﬁ’evglhafien -
environment.

*

(a) Decision making categories. For many yedrs the i}
management community has categorized decision
.making into three categories, concerned with:

“ . ) , .

; . .- operationak control; ,
- méhagement control; and
A ~ . ‘
- strategic planning.
The 'distinction between these cafegories ise ’

sometimes blurred, and associated roles and
respongibilities may overlap. A useful indicator '
. of the level of decision making is the relation to

Q ' - L ‘-9-' o . .

R . 17




(v)

e
ELr =

;:..;‘_lgx .
the budget. 5ﬁaﬁ&gement control is concerned with
setting and ‘meeting annual*goals, and budgets,

. operatlonal control is con%erned with tﬁ?{ggnmu_
tasks that the budgets fund, and strategic planning = -

is concerned with coherent views of the future
éxtending over several budgétary periods.. , These
categories have been used mostly in business -
settings. In government, strateglc planning can
often be equated w1th broad policy formatlon.

rd

t ®

The information required for each category is’ z

‘different, and consequently different means of

supporting each category have arisen. In the
esent case, operational control is mostly to

bé found af i 1ct'and school level.
Evaluation will support each ‘of _decision
making differently. - S T

\.

Feedback control. Feedbagk céntrol systems&gre'
models for a wide variety 6T bioldgical and social
processes, as well as underlying fhe industry of
engineéripg control from thermo$fats to missile
guidance. One of man's distingdtive attributes

is his ability to learn from the outcomes of his
actions. If he cannot observe these outcomes, y

because of extraneous factors, or if the rates of
change in the environment occur faster than he can

detect, then feedback is .impairéd, and his activities -

gre less likely to.be reliably effective.
The sam® is true for SEAs. If they cannot track
what is happening in the field in an accurate and

. timely manner, then their ability to direct the /}
_state educational ehterprise is seriguély impaired.

~10- 18
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f'hi’s metapﬁor i§ closely related .to the pr;ceding
one, but has an emphaSis upon’ information, speed

" of response, and noise, that is particularly
appropriate to thé fﬁnctionsof evaluation in an
SEA. K

- R . .
. :
., . “ t-

-

’
‘

2&3 Management_gonsulting and Evaiqaéion
One of the Prggram's interests is the'exteﬁt to which -
management conéulting itself mighx be a metaphor for
evaluation. As identified earlier, there is clearly
a part of SEA evaluation practice that is a consulting
activity. It therefore shares with management
consulting a common concern with what might be called
consultlng hygiene, that is, good client relationships,
timely‘reporting, ete. .The. conSulting activities of

NWREL also share this concern.

’

: In the view of the consultant, the consulting‘componeq;
: j\\\ET\SEA evaluation iS'mostly a form of technical ~

consulting ratherg than of managément consulting.  Thi
is mainly due to the fact that evaluators are n&i
usually-'asked questions for which the management
consulting approach is the most appropriate.

" Technical consulting is narrower, more focussed,
concerned’ with the supply side,”and "how to" questions.
Management consulting is broader, concerned with
demand and often with "what for" questions. Although
there can be a degree of overlap between the two,

‘ nevertheless, the swo types of consulting acquire

. different styles, attract different stdff, serve

.+ clients differently, and éénérally operate in

different markets. Management consulting is discussed

further in Appendix c.

-1l -
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2.4 Issues of CoAcern

SEA evaluation today is characterized by a number of
1ssues that surface repeatedly, both in the literature,
and also in dlscusslons with 1nd1v1dua1 SEAs.  These
issues are often only: touched upon partlally, but . /
when all the references are taken together a plcturé
emerges of real 1ssues that~need to be explored !
understood and responded to, if the future of SEA

evaluatlon is to match its early hopes._ anee
issues are discussed more fully in the next section,
‘ ‘namely: ‘

. . ;
. f o X
- evaluation does not have. the impact on

- - SEAgmanagement that its proponents believe
it should; " ‘
‘ 4
"~ expectations of whaf evaluation as a -
technique can deliver are not met (and
this is sometiﬁ?s true of expectations
’//1 of ,the educational process itself); and
- there is some degrEe of tension between
“methodologists and practitioners.

-

J

"‘h
f

|
i

~
o

- 12 -




3. DISCUSSION

P
o R, :
In this section we discuss a number of fopics that we

believe are important to an understanding of SEA I

evaluation today and to its future. These include
, the three issues mentioned at the end of the last _

section, as well as long term trends in Sgﬂ evaluation, \ BN

and types of intervention strategy open to the Program.,

In considering these topics, the consultant has come to

- hold the view that the dominant paradigm underlying

SEA evaluation is in the process of changing

‘significantlyy. This proposition will be discussed

first, since it is so fundamental that it sheds light

on most of the other issues, as well as giving an

orientation towards the future, and to possible

intervgntion strategies open to the' Program.

-

3.1 SEA Evaluation: & Paradigm in Transition

A

Much evaluation literature treats evalua%ion as-
synonomous with large, one of a kind 8001al research
“gthdies, carried out by independent contractors, .
- utilizing advanced methodologies, highly influential, -
and lasting many months or even several years. This-

is not characteristic of ‘SEA evaluation—

!
Let us go back to 1965, and consider both the mission - ° y
and the'methoﬁologies of the new federal programs in ' :
compensatory education. On the mission side fhey . : ]

L2

were seen as a means of?idéélfstic social change and
not just as education, part of 4he administration's |,
Great Society_program. The poor and disadvantaged

- 13 - 21
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would be helped in a demonstrable way. This led to
an emphasis on outcomes that other\governmentfspending
does not share, e.g., roads, health, defense. On."'
the methodology side, Robert McNamara was introducing
PPBS, and the climate favored a methodological
rationalism. The climate has since ohaﬂged. Thus
evaluation acduired early ‘on two set beliefsy
compensatory education will really change outcomes,
and thds change in outcomes can be shown by an

~

appropriate methodology. ‘
1 -, #
» The first evaluations were large, one of a. Eind studies,
performed by 1ndependent contractors, from academe as
well as bus1ness, wno considered themselves ma jor
contributors to policy through their research - they
were the peers of the policymakers. » PN
' A
SEA evaluation, 1nfluenced-by the mandatory requlrements
of programs such as T1ti§ I, tended to form itself in
3: ) the mold of 'such early federal activity. (0f course,
some SEAS were too small to do very much 1n this
d1rectlon ) However, the: realltles of SEA evaluation
are mostly quite df&ferent, in terms of organlzatlonal {
. context, size and skills available, t1mescales, funding
. level, and so on. The SEA evaluation unit, in fact,
. plays a SEA management gupport role, and this role will’
s develop in different wayé depending upon the host SEA's
legislative context, size, leadershlp, organization,
"and allocation of responsibility ‘between the variety
.of specialist staff units that serve 1ts management
including evaluation. -

“t

d L i

The paradigm of a field of activijy is the most basic
underlying concept 'of what it is about. It is an

. - 14 - 22
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organizing concept, which brirngs to mind certain
characteristic questions and approachess- Indirectly,
it directs research and development: I¥% profides a

common basis for integrating the efforts of different
parties, , The paradigm underlying SEA evaluafion is

- in the process of changing from the autondmous conduct

of a blgegyudy to the ¢peration of avmanagement support
unit in an organization. Y

\
Out of date paradigms lead to a w1despread sense of
confusion and frustration in pragylce. That this is
So can be seen by considering some of the current

'lgsues of the evaluation communlty, which are discussed

3.2

below. However, it should be noted that updating the
paradigm will not by itself solve all of the problems

facing’evaluation in SEAs. "There will remain difficult

tasks, except that they can now be approached directly
and pragmatically, without the confusing influence of
an out of date paradigm.

Issues inKEVa'uation

We now discuss three‘mainstreaé\issues of the SEA

evaluation community in the light of the above.
J ’ -

(a) Impact. ' Phere-is no a priori reason why

evaluations should have the major, much less the
* determining, impact on policymakers that the
literature so often implies. This notion arises
out of the original paradigm underlying SEA
evaluation, in which the social researcher played
an influential role in the development of federal
policy towards both programs and evaluations.

-15- . 21
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Consequently, when writers speak of lack of impact,
they are harking back,tgia golden age of evaluation
(which still exists, %o some extent, in current
major federal evaluations).  In the same vein,
they imply a degree of autonomy on the part of

the evaluator-researcher thét is appropriate to
" that time. Since SEA evaluation is a specialist
staff fundtion, such autonomy is not‘appropriate
today in this setting. There can be creative'//
initiative on the part of the unit, but authority -
and sponsqrship to céfry out studies, gather data,
develop systems, eté., should come from the clients
served. This is.elear from the OR/MS and DP/MIS
metaphors. '
Consideration of the type of decision making that
evaluation supports sheds furtherllight on the
question of impact. Most evaluation impact is
assumed to be on policymaking, which corresponds
to the broad area of strategic plannirg in business.
Thié'is the area where the inputs range the most
widely, may well be qualitative rathér than quant-
itative, approximate rather than exact; ‘pertain to
the future rather than to the_past op.present, etc.
In short, evaluation input is only one of.a number
. of inputs, and may well rank lower than others of
a political or financial nature.

Thé_situation is compounded by technical limit- \

ations. In many cases, evaluations produce "soft"
data which can be successfully challenged, for
" example, in the adversarial setting of legigiative

hearings, or\fven in the courts.

)
- 16 - 24
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. produce rapid and immediate actlon\xis,

(v)

4

In contrast, routine inputs to progyam management
decision making from a database with which me
familiarity has been gdined in the‘past.may;wéll I
for
example. when sales figures drop below same
threshqld Ln bus1ness.

' og
«

*

Impact is g;gé affectépgbyhthe quality of
evaluator-client commqnica:égg, It appears théQ\'
although 1lip service is pa¥d to this, in most cases
thefe is room for dbnsiderable improvement. In
general,'people habjtually underestimate the amount
of time and effort that must go into communicating
(needs, capabilities, results, etc.).
experience brlngs this heme.,¢

Consulting

- - -
.

Expectations. ‘There is frequently a gap between
what evaluation promises, or is percerved to
promise, and what it can deliver. Thisg, too, *
can be traced back to the first utopian days '
of evaluation, when major studies of national
significance were commissioned by the federal ‘4
government (and as some still are). Since th

SEA evaluation tends to have been.oversold, both
by evaluator's wishing to maintain their influence,
and by clients wishing to get progréms funded or
legislatioh passed, and incorporating promises, of
evaluation without being completely clear that the

)

‘results promised are in fact deliverable.

' A3

With the change of context from the federal to the '
state arena, a change Of timescale hag also taken
place. State level clients want results fast.

This leads to reluctance on the part of evaluators

-
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to reduce cllent expectatlons, and ‘there is
consequently frustratlon when they'are not met.

\However, it is llkely

that certain things Just

cannot be ggund out in a hurry. - Cdmpare,)for
example{ dieting or drug research.. It ﬁay take
* years' to prove results and causal links.. There
. ‘are inherent limits to what can’be\achieved and
how fast. These comﬁrlse the- gurrent state of
the art and should be openly acknowledged: nothlng
is galned by pretending that these limits do not

exista

-&—-

=

(J\\gethodologfsts agf%practltloners. Evaluation is

R

young discipline and bears all the hallmarks.of

N

this condltlon.' Typlcally there is an incomplete

sefaratlon of theory and practlce, as, for example,

.also occurred in information science, artificial
.2 int€liigence and machine translgtlon. In all of

‘these, utoplanwclalms*were made for the’ theorles

. by acagemlcs, and their 1mmed1ate prescrlptlve
‘This immediate appllcation
was a failure- Recrlminatiﬁn and pessimism

appllcﬁtlon was urgeéd.

followed. “

"1

- e 'v -
Some years later“%he situation has changed.

- &

Ha
* . Academics pursue theoretlcal questlons in-one
reward setting. - Practltloners pursue’ practlcal

‘ a@m* equestlons in another.

Both represent chulatlve

knowledge bases, linked by examples of problems
flowing from practije,to academe, and by results
3from theory flowing in the opposite direction.

‘:i .

“\In~thefconsultant's view, evaluation is just

‘coming to'this'point

il

of separation.and there is

- 1‘8- - 26 ‘
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con management, Evaluatlon will probably remain the

3.3 Trends in-§EA‘Evaluation_

< understandably some reluctance on the,part of the

people involved to lose touch with "the other side".

However, it will probably be better for all Xy

concerned when ‘the two groups have distinct

_ identities and a degree of mutual respect that

sometimes appears to be lacking at the present.

Such a separation represents . a responsibillty

and an opportunlty for SEA ev:;::tors/jo develop.a

body ofprofessional expertise approprlate‘to their

setting. : \ - . ,
, , i \\\\‘\ ‘ 7

<y Y
1

k]

N v
- -
*

To predict the future of SEA evaluation is.highly-
speculatlve, but from ‘the perspective developed in
this study’ posslble dlreotlons of developme tj
suggested., ' '

- - |3 ' X 13

n be

The role of evaluatlon in. supportlhg SEA long .range,’
or strateglo, plannlng will decline since this is L.
11kely t6 remain a permanently underdeveloped olLent Lo
,area, SEAs suffer such abrupt changes of SinaI -
prlorlty and fundlng levels that any - strateglc posture
can be obsoleted almost overnight, and consequently
SEA management tends 1o be pragmatic in approkch, not
often glven to plannlng beyond the‘next budge . .
" Evaluation will therefore lose one.of its earlier
«~ claims to glamor. As the new paradigm becomes more
aocepted, it will become olear that evalggtlon is one
of a number of support functions available to SEA

.

4nternal SEA' authority on field data collection.

Lo 2y




This role in understanding and designing feedback

system$ represénts an important contribution to SEA

/. management that is not presently duplicated by other
SEA staff units, and consequently may represent a
stable long term role for the evaluafion unit.

! T »
. . ~
[

Costs ard response time will cause the reduction of

ma jor research stu&les to a minimum,- except for those
* needed by ex1st1ng or proposed categorical programs'. '
With the advent of block grants there will probably

be 1essvof,these. oo
! .

-
-

&

_ Costs and response time @;ll also favor the growth
of the DP/MIS component of 'evaluation act1V1ty at the
expense ‘of the research study component. This mirrors
'the’way in which DP/MIS has’ come to dominate OR/MS in
‘organizational influence and investment. The growth,

* of the ﬁP/MIS component may initially be masked by its .
greater efflclency ThlS irony comes about because
although 1t may be d01ng more and more,fonce systems )
are set up and runnlng, costs are small, and even fall

'along with falling hardware costs. A secondary effect
of the growth of. operatl nal systems, however, is
-"malnteﬁancejdrag" which affects both software and
_procedures, and fhich further reduces resources for
major discretiomary studies. .

*

The actual organlzatlonal role of evaluatlon w1ll

depend upon .individual SEA management. Some unlts will
remain independent, others be absorbed by program ~~
:management, others merged into an expanded DP
operatlon,'and yet others take over the department's
4pp act1V1tleS. L ’

[ 4
~

X 28

/




While differences will alwayS remain, not least .because

_-of size, the consultant believes that evaluation

activities will eventually condense into two clusters:

' an evaluation systems analyst role working closely

/ with integrated database sygtems (sometimes engaging
in major studies or.data collection design projects),
and a consulting role, both internall& and for LEAs
and legislative clients. -

~
A\}J

G

- To expand upon the first of these roles, an.evaluation
systems analyst may be compared to other applications
sysfems‘analysts in data processing, e.g., financial,

+ retail, engineering systems analysts. The resulté
of their work is to cause a comguter system to support
some real world activity. They know enough about the,

- ° “activity itself to be able to think in terms of the

’ t system's impact on it, and encugh about computing to

understand how to structure the data prdcessing
..requirements for effective implementation. They are
concerned with what information goes into the system,

) where it comes from, what databases are maintained, '

" and what reporﬁing or enquiry facilities are needed.

-
-

As in all jobs, there will be a range of seniori

and emphasis. Some will work closeiy with compufers,

other® with the design of data collection schemes. for

specifié evaluations. - Some w1ll be entry level )
pos1tlons, and others will be senior tEChnlcal staff.. -

- ¢

e

Staffing w1ll reflect the growing matuyrity of the
flelda- First generatlon staff, the staff of the flrst
ten years, typically have a variety of backgrounds.
Second generation staff will have college backgrounds
in evaluation. However, because of the likelihood of

-

¢ »
L]

®
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3.4

a growing separation ®étween academe and practice;
college trained evaluators may take some time to settle

in to the practitioners' world. " o ’

A more Specific problem with staffing is related to

-the fact that’ evaluation has the four -components
mentioned above. The personal skills and temperament
required for each are different ranging from precision
and methodological sophistication in the case of
research analyseg, to the more pragmatic, results-
oriented approach of expert assistapce. In some
cases, this majp lead to tension between the quest for
technical excellence'and“the desiﬁe~§o'provide effective
help promptly.” In large SEAs, #his may be alleéviated
by the fact_thatistaff numbers will permit some degree
of specialization. * In small SEdAs ,f however, a degree
of versatillty will be required. If the trends
outlined above da take place, then thede considerations
will be less relevant, since the skills .and temperament
required for systems analysis and consulting are-more
similar. ’ | ) ) .

Intervention'by the Program :
, '

In the light'of the above, the question arises as to
what the Program c¢an do to bring about constructivee
developments in the SEA evaluation field. There are
at least three different types of strategy, and each.
leads to a number of recommendations in the next
section.

sy .
(a) Clarification. Work to clarify the picture

proposed here of a new paradigm underlying-SEA

.

!
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evgluation, iie., thajeof a management support
function, so that it/can provide a realistic
basis for cooperatife activities by all parties

corfcerned.
-y

L]

L

‘(b) Suéplz side:helg. Work to build up the .
. capability of the evaluation unit to offer.
sServices to the SEA, through tools, techniques,
meetings, etc. . ) 7
(c) Demand side help., Work to develop an,unders%and-
ing among SEA cliehts and top management of the
role and value'of evaluation in leading and
- manéging an SEA today. This-miy seem somewhat
out of scope, but the cOncept of demand-pull can _
ar o .be'as important in devéloping services as the more
traditional supply-push. The support of the state.
superintendent of education will d¢ more for the
role of evaluation in an SEA than the latest
X techniques.




A

4, RECOMMENDATIONS : ) \(
H .

Recommendatjohs to the Program arising from the study
.are given below, divided into three groups, reflecting
the different intervention strategiee outlined at th%

end of the last section.

b.1 clarification P
. S ' ‘ i

(a) Clarify and validate the propesition that the basic
paradigm underlying SEA evaluation is changing,
along the lines outlineé above, and work towards
its acceptance by the various parties ‘involved.

"(b) Related to this, develop a model of SEA management
and function, differentiated into, say, three size
groups. This would include policy and program .-
development, decision making, legislative and
‘executive relations, budget.preparation, and key
information flows. While reasonably comprehensive

. in general, the model would focus on developing a

- representation of the role of evaluatign in SEA
3ffa1rs.

(c) Develdp from these a number of detailed calse
studies reflecting a range of practical
evaluatlon requlrements i
These could serve as the basis for
research in academe, for sharing approaches betwken
practltloners, and for di&cussing information needs
with cllents. They would be more detailed than (.

me of the case, studles appearlng in the literature.

;-

ic environments.

=
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4.2 Supply Side Hel , \ S ¢

+ pg -

(a) Extend the work of the Research on Evaluation
Program into a more detailed review of the scope
of SEA evaluation units and: their activities, .
trends, job descriptions, inter-unit relations, etc.

(b) Develop a taxonomy of evaluation methodologies
organized by such attpibuteé as response time, .
accuracy, cost, resporident burden, etc. Be

-realistic on any limitations. Identify profile

-of des%red methodologies, i.e., gaps in the

.taionomy, and TommlsS1on research to fill the
o0&t importang,gaps.

(c) Consider a metaphor study to explore:the marketing/
market research metaphor further, as a resource
service for SEA ewaluation units, rather than as a
‘means of exfending methodology.

. /7 '

(d) Carry out a study to examine the information
systems that SEA units are developirig with
attention toycapability, cost, hardware,

transferability, etc. . : i
. - ) .

(e) Organlze peer group meetings for evaluators on
-spec1flc topics to share experience. These would
. be working meetings. . A newsletter, -occasional ' :
Journal, or information exchange might also be

organlzed. - : :




4.3‘Demand Side Help —

“f

Y

o

(a) Develop detailed life cycle studies,of policy

(b)

(c)

and program development in order to identify the
potential role of evaluation, as a means to helping
clients perceive this role. -

Carfy,oux gome kind of market research enquiry
into clients' needs for evaluation, perhaps using
the Delphi technique.

Organize peer group meetings for program managers
and top policyﬁakersu even state superintendents
(different meetings), addressed by presfigious
experts on information and management, e.g., Peter
Drucker. These would require careful preparation,
choice of location, and personal invitation from
the Director pf NWREL.

s

>
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A. EVALUATION PRACTICE IN SEAS
-t -
" This appendix describes evaluation practige in SEAs
as the consultant has come to understand it in the
course of the study. It is based mainly upon
materials provided by NWREL, 3s well as visits to a
number of ‘SEAs, and will probably contain little new
to those familiar with the subject.
R ' This description is selective, ref{;ctingzthe special =~
interests of the study. That descriptions of
evaluation are frequently, perhaps inevitably, -
. selective has been amply documented by the metaphor
' series of reports sponsored by NWREL during the last
few years, e.g., Guba (1979), Page (19?9){ The
present study is one more example of how the cénceptual
framework and analytical tools of the reporter influence
what is perceived as s1gn1flcant in the field, and how
: 1t is described and structured. (What is-sought
ideally, of course, is an approach to evaluation which
has substantial, and lastlng,xexplanatory power and
the ablllty to suggest and support constructlve
strategles in the fleld. .
SEAs are organizations intermediate in the public )
. education hierarchy, between the federal éovernment,
actlng through the US Department of Educatlon, and
! '  local districts. They have relationships .with each
of these levels, as well as with their own state -
/ légiélatures at state level. TThese relationships

may be summarized as follows: - ‘ .
. B _ ) J
- federal relationships: SEAs are .responsible j
to igé USDE for the funds flowing into the ,
- 28 -36 A I :
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' state for specific péograms, e.g., Title T;

o, e e e e e v = wean 2

- state relationships: SEAs are responsible’
to the state legislature, often through an
intermediéry state school board, for
managing the state educational enterprise,
_to the extent that the SEA has an effective -
leadership and/or control function in the
state; and .

- local district relationships: SEAs have an
oversight role, often on behalf of state
and federal funding sour;gE, to see that
funds are spentias intended and education 0
'is carried out to appropriate standards, .
as well as a technical assistance role and
a policy or guidance role.

None of these relationshlps, however, are strictly
execut}ve, in the sense of one level having the power
to control lower levels by dlrectlon, but there are
implicit sanctions through funding that can be
strongly influential. It should be noted that
altnough the federal relatloﬂshlp is highly visible
and has influenced evaluation deeply, only a relatively
small ambunt of funds for education actually come
from federal sources.

SNL
For ali practlcal purposes, evaluation in SEAs in 1ts
present form dates. from 1965 and the passing of the
Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act (ESEA). This
increased significantly the amount of money flowing’
into states from federal sources for education, and

brought with it’moﬁe than corresponding requirements

29 - ’
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for, evaluation “and accountability 'or monitoring.
T 0n~the one hand, the WOrth of fﬁé_féﬁéféimifééf§ﬁ§wd
had to be established in relation to the national
pollcy arena, and on the other  hand, the money had
to be shown to be spent appropriately to the intent
of the program planners. In the language of
- evaluation, outcomes and process were both to be
evaluated. '

»

It should be noted that 1965 was also the year in
which Robert McNamara's Programming, Planning and
Budgeting System (PPBS), originally instituted in the
Department of Defense, was promoted more widelyﬁg% an
aid to effective public manageﬁent in general.
Evaluation, as originally conceived, and PPBS shared
the same utopian rationalist expectations, which many
now believe to have been 1nappropr1ate. The mood of
the timés has changed. . ”

hY
©

Most of the states now have evaluation units or
departments with specific staff designated as )
evaluators. However, there is a great difference
between states in s%ch'matters as:

-~ \the title of the unit.- some combination
0 research, testing, e'lluatlon, planning,
a countability may be used;

- the size of the unit, which maj range from
0 to 70+; and

-

-~

- contracting practice, ranging from mostly‘w//

inside to mostly outside. ,
(Caulley and Smith, 1978) T
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Perhaps size is the most imporﬁant factor relating
to competence, and it is n urprising that this

should vary considqrabiy, from SEAs.that are
- feluctantly forced by the federal requirements to
some minimal level of evaluation, to those that pride
themselves on greater sophistication than the federal
guidelines. This range of skill has been described’ -
g in Boruch and Cordray (1980, pp3-13,1l4) under the

headings of exemplary, compliance-oriented and
emergent SEAs.

o . \

o Evaluation units perform services for a number of

. different clients, for a variety of purposes:

' - federal government: these evaluations are _ -
required by law, and are often specified in
some detail. . They are intended to provide
the federal government with information on -

a the funded programs from a variety of points

i of view, e.g., descriptive, summative,

| outcomes/impacts; : N

o \ - stateﬁ;ggislaturé?}may direct evaluations

\ to be performed both to inform policy

[ making activities and fo monf%or_new 5.

programs,’ sgmetimes going direct to -SEA

evaluation unit staff, without going through

e
-

the SEA administration; B ‘.
]\ . +
\ ( - SEA_top management: both in response to
1% external requirements and in response to
§ its own  autonomous development of policies
L and initiatives, requires the support of -
the evaluation.unit in providing specific .
' information and analyses;
: : [
™ . =31 :
Q
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- SEA

oggggmmanagers. %hese nﬁgyire RN

”“EGEIG% ion agS1stance to dlscharge their!
Pprogram management responsibilities, both
w1th1n their own offlces, and in order to
show_ fundlng agencies (both state and

federal) how the money'is spent; and
- . ] ‘ . 5(
- local districts: these require technical N
assistance in carrying out local %evaluations,
both for ‘their own purposes, as well as to
meet requirements arising from state of ., .

or federal funding. ~ \\\

-, N
Crew

»

Although these appear to be neat and clean dlstlnctlons,
visits o actugl SEAs showed the consuitant that SEAs
are complex organizations without strong organlzatlonal
boundaries, and evaluation units are caught up in a )

variety of clientirelationships which can. exert o
extremely taxing pressure onﬁ$Valuafion staff. gy
\*ablt .

Turning to what evaluators actually do, evaluation is
sometimes treated as a monolithic, indivisible activity.
This is not the case in practice, and a number of ‘ -
distinct activities are performed in providing the
services above. This fatt makes a single definition
of evaldatiogi such as many. writers propose, a mis-

" leading ‘goal, since such definitlons.teﬁd to reflect

onky a subset of the field of evaluation practice.
These activities include: . ..

¥
.

/’“? research analyses: such as special analyses, o~
enquiries,  studies, which ‘entail some study
design, data collection, analys and
reporting. .These are mainly oiz of a kind

=32 - 40 ‘ 77" ~ Yo
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Serving either some higp,levef prospective -
activity; e.g., policy and planning, or R
soﬁe'previously mandated requir ment for - /
‘retrospectiVe evaluation; ééf ‘ '
- infcrﬁafion.s stem activiti®s: such as *
the deéelopment of, sjstems‘giving information - ,1
. on school operations, test sco}es, etc.,
that can be used to generate perlodlc

reports, as well as respond to on-demand

%

LY ‘

) questlons; < - i
4’ .- testfngr,the actual méﬁagement of a festing‘. . a
oo brog;ém, from requirements to actual results;
. T . . — .
N ) L @.nd I . ' ' - # ; ,"
- E - expert a381stancez Tor example, éﬂ%lce to ’ ’ >

\local districts on test;ng, testimony to a -
. leglslatlveccommlttee, inputs to SEA pblicy
I _de,velcpmeni:, etc. . _ _ .t /

\’ ¥ - . R

_As in the case of types of. clrent above{ these may be
somewhat. too exact to be used without some’ quallflcatloQ;
Nevertheless, they do seem to span the range of agtiv-
-ities. that evaluation unlts perform,.and are used as s
indicators of that rangepln the course of -the study.

In practice, as might be expected there is some
overlap_between,them. For example, testlng may
result in data being fed into an jnformation system,

or expert- aSsgstaﬂce may 1nvolve advice on a research

"y

analy81s for an SEA colleague. ) IR
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In the evaluation literature a number of issues are
currently being discussed.

S~ 4

These inelude:

- whether the dominant realities of evaluation
are political or technical.. In the former
point of view, evaluation is intimately part
of the political process and its success
will be partly political. In the latter
case, methodological and communications

7 improvements will lead. to success. These

contrdssing v1ewp01nts ‘are 1llustrated by

- \two recent national ‘studies, Rand (Pincus,
19809 representing the pol%tlcal reality
and Northwestern University (Boruch and
Cordray, 1980) thestechnical. - .
. . /"

- closely related to these is the notion of
some methodological grail,-which, when

. discovered, will lead to an educational

utopia. This grail is generally assuyped .
to be some form of advanced social science
) reseéich'methodplogy. t ’ (\‘
S

- there'is also concern over the impact of
evaluatlon studies on policy and decision
makers, a feeling that it is too low, and
should be higher. /This overlooks -the
threat of change that serious evaluatlon
poses to program managers and policy

e~ makers alike.
«~ enough dif;icultyfg%%ting agreement on

olitical grounds, and do not particul%riy

ant to have their investment in compromise

These people often have

and negotiation put atsrisk by consideration

| -

r
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of new information from retrospective
- s
evaluations. These are.consequently

treated as pro fgéma reports, and should
‘not be ‘expected to have impact.

In reviewing the literature provided by the
\
consultant has some additional obser tojmakez

N

-~

- scope of evaluation: there appears to be
some confusion over the scope of evaluation
as the term is used ithhe‘literature, ey -
does it really include testing or information
\L_ systems, or are these lesser activities
reluctantly carrled out by evaluators, whose N
primary calling is researchs;

- autonomy/organizational role: what can.be

inferred from the writings-of some evaluators,
especially in relation to limited impact on
policy, is that they conceive themselves as .
having a certain professional autonomy to do
research on their own initiative in order to
prov1de input and guldance (even direction)

to polley makers;

24

[

./ - .rates of change: a factor additional to th;gl;///
political nature of:the evaluator's enviro
~ -w—— _ _ ment is the rapid rate of change in policies,
program goals, 'guidelines, social eipect-
ations, etc., not to mention staff and
. organizational change. These changes
occur with a rapidit§ that approaches and
" sometimes is faster than the timescale
required to carry odt rigorous e#aluatiops.ﬂ . ™

/
.
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In the limit, ‘this timescale factor can
make evaluations almost 1f'relevant to
decisions; and _"

- * d . 7
\ v

©

-

robustness of evaluations: as these factors.
are taken intovaooount together with the

. presence of a good’ deal of env1ronmen'bal
noise, “that is, extraneous fa‘ctors of

var:.ous klnds, and the often adversarlaﬂ.
nature o{ polloy maiklngﬁscussmns, it is

a. matter of questlon wh er or not it is ’
in fact possible to do robust e\(aluatlons
.today, that is, evaluations: whgge results
oa;nnot be sucoessfully challehged. l If this

is the case, it should glve evalugtors
B some sg-lous concern.
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B. METAPHORS FROM MANAGEMENT

The aim of this sectidn is to describe and discuss
some metaphors that may prdve helpful in understanding
present evaluation practlce, and  in supportlng
' constructive developments in the future. These
///<ﬁétaphprs relate to evaluation at two levels:
. supply metaphors, relatlng to evaluatlon as

a supplier of services; and o

s

- demand metaphors, relating to the SEA and
. evaluatlon unit's clients, who play the
* role of customers for the unit's services.

Iin considering metaphors from'manageﬁent the very
real q%;stlon of differences between bus1ness and
ernment arises. One treatment of management that
tries to provide a single perspective for viewing
these two contexts is Buchele, {1977). This is also
of interest because of his*stfong advdcacy of systems
management, with its emphasis on feedback and infor-
9 mation, which is quite relevant to the SEA context.
However, SEA policy maklng is qulte unlike business
. strategic plannlng, due, to the rapld change possible,
in fynding and gogls 1mposed by external forces, e.g.,
."the state legislature.
. ’ ;o j )
Two readable writers on’ the sydtens apphoach are
Churchman_(1968), who gives a balanced treatment of
\\;havsyqte approach that is’aware of the social -

complexity of the real world, and Boguslaw (1965), '«

\

who criticizes some of the utoplan tendencies of the
early systems analysis movement.

-

e
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B.1 Supply metaphors ' ) aa

B.1.1 Metaphors for ;esearch analyses & .

-
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As remarked in the preceding secfion, evaluation

is not a monolithic activity, but has a number of
distinct elements in practice (even if "pure"
evaluation is only concerned with the first), namely:

~i %
- research analyses; . -
- information systems;
- testing; and
@

_ - «*%"
expert or technical assjistance, which can
be associated with any of these.

®

GP'
! i El

-

Research analyses are carried oyt by specialist units
of varidus kinds_within’organizgtions.(g These include
a whole family of evaluation methodciogies (Swanson,
1975), ‘some of which can be carried out externally,
e.g., by a consultant for a cllent. Ih fact, a.
'number of these are %the kinds of analyses carried

‘out by 1nternal consulting units in organlzatlons,
e.g., operations research, management audlu, while
others are associdted with budgetlng activities, e.g.,
cost-benefit analysis and programmlng, planning and
budgeting (PPBS), and-yet others w1th_product
optimizing activities, e.g., value analysis/engineering. .
Of, these, operations research has alréady been treated
in the metaphor series of reports (Page, 1979), and
value analysis/engineering is remirfiscent of the

a
- »
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special thrust of formative evaluatfon.

i

' Researcﬁ’analystszare also employed by public organ-
izations in a variety 6f other fields, e.g., budget
analysis, policy analysis, ’ Another example of a
research analyst is the library or information
analyst. Market researchténalysts may conduct
original redearch analyses or routine surveys.
Investigative journalists also function in a .similar

way without the organizational background, see, for
examﬁle,'the metaphor series of reports (Guba, 1979).

These research analysts are“characterized'by

- specialized training and skills, theirs is technical

work, not managerial or administrative. . They carry

. out ad hoc studies rather than routine activities,

and are coricerned w1thaqu§stlons of methodology. -

The most suggestive metaphors are those of operations .
research/management. science (OR/MS) and marketing/
market research. These are,discussed at greater

length below.
. . '
. . ?
(a).Discussion of the OR/MS metaphor. - OR/MS, as well

as more general forms .of consulting, have special
requirements in _performing services for management.
These include the negotiation of workable spec-
ifications for tasks, good communlcatlons (both in
mutually conS1stent views of what is being asked

-~ for by management as well as in clear, timely

" reporting), and mutual education. Manaéement' ' .
should be kept abreast of the kinds of realistic
methodological capabilities that OR/MS has to
deliver results with, and OR/MS should understand

what the organization's goals are and how they
- - J N b

- . . d . / f;‘
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are being pursued. When it commits
resources to tasks, OR/MS is respons1ve to
management's spbnsorlng authorization. OR/MS
staff should not indulge in private projects,

nor believe 'that their 'technical expertise in

some way makes them superior to general management.
Nevertheless, an explicit awareness of this support-
service role need nof rob OR/MS staff of high
professional aspirations and conduct.

From what the coﬁsultant has been‘able to learn(
of evaluation, it seems that good.evaluation

- should share many of the characterlstlcs of- good

OR/MS practice 1npthe4area_effdeallng with clients.
In general, seeking good communication with clients
seems to be acknowledged as a goal, although one

that is not always aehleved in practice. However,

there is some (implicit) reference in the liter<®
ature to the professional autonomy of the evaluator
in initiating studies, which violates the essential

‘support role. It is not surprising that such

studies lack impact.’

It tdkes time, both staff time and elapsed time,
to carry out analyses.. If requirements or
activities are changing rapidly, then long
running projects cannot be undertaken. If the

,env1ronment 1s noisy, that is, there are many

extraneous factors, then methodologles that rely
upon exact data will not work. The OR/MS
professional responds to limitations inherent

in the context of- the study by selecting an

. . . {
economlc and appropriate methodology capable of
giving results .on tine. If none appear to be

13

- Lo -




%

—

available, he advises management, but does not
necessarily expec% the organization to stop
functioning until one is developed, or for‘iong
enough for ong_to be applied. .
In some evaluation literature, in contrast, there
appears to be the assumptidn'that methodology comes

programs that existing methodology can_analyse,
This is hot a position %hat SEA evaluators can °
afford, even if appropriate to academe. On the
other hand, there is some truth to this position,

a variant of "do not promise what you cannot
deliver". In the case of the SEA-progrgE_manager
preparing his budget, the caufi&n is ."do Hot
promise what your evaluation unit;gannot docufér?t".

‘In the‘same_direation, a mature field of applied

professional skills, such as OR/MS, knows that r
the gulf slowly widéns between academe and the real

world.  The academic view of the subJect is pure,

exact, permlttlng sophisticated methodologles in
51mp11f1ed and abstracted settings.  The real
world is pragmatic, oriented towards useful results
rather than theoretical purtiy, and.constrained by
time and cost. In the same way,. professional '
evaluators do not do the same kind of work as
academic evaluators, and should not regard the
writings of the latter as prescriptive. On the «~
other hand, the Tatter should not feel slighted

by thls, since each has their own legltlmate field
of endeavor. Ideally, feelings of mutual respect

should obtain between academics and practitioners,

. but, from experience in other fields, this is easier

gaid than realised. .

"-.,\ ¢ "”’1-
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‘(b) Discussion of the marketlng/market research metaphor.
§ In contrast to OR/MS, marketlng functions are more
1 closely integrated into an organlzatlon s mainstream
and central planning. ' Marketing s€aff work '
clésely with production and finance to assure
that the right amount of the right pfoducts are ~
produced at the right time and the right cost.,
They are concerned with the consumption of existing
services as well as planning for new.ones through
needs assessment. They carry out comparative
studies to find out ways of improving products ’
and services. Their situation difféfs from
evaluation, however, in the existence of revenue
in the business environment as a conérete meagure B
of worth.

©

Thé concept of marke% segementation ééems a key
one for evaluators and educétors generally.
How does one decide to spllt up student populatlons

" into distinct groups to be served by dlfferent ' .
programs?  How does program effectlveness depend '
upon. the number of segments? e

Looking at the central role of marketing, ;Laluators‘ !l
may be able to learn from the way im which marketing
inputs are w1dely used 1n organizational decision

" making, and how they are able. to deliver effective
inputs from the ‘same messy env1ronment, within the .
dlSClpllned schedule of the organlzatlonal plannlng
cycle.




/ organization as to what R

\J

B.1.2 Metaphors for information systems .
Data processing and management information systems
(DP/MIS) are now integrally part of any modern
organization. DP/MIS is, like educational.evaluation,
a relatively young acti&ity, with first practical
applications of computers dating from the mid 1950s,

and the MIS movement from the mid 1960s. MIS is
characterized by the ability to devélop, maintain
and exploit a database of information relevant to
the organization'é activities and responsibilities.
Over the years the emphasis in DP’has moved away from
~\g_\hoc projects with short life to the systematic
development of long running applicatlons, based- upon
a growing database of machine readable information.

-

Mathis (1976), Rasp (1930) and Cronin (1980) all
describe how évaluators deploy such systems,- within
their own organizational contexts. .
+  DP capacity planning is part of any serious planning
) _at the-organizational 1eveY, since it is now clear
. to all concerned that all applications take machine
and staff resources, and future applications mist
be planned for. Of course, if the organization's
requiremeﬁts‘change faster than the typical applications
development cycle, then DP can no longer give current
- support to the organization and there will be a degree
of waste in the applications that become obsolete
before the investment in their development can b4
k recovered., N

+

DP/MIS departments have gome role in educating their

current technology can
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4 . .
achieve, i.e., what is possible. H%wGVar, they do

" not indulge in independent research (except in the

"

very largest and then budgeted in advance), but
develop specific applications for specific clients
after careful cost-justification:

Because DP/MIS is a new organizational function, there
is an awareness that there is a degree of development
associated with-it as a field, as well as within any
particular organization. This has been described by .
a stage model (Strassman, 1976) in which four distinct
stages are identified:

- initiation, characterized by interest and
" excitement in the novelty of DP;

- expansion, characterized by demonstration ' .
. - of applications in a variety of organizational
settings;

4

- control,'characterizedﬂby a desire to manage
a variety of DP proaects more- efflclently,
a narrow, bottom - llne approach and

- maturity, characteriZed by the management -
of DP as an effective contributor to the
organization's purposes, a key resource
component for long range planning, and a
broaiE::Pottom-llne approach.

Thé longer DB/MIS has been active in an organization,
the greater will be the volume of applications software:
and databases. In turn, the maintenance requirements
will rise, competing for scarce DP/MIS staff.time that RN

L3
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can be applied to new developments.' Thus, 1ong term
maintenance “E;ag" a phenomenon that is rece1v1ﬁg
considerable attention in the computing world.

. ¢ '
More recently, as an outgrowth from the,MIS movement,
there has been the desire to develop better aids to -
decision-making than MIS typically provide. This
effort is known by the name "decision 'support systems",
and is aimed at taking what is known in advance about
the structure of the decision and developing computer
models working with relevant databases 4o prov1de a
more dntimate and- powerful support than is poss1ble
with a general purpose database and an enquiry
language. Thls represents an interesting move to
narrow the gap between the ad hoc and the routine
information system, .and clearly may represent an idea
of relevance to’ evaluation. Decision suppert systems
are well described by McCosh and Scott.Morton (1978)K\\”

Discussion of the DP/MIS metaphor. DP/MIS is only a
little older than}SEA evaluation. Its role within
organizations during this time has changed a great

deal, and this chengefhas been described by the

stage model above. It seems likely that SEA evaluation,
at ledst that element that is concerned with, information
systems, will pass through some similar progression of
stages. There is an 1nherent, eXperience=based
learning curve, compounded of both organizational ,

and technical factors, which probably cannot be

speeded up. This appreciation should make us more
patient-when considering the .effectiveness of evaluation
within SEAs. Time will bring incregsed maturityt
Something of this may be already seen in the evolution

- b5 - . | ,
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- of the scope of evaluationkunits in some SEAs. '
. hald 5 .o -4
/ A maior'isspé in many organizationg has been the
relationship betweén OR/MS and DP/MIS. In the early .
days, OR/MS tended to have.the lead, because th o
were there first, and had the technical skills to\\\§ .
operate the early computers. Progressively, noweve' '
DP/MIS has become the dominant service in mos . }.
oréanizations. * Reasons for this includeé Such things
as the highly visible investment in hardware, the - M
desire to use prepared information to answer urgent ‘ \
ques®ions rather than ad hoc studies, and the initial
-capture of data in machine readable form from the
. operational environment, rather than having to pay’ . «ﬂ\
- extra for’its later entry into o?e management system.

=i
T e,

&

. For reasons such as these, it gééps likely to the
consultant that the information ystems component of
the. evaluation function will come to dominate the
analy31s and survey components. : Thls may lead to a
forced reappraisal of individuals' career goals and Vo * .,

. [
I . .

their relative importance to the SEA .
{ * \ ) - ."{ “ -
. / ’ The ‘leadership of the DP/MIS function in organizations -
/ » =18 'another issue of interest by analogy to gvaluation. t\ N
/ There 1s some controversy over wheﬁher or not this ,'
[
/

e

should ber 2 person of general managament orlentatlon,
- ‘ or a technical expert. Technical expertlse is
‘ increasingly-&esé~important. . More impoxtant is an
understanding of, the goals of the é/;anization and
the ability to dellver serv1ces to support management
in reaching these goa}s. This may suggest that the
) "~ leadership of SEA evaluation units (larger ones, Fhat
is, sinoe smaller onesépay need all the technigal &

»
’ -~
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expertise that they can gety will pass into the hands

©of general managers, espec1ally in those cases where ' )
1nfofmatlon ystems become dominant as foreseen above. ' .
v - One factor which may ‘work against this move is the ,
fact that the top echelon of management in an SEA is
either elected or gppointed, and may not have skills
of a general management nature adequate to taking
» 7. over and running an evalu unit without its own | :
traditional technical leadership.-
W B . | ]
DP/MiS‘gs-also committed to systematic capability ¢r
+ resource plannlng, integrated with other planning
L activities & the’ organlzatlon, both in the short ard
.. long. term. This grows out of the ;ncreas1ngly BN
1nd1spensé%le role that-it plays in orgag;zatlonal
effectiveness. It seems likely that some components
of SEA evaluatlon will ecome :to practlse similar ‘ !
planning as they become more 1nt1mately part of
effebsﬁve SEA operaflons. and are perceived as such.

. . o, %
. ?‘- R ; ,
4

B.1.3 Metaphors for testing . | o T e

-

14

ééﬁ@ A mimber of different disciplines erigage in durveys.
,These-jpoiuae public opinipn polling Specialists,
and market researchers. These correspond roughly to

the testing act1V1ty that is often part of avaluation.
@

Tgpée activities are characterlzed by a degree of
routine appllcatlon of some enquiry tool, e.g., a’‘
questlonnalre, statlé'hcal questions of sampling

size, populatlon homogenelty, reliability, confidence
limits, and go on. Because of the degree of routine,
results may¥be aCCorded a significant role in decis%gp

+
4

. e
. : - .
.
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- ‘and so this metaphor does not really extend our under-

‘ 3
making in advance, s;nce there is prior, experience of
the form of the results and thelrhpast utlllty.

I . . A
Discussion of the survey metaphor.4- The main point

-that arises from this metaphor is that‘slnce surveys

are not ex01t1ng, state of the art activities in .
°  general, but rather routine in nature, a premium will

be pl@éed on value for money, i.e., efficiency. g \J>\<

]

B.1.4 Metaphor for expert assisjence .
The expert or technical assistance component of SEA -
¢ evaluation activity is a form of consulting.  This
can range over a wide variegy of 'subjects and levels
of effort.: ° Consulting is therefere a metaphor for B
‘ekpért assistance, but the"two are almost synonomous, .

standlng of evaluatlon. It will not be dlspussed ’
further. , . 5 ' : .

A

B. 2E ema nd Metaph

The two main metaphors here have to dq with, the

varlety of managerial decision making on the one handg, .
and the wnecessity of information feedback from the -, i
field on. tHe other. Although closely related, they
have“differeﬂ¥ emphases.

\
.- - .
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B.2.1 Decision making categories —/ \
Anthony (1965) .introduced the classic distinction of
- - management decisions as falling into the categories of:

~

- operational control;
- management control; and

- = strategic pldnning. .
Lucas et al {1974) discuss this framework along with
related approaches of Simon and Scott Morton. Simon
uses the terms intelligence, design, choice to .describe
decisipn making at the broadest level, dnd Scott.Mortdn)
emphasizes the degree of structure in a decision,
speaking of structured, semi-structured and unstructured
decisions. The information systems that support each
of these classes of decision will be different, and
~  this is reflected in the literature and practice of
s, B .

it

~

In actual fact, these three decision categories are
not.absolutely, distinct, but tend to form a continuum

in practice. . Anthony describes a number of information
characteristics for each of the categories., These

are shown overleaf. '

Evaluaﬁioﬁ, broadly considered, may support each of °
these~“types of decision making, but not in the same

way. Purther, because of the SEA setting, strategic
planning is not such a clearly defined activity as it is
in business, because of' the difficulty of developing
and applying coherggé strategy in an extremely

>

- 49 - 5




A

’
-

3. frequently
reporited

k., historical °
data i

" 5. internally
gener%ted

; |

6. very accurate

\l\\\

repetitive

™ .
8. often non-
financial

v

organization's
regularly
reported

historical and
predictive data

mostly -
internally
gererated
accurate within
decision bounds

éxception
reporting

mainly
financial

- 4 ! .
- Information reduirements for decisions in:
. Oberatiopal Management Stfategic 7//
. . control’ ‘control” planning
1. &ery'detéiiéd moderately .. aggregate
data ® detailed data data
2. related to a ﬁslated to related to
specific task achievement of eStablishing .

broad policies
infrequently
feporfed

v _
predictive data

externally

; 5
generated

accurate in
magnitude only
unique to problem
be¥ng considered

often non-
financjal

+

The Anthony Framework

LY
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B.2.2

o

changeable environment. Additionally, operational'
control is more likely to be practlsed at the local
dlstrlct level than in the SEA. Failure to
distinguish between these different requlrements is
likely to lead to confus1on.

Kling (1986) and Keen (1981) both treat the organ-
izationzal context of 1nformatlon systems in a manner - -
that extends An(nony S rather general categories

to more realistic political environments, such as are
found in SEAs. Research shows, for example, that

much human infcrmation processing tends to be simple,
experlentlal and non-analytic, yet falrly effectlve.
The inféormation dependen01es of SEA management are real,
but not so direct or determining as is sometimes
suggested., )

Feedback Control

-A simple abstract model of information and decision

making has been proposed by Yovits and Ernst (1968),
and discussed in a number of papers since, e.g.,
Yovits et al (1981a,b). This control .systéms model
is highly abstract, but-it does remind us of important

., Teatures of general systems,-including feedback, time .

constants and noise, all of which are relevant t6
considering the systems character of an SEA, within
which the evaluation unit functions. These features
may go some. way to explalnlng'SOme of the_ inherent .
lzmltatlons on what evaluatlon is able to achieve in a -
practical s;tuatlon. "For example, if feedback is not
employed, or if it is embloyed but time cdonstants or’
noise are unfavorable, then the organization cannot
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follow an effective course of action with any

=

confidence. a

¢

-~ ) ’ ’
Another notion presented by this model is that of a
transducer, a means of converting information“from

one medium into another. In a sense, evaluation

acts as a-transducer, or sensor, in extracting
information in useful structure from the unstructured

social environment in which educatidén actually takes
place.

-
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* . €., MANAGEMENT CONSULTING”

&

.. One of the aims of the Program in sponsoring the present

study is to use it as an example of a study carried out
from g management consultihg perspective. This is in
addition to the substantive results of the study.

Therefore it seems useful in this appendlxqto give a

brief description of management consulting, together .
with some sources for further reading... This may be

of interest both to NWREL, which doesa significant

amount of consulting itself, as well as to evaluators,

who, as we have seen, also play a consulting role 1n

their own env1ronment.

[P 3 L ol Ye. ]

Generally, ‘management consultlng 1s concerned w1th
spe01flc assistance given to an organization by an ..

. outside consultant and characterized by extensive

on-siﬁe activity on the part of the consultant,

although the term is often used more broadly. One »
definition, for example, of classi¢ management

consulting reads: v s

"The service provided by an independent and
quallfled person or persons in 1dent1fy1ng*
and investigating problems” concerned with

. pollcy, organization, procedures and methods;
recommending appropriate action and helping
to implement these recommendations."

Reasons for emﬁloying a consultant includes: their
gpecial. skills, the need for intensive professional ,

- help on a temporary basis, or the need for an

intelligent and impartial outside viewpoint.
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The presenf study, thefefore, is not a typical'
management review, since it is indiregt, based in part
upon llterature, with visits to SEAs for field input
and checking of hypotheses. The study has been
sponsored by NWREL, but is concerned with SEAs, who do
not work for NWREL. This naturally limits their

. participation and interest in the study. If the SEAs
themselves had commiséioned the study, at a senior
level, then more time would have been spent with them,
and the results and recommendations would be directed
to them. Howevér, this would not have been the usual
form of a multi- cllent study, which more usually deals
with market research, technology assessment, 1ndustry
proflles, ‘ete.

*

—

: \ ) .. .
As consulting has developed, some firms have come to
specialize, or work in specialized settings, e.g;,
‘business or government, a ﬁartidular‘sector such as
forestry or education, a particular management
function such as marketing or-pérsonnél. Larger
™ consulting firms have divergified extensively to -
include such services as tradltlonal management
consultlng, technical services 1n economics or data
. ppoces31ng,‘executlzgzrecrultmentg training and .-
education, iechnologyuresgarch,capplied research
-Studies, polidy analysis~ and so on. In addition,
ma jor CPA firms have also diversified into management
consultlng, as have also other service companies, such _
’ as, for example,|large computer service.firms. t
Thus management consulting has a degree of breadth and
diversity in practjce which is not always represented
by 'works on the subject. Many of the hallmarks of
good management comsulting practice are shared by

\‘l‘ ' -54-
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other specialized coﬁsulting.services. The most
important of these is the relationship between client
and consultant. This includes the way in which the
the. consulting task’is'specified or negotiated. ahd
the consulting firm‘(or individual) selected, the -
'_Sxpectations,on each side, the maintenance and
'development of the relationship through the peridd of
service, the focus upon mutually, agreed results, the
timely delivery of agreed produc?s (considered in the
widest sense), iﬁg so on. -

.

4

Within the framework éstablishedﬁﬁy a client paying '
real money for a real service, 1.2%, the client p
wants certain results or outcomes for his organization,
features of management consulting that are distinctive
imclude: ' ™ ’

- flexibility of means to achieve ends, i.e.,
the consultant is pragmatic and may select
one of a number of different approaches as
appropriate. There is ro a priori limit-
ation to a specific technique, as in the .
case of hiring a specialized consulting
service;

-.related to this, .the consultant may bring
in additional technical expertise as
required (with the prior agreement of the
client), serving as a kind of knowledge
broker between such resources and the

-

client; o

' * R
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the emphasis upon benefits for the client,

and with the objectives of the client
organization (just what is it really trying
to do?), rather than solely at the unit _/
levél, i.e., a holistic approach to. the-
client; - ’ i . .
a qiagnostic phase of learning, listening,
thinking, prior to developing specific
approaches to achieving solutions;

related to this, the awareness that the
expressed needs of the client may not be,
the real needs, and the ability to uncover

the latter and work towards them within the

¥

w

framework of trust already established;

a desire to produce the maximal beneficial
change for;-the client, which leads to the
advocacy of recommendations that are '
realistic and achievable rather than idealized
and unachievable;

the communication of results through reports,
discussion, presentation, with simplicity,
clarity, and emphasis upon key elements,
with the sole c¢riterion: is it clear to the
client:

a framework which explicitly includes the

. period after service, the client's world

downstream of the final report, when the
changes recommended are likely to come about
and have their effects; and
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- a willingness to continue service into the
- implementation period should ‘the client
‘wish. .
Although these are somé of the features that character-
ize the central practice of managemeﬁt.consulting,
i.e., adrising on, or working with a client to produce,
benef@cial change, most can also be identified in

~the oth;r“types of services that management consulting

firms undertake for clients, such as training or
applied research. '

Despite the importance of ﬁanagement cdnéulting in
supporting the. practice vf business anéi%qvernment.
and often the leading edge of these, it does not have
a correspondingly high level of literature. Much' of
thls is due to the confidential nature of consulting
ass1gnmen y SO that they do not contribute to the
open literature. On the other hand, part may also

be due to the ‘fact that academic facul'ty are often in
competltlon as consultants in the outs1de world, and
are somewhat scornful of the pragmatic and eclectic
approaches employed in the real world. Also,

"the client-centepred approach of the profeSS1onal

consultant is af varlance with the theoretlcal approach
of the faculty member, whose primpaed allegiance is
often, through necessity, to the advancement of
‘knowledge through publication, rather than to client
well -being. ’

+

Having said this, some useful sources include:

- Bell, Chip R, and Nadler, Leonard (eds)
The Client-Consultant Handbook, Houston, TX,
Gulf Publishing Co., 1979.
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- Fuchs, Jerome H. Making the Most of
Management, Consulting Services, New York,

AMACOM (Division of American Management
Associations), 1975. '

- Hunt, Alfpedf“ The Management Consultant,
New York, Ronald Press, 1977. °

- Kubr, M (ed). Management Cdnsu;tigg: 2
Guide to the Profession, Geneva, International.
Labour Office, 1977. . s

Trade associations and professional societies in.the
US include:

- Association of7Consul$ing Managemént el
‘Engineers, Inc. (ACME) -

- Association of Management Consultants

- ;nstitute of Management Consultants

- Society-of E?ofessional Ménagément o

Consultants, Inc.

[y
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D. SEAS VISITED ' ,

© Visits were carried out to three SEAs, ceordlnated
- by the directors of the evaluatlon units:

California. - ' Dr Alex Law

~
Montana Dr William Connett
Washington ) Dr Alfred Rasp, Jr

‘THe consultant is grateful to these dlrectors and
their SEA colleagues for maklng their time so
’ g€enerously avallqble for interview and discussion.

4
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