TOWARD GUIDELINES FOR
CONDUCTING R&D ON THE

SUIDANCE«SYSTEM IMFROVEMENT ASPROACH

Marvin 3. Mandell
and
dasry Zeozeman,
wits the assistance of
Staven Lcoveless

Submizted tv the Develccment Project
Management Center, TAD/O0ICD/USDA.

Yo
3]
(B

May, 1



INTRODUCTION

It is becoming increasingly clear that improvements in the
management Of develcopment pProjects, preograms and policies are
essantial for improving the Guality of life in ceveloping na=
tions,! Indeed, some observers go as far as to sucgest that
"mariagement ls a major, if not the majos constraint, to develcp-
ment performanca” (USAID, 1981: [3). Unfortunately, traditional
approaches to management improvement (e.g., short- and leng-
term tralning) have heen disappeinting in terms of their lasting
effects on developmert management (USAID, 1981). '

Largely in resconse tc the Lrgency of improved Jevelccment
management and the shertcomings ol traditiqnal dpFrcaches to man-

agement improvement, a number cf innovative technolacies for

management improvement have evelved in racent vyears. One such

(42

technology, which has tee:

N gegerated Dy the Development Zroiecs
2

o

Management Centar (DFMC),< is the “Guicance System Improvement
Approach" (GSIA). The GSIA has been applietl in a variety ef
country and sectigral setitings and has shecwn consicersble nromise
fer impreoving develcpment management,

For our purgoses, :there are two key characteristics ¢f :he

(as

GSIA.3 First, the approach is flexidle in two resgects. It is

L1

a2 "lcose-dundled" innovation; i.ev, it consists of a core ¢
components (activities) which adopters can "mix and mateh" to
fit local needs (see Rice and Rogers, 1980; Johnsuen ancd Clark,

1982). Thus, the specific activities taken in cne sit will not



necessasily be the same as those taken in another site in im-

slementing the G3IA. Also, within any one site, the G3IA is

atlcn

n

.;J

acaptive; 3ctions taken during the ccocurse ¢f a GSIA arg
re not necessarily those envisicned prior to the start of that
application. 1In short, while the GSTA czan te sald to te (at
least, potentially) a standard appruach to improving development
management 1n the sense of belng based on an ldentifiable core
of cocmponen®s and underlying principles, it cannot be sald to be

a standard treatment (as the term is used in fcrmal experimenta-

tien) in the sense of being represented bty a single cdetalled
Dlueprint which is fcrmulated in acdvance cf the G3IA applicatioé,
slavishly achered to cduring that application and invariant across
sites (.ee Jchnston and Clark, 1982).

The seccnd kxey characteristic of the GSIA is that implemen-
tation of =he approéch capitéli:e; on its divisibility (Zaltman
et al.,, 1572) =y relying ugcn an inc:emental, "cartiallizaticn"

I

mccde of implementation (see Reothman et al., 1981,

th

or a <iscus-
sicn of partialization). That is, initially an attempt is macde
tc implemant the GSIA Iin only a small segment cf the intended
cverall target system; implementacicn in this small segment is
then followed by an attempt to implement the GIIA in a scmewhat
larger segment of the intenced overall target system; and so on,
until it has been implemented in the entire intended overall
target system.4

Because it is flexible, a hicghly speciflc description of the

GSIA is neither feasible ncr desirable. Hcwever, several charzc-



teristics of the approach, in addition to the two sgecified

above,

l.

4.

Se

S

can be identified. Amcng these are:

it is participative; l.e., site participantis are
given substantlal responsibility for choosing and
carrying ocut interventions;

it focuses on improvements in system performance as
a means of developing “capaclty,“ rather than directly
on capacity;

it focuses on work-teams composed of individuals
within the target Erganization, rather than lsclated
individuals;

it utilizes project management concepis in improving
system performance;

it emphasizes the need for target system members to
learn technical skills by "doing" within the contaxt
in which those skills are to be applied; thus, tech-
nical procadures are integratad with the group dy-
namics in which these procadurus are to be utilized;
it focuses on introducing changes in the "guidance
sub-system" of some unit (as distinct from the pro-
duction, suppert or requlation sub-systems); the
guidance sub-system "coordinates and directs...the

other sub-systems" (PROPLAN/DPMC, 1583).

7o date, little systamatlic research concerning the GSIA has

been conducted. It 1s reascnable ts beliave, hcwever, that,

fh

properly cocnceived and exacutad, applied research can play a
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significant role in increasing the effectiveness anc efficiency
of the GSIA. This report is aimed at providing a fourcdaticn
for cesigning and conducting applled research which will serve
sucn a role. To establish this foundation, we consider tne ways
in which applied research can contribute to the approach reach-
ing its full potential and the forms such ressarch should take
in order to te of maximum effectiveness. In particular, an

integrated applied research system whlch we label a “per<or-

mance-sensing and learning user-suppor: systam® (FLUS3), wil)
- . ,

be cdescribed ancd discussed. As we envision it, a separate PLUSS
would Te develored for each sit in which the G3IA is appited,
As discussed further be;ow, in additicn to sharing commen grin-
ciples of design and Cperation, bcth substantive information and
appropriate research instruments Ceveloped would be exchanged
among the various systems develéped.

information provided by a PLUSS is expected tc be «f use o
a varlety of actors. These actors as a whcle are referred to
here as users, Within the overall set of users, two imper:tant
subsets need to be distinguished, namely: those dlrectly in-
velved in implementing the GSIA within a site, referred :c as

site oartici:antss; and those expected to have a role in future

recurrent adcption decisions within *he target System, referred

to as future tarcet svstem adewntars. QOther Jysers include thosa

called upon itoc suppor: the G3IA in one form er another and thcse

expeclec to have a role in adoption cecisions in Cther tarcet



"systems.

The remalnder of this report is divided into three main
secticns. In the firs:t cof these, some background comcapts and
terminolegy drawn primarily from the literaiure on iancvation,
evaluation and organizaticnal effectiveness are presentacd, Then,
an overview of the desiyn and operation of a PLUSS which 15 appro-
priate for a GSIA applicaticn is presented. In the final section
ef this report, a set of lssues involved in the design and opera=-

tioen of a PLUSS is discussaed in greater cepth,.



SBACKGROUND

INNOVATIOMN: ADOPTION AND REINVENTION

An impertant distinction is drawn in the innovation liter-
ature between diffusion and organizaticnal innovation. The
former refers to the transmission of seme innovaticn through
the population of potential adopters (target syst=ms). Organ-
izaéicnal innovaticn, in contrast,is the process in which an
innovaticn is selectad and implemented in a given target system,
Wnile these two processes are intimately related, our primary
focus here will be on the process of organizaticnal innovaticn.

In light ¢f the two key characteristics of the GSIA spacified
above ("locse-bundled™ and reliance on "partializaticn"), certain
characteristics of the crganizational innovation procass of this
approach are particularly notewoerthy. First, as with other locse-
bundled innovaticns, “reinvention," i.e., the alteration of the
lnnovaticon during the organizational implementaticn procass (Rice
2and Rogers, 1980), is likely to play an especially prominent role
in the adoption of the G3AA. Reinvention (also termed adaptaticn)
is generally viewed as contributing significantly to the continued
use of an lnnovaticn in that it results in both a better £fit with
local needs and conditions and greater commitment to the innova-
tion on the part of those involved in its modification (see
Glaser and 3acker, 1277; Larsen and Agarwala-Rogers, 1577; Rice
and Rogers, 1980; Berman et al., 1975). Calsyn and his associlatss

1977) provide a dissanting view, hcwever. They czntand that while
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reinvention occurs quite frecuently, it tends to sericusly
compremise tne value = the innovation. Rice and Rccers (1SEC)
differentiate planned from reactive reinventlons. While they
limit the latter %to changes in resgonse to sceclfic problems
oczurring during implementation, we belleve 1t is Important teo
recognize that reactive reinvention can occur In respcnse to
unforeseen copportunities as well as in response to unforeseen
problems.

A notewcrithy impllcation of its reliance on "partlalizaticn”
is that the orcganizational innovatlion process fcr the GSIA is a
recurrent, rather than cne-shot, process within a sincle tarces
system., Of particular cocicarn 1s that instead o a single adep-
tion decisicn, adopticn wf the GSIA within a single target system
involves multiple, recurrent cdecisions c¢concersning continuation
(ratention) and internal diffusicn (se= Kimkerly, 1581; walton,
1975), each of which is critical in the sense that 1t can pcten-
tizally prevent full adopticn of the approach within that target
system.

The foregeoing discussion of the nature of the GSIA suggests
three imper+ant functions that a PLUSS should serve., First, Ze-
cause :the approach ls flexible, rather than a standard, rigid
"blueprint," information concerning how actual appiica:ions ot
the GSIA operate is likely to be valuable In helping users dis-
till the approach. Secondly, the expected lmportance of reinven-

tion in the adoption of GSIA suggests that Information wnich can



facilitate this preccess should ke given high priofity N cevel=-
opirng a PLUSS. Third, information concerning the effectiveness
cf the GSIA to date in the target system being considerad should
bBe given high priority. The importance of this functicn stams
frem the pivotal role that recurrent decisions concerning reten-
tlon and internal diffusion play in the overall adoption of this
approach in a given target system and the likely influencas of
perceptions of "effectiveness" in each of these recurren: de-
Ccisicns (see 3aldridge and Surnham, 1575; Zaltman et al,, 13573).
A common feature of these three functions is that they are
aimed at facilitating compoqfnts cf the adoptice of the GSIA
which oczur after the initial acoption Ccecision. Moreover, they
are accomplished by studying applications of the GSIA which have
taken,or are taking, place iz the targat system of concern, In
short, these functions suggest that in crcer ts make a signifi-
cant contribution to the adoption of the GSIA in a gilven target
System, a PLUSS chould concen*rate on monitoring and evaluation,
rathe& than ex _ante analysis. rdowever, as we shall discuss be-
low, conventional approaches to ﬁonitcring and evaluaticn are
not well-suited to the purposes of a PLUSS outlined above and

the nature of the G3IA.

WEAKNESSEZS CF TRADITIONAL APPROACHES TO MONITORING AND EVALUATTON

The major scurce of the deficiencias of ccnventional apprcaches
to moniltoring and evaluation, given the Purpases and feocus of a

PLUSS, i1s that conventional approaches implicitly assume that:



l. a “"bluegprint-type" interventicn is being consicerec;

and

2. &there are strong a oriori assumptions (hyrotheses)

coencerning cause-effect relaticnships, l.e., the tvgpes
and magnitudes of the effects the intervention will
have, i1f properly implemented, and the mechanisms
which will cause these eflects to cccur (Casley anc
Lury, 1982; Cronkach et al., 1981; Johnstén anc Clark,
1882).
While cerzain procducticn technologies (e.c., dams) might satisiy
these assumctions, most managerial techncloglies, in general, anc
the GSIA, in particular, are almost certain to invé&ve censicder=-
ably less structure and more uncerctainty than the above assump-
ticns permit. -

The major weakness c¢f t:adiﬁional aperoaches to menitoring,
given the purposes and feccus of a PLUSS, ls the narrcwness of
such approaches. That i3, traditicnal approcaches to monitoring
tend to concentrate primarily on whetlier the ilntervention is
being ihplemented in a manner that 1s consistent with 1ts design
specifications. Any shortcomings-- i.e., gaps or errors--in the
set of a priori assumptions concerning cause-effect relationships
underlying the intervention as designed which would cause it to

be ineffective area left to be answerad through summative evalua-

tion. Often, hcwever, by the time the summative evaluation is

completacd, L% is tco late toc revise the intarventicn apprcoriatelvy.

Finally, tracditional forms of monitoring generally fall tc pro-

-



vide information which might be useful for oprortuni ty-sensing.
The major weakness ¢ traditional approaches to evaluation,

Given the purrposes and focus of a PLUSS, 1s that such approaches,

for the most part, have an overly limited aim, namely "...eszab-

lishing, with as much certainty as possible, whether or not [a

well-defined]/ intervention is producing its intended efrfects"

(Freeman, Rossi and wWright, 1979: 103). Thus, such approaches

are of little use with respect %o distilling the GSIA and reln-

venticn. Moraover, even with raspect to assessing the effective-
ness of GSIA applications, traditicnal apprcaches te evaluation

tend to be deficlent (for our purposes) in the following respec:s
l. effectiveness is generally viewed in terms of a simgle
geal mocel that ignores a number of important complex=

lties; .

2. the provision of information is not necassarily
consistent with organizational cycles (MeConnel
et al., 1982);'

3. rigor in data collection and analysis is overly
emphasized at the expense of feasibility and
meaningfulness to users;

4. the importance of neoneanalytic inputs into assessing
the effectiveness of an intersvention is not reccg-
nized and the issue of how to intagrata nen-analytic

results 1s not addressad,
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PRCCZSS MCCEL

At the heart of a PLUSS is a site-specific process mccel
of how the GSIA application is expected to werk. Sucn a mecdel
is simply a collection of three tyres of elements--activities,
intermediate ocutcomes (precursors) and terminal outcomes (goals)6

-- which are arranged into a time-ordered, causal secuences of

relaticnships. Let us consider these three tyrces ¢ elamenks in
some cdetail.

in general, an outcome i: some chance in the state or con-
dition of scme system. For our purpcses, it ls useful L2 dis-
tingulish -etween intermecdiate outcomes (precursers) and terminal
cutcomes (goals). A terminal cutcome (ccal) is a change in

state that is intrinsically valuable. A “erminal cutczcme might

-

Se intended or unintended. In most GSIA applications, geals

will refer to develcpment policy objectives such as Srocductivity,
employment, inccme generation and distrilution, heal:ih status

and literacy. 1In some cases gcals might involve the minimizaticn
o scme negative consequence such as envircnmental cegradation.

An intermediate outcome (precursor) is a change in state

which, 1 L% occurs, affects the observer's confidenca thak some
terminal outcome will occur’. That 1s, a precurser is of interes+:
because it ls an'instrumental concltion with respect to some ccal.
A precursor may cZe either external to the G3TA applicaticn in the
sense cf oczurring independently of the G3IA apglication (i.e.,

1% would have oczurred even i{f the GSTA apelicaticn had nct teen
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undertaken) or internal to the G3IA apelication in the sense
of being caused by the GSIA application. An impertans class
¢f precursors in the context of GSIA applications is imnprove-
ments in the "guidance sub-system" of some urnit, e.g., achlieve-
ment of agreement on project objectives or improved "analytical
Frocasses.™

Ee:tain features of precursors should re emphasized,
First, a precurser is restricted <2 a chance in eondision in

contrast to an activiyy. Second, a precursor mus: -te exnectad

in

(r

icantly pricr (im %ime) =5 iss asscciacad 3oal,

-

L0 Q¢zur sign

(18]

. -*
Thirgd, a seri

()

S Of precursors may fe associated wika a single
Geal as illustrated in Figures lA. That is, there michs he
multiple levels of precursors. Scme precurcscrs (8.5., pre=
curscr I.A in Flgure 1A) Q;uld,be expecsad Lo have rather
indirecs effects en goals, wnhile other precursars (e.5., pre-
cursor I.C in Figure 1A) would be exgecied to ke raslatively
directly related to geals. Similarly, a single precurscr may

e asscclated with mors :han one geal as {llustrztad in

igure
183. It should also ke notad that a precursor, as the :eerxm is
Used here, does Dot represent the presence or absencs at the
start of the GSIA application of a Fre=existing facilita=ive
condition necessary for =he success <¢f the approach (e.g., top-
level supper=+). However, a prescurscr can reprasant the change
fTrom absence &2 presaence of such a facilizative eoncdi=ien curing

the lifa cf the G3zA applicaticn.
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The final element contained in a process mocdel, an activityv,

represents scime effort underitaken by relevant individuals (e.5.,
DPMC staff, cadre, filelc unit persconnel) which is intenced to
change the state {condition) of some system, i.e., attain an
intermediate or terminal outcome. Examples of activities might
include preparing plans, developing aralytic tachniques and
holding a meeting ameng cartain actors.

As 1s discussed in detall below, assessing the effectiveness
of a GSiA application is a particularly thorny task. Howevear,
as the cdiscussion of effectiveness will shcw, kncwledge of the
extent to which relevant gocals are achieved is at t-e core of
assessing the effmctiveness of a GSIA applicaticn. Thus, infor-
mation ccncafning terminal outcomes has obvious relievance for
assessing the effectiveness:of a G3SIA application,

Somewhat less cbviocusly, iéformation concerning precursors
and activities alsc has i@portant roles to play in assessing the
effectiveness of a GSIA application. For one, in many cases a
determination of whether a GSIA application rasults in the achieve-
ment of ‘certain gocals cannct be macde until the lattar stages, or
even after the completion,of a particular GSIA appllication. That
i3, the GSIZA application may set in moticn a chain of avents =hat
eventually results in the achlevement of cartaln goals; this chain,
hcwever, may unfold relatively slowly over time. Yet, varic s
organizational cycles, most notably reacurrant adortion decisions

(sae above), oftan requira that the effectivensss of a GSIA
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applicaticn be assessec at earlier pocints in time. In such site
waticns, information czncerning the attainment of intermediate
cutcomas can ofien be relled upon as a surrogate in assessing
the effectiveness of a GSIA applicaticon. In this sense infor-
mation concerning precursors can be thought of as a “leading
indicator" of the effectiveness (in terms of goals) of a GSIA
applicaticn., It must be recognized, however, that there may
be conslderable slippage between precursors and thelr assoclated
terminal cutcomes, esvecially in cases where the intermediate
cutcume ccnsiderad Ls an ¢arly cne in a long chaln of pracursors
leacing to the particular goal. The key tc decicding whether a
pracursor should be relied upen as a surrcgate for a geal in
assessing the effectiveness of a GSIA applicaticn at a given
point in time and, if so, which precursor (1f a chain ¢f precur-
sors 1s belleved to lead to thetgcal in cuestion) is speciiving
as accurately as possible the time required tc achieve the var-
lcus precursors and goals contalned in a prccass modei. As a
rule ¢f thumb, 1f it is realistic to expect that a gocal will ke
achieved by the time the assessment of the effeciiveness of a
GSIA application will take placas, then some direct measure of
the attainment of that gcal should te usad in that assessment.
However, 1f achlievement of a goal is not expected to occur by the
time the assessment of the erffectiveness of a GSIA applicaticn
will take place, then a precursor that is expected t2 oczur oy

that time should e used as a surrcgate for that goal. Cf thcse



~recursors which are expected to cccur by the point in time
at which the assessmant of the effectiveness of the GSIA will
take place, the one that is closest (in time) in the presumed
Causal chain to the goal in questinsn should be chosen as the
surrogate for that goal.

- Information akout precursors, along with information on
activities, can play another important role in assessments of

the efiectiveness of a GSIA application. Strictly speaking,

Lo show that relevant gcals ares achieved is no: the same as
cemonstrating that a GSIA application has been effactive. Rather,
1t must also be demonstiratad that achievement cf the geals was
due to the G3IA application, l.e., that the goals wculd not have
been achieved in the absence of the GSIA. Traditionally, this

is acccmplished by also observing wpethe: the goals are achieved
in a control group in which the innovation of concsrn (in this
case, the GSIA) 1s not implemented. This taciic, however, is
generally not feasible in the current contex®. A second tac=ic
for determining whether the goals would have been achieved in

the absence of the GSIA is to develop énd apply a simulaticn

model of the system of concern (see Larkey, 1977). Again, this

is not viawed as feasible in the current context. Constructing

a plausible causal chain of events which leads from activitias

L0 goals and providing as much empirical validaticn of t=is chain
as possikle (through infermation on activitiss and intermediata
cutccmes) is a third way to cope with the issue of whether the

GSIA application is the cause of relevant geals being achieved.
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That is, to the extent that cne can conerently aczoun: for

goal achievement in terms of activizies ard intermediace

3

outcomes that are associated with th2 G3IA acplicaticn, rival
explanations of gecal achievement beccme less credible.? (This
logic can be extended to attempts to atitribute the occurrerce
of intermedlate ocutcomes to the GSIA application when those
intermecdlate ocutczomes are used as surrogates for terminal
cutccmes as discussed above., In such cases, cne would attempt
to account for achievement of the ilntermecdiate outzcme serving
as a surrogate for 2 terminal outccme in terms ¢f ezrlier inter.
mecilate cutccmes and activities.)

Another important role cf information ccrcerning ore-
cursors involves revising the set of goals which are viewed

as apprepriate. 1In pa:ticu%a:, it ls being increasirgl

goalg] only in light of what they think they can cez" (Jcknstcn
anc Clark, 1982: 18). Morecver, information on the cczurrence
Qr non-Coccurrence of a pgrecursor, by cdefiniticn, affects cne's
perception of the likelihood that some goal will bte achieved.
Therefcre, information concerning precursors 15 a potentially
important aid for identifying appropriate geals. In particular,
infermaticn indicating the non-oczurrence ¢f a precursor =hat
was anticipated to occur might suggest that the gcal ccrrescend-
ing to thls precursor is unrealistic and should he scaled Zcwn

or rperhars even eliminated. Conversely, indicaticrs khat 2
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previously unanticipated precursor has occurred might suggesk
that additicnal goals be considered,

Informaticn on intermediate outcomes can alse play an
important role in facilitating the process of reinventiocn.
Assessments of the extent to which some precursor ls attained
provide rapid and timely feedback to site participants con-
cerning the efficacy of their activities. Indications that an
important precursor has not been attained by the time it had
teen expected are important signals of the need for reinventien
in time to make the GSIA apclication succeed. Ccnversely,
the occurrence of a preylcusly unanticipated “positive" pre-
cursor, 1f detected, represents an opporiunity which mignt
trigger reactive reinventlions. Mer=over, simply calling atten-
tion to precursors ls likely to instigate a search for alterna-
tive-—~and perhaps better-—pathé to a given goal. Explicitly
-snslcdering previcusly overlockad paths is likely to facilitate
planned reinventicas.

In addition to playing an important role in assessing
wnether the achievement of cartain cutcomes was due to the GSIA
application; information concerning the activities involved in
a GSIA application has obvious importance in helping users to
distill the approach.

In summary, then, the primary role of Lnfcrmaticn cencerning
tarminal out:cme; is to aid in assessing the effactiveness of a

GSIA application. Information cn precursers has feour primary



roles, namely:

l. 1%t can serve as a surrogate for informaticn on
terminal cutccmes, which is particularly impcr-
tant in cases where information concerning
goals cannot bte obtained in a timely fashion;

2. it can help to cdetarmine whether the oczurrence
of a subseguent intarmediate outcome or a terminal
cutcome was caused by the GSIA appliczaticn;

3. it can facilitate learning arout arpropriate
e

4. Lt can facilitats the nrocess cf reinvenzlion.
Finally, information on activitias can nelp potential users
Soth to distill the GSIA and to determine whether the achieve-
ment of certain outcocmes was due to the G3IA apelicaticn.

CCMPLIMINTARY SCURGCEIS CF XNOWLEIZGE CONCZRNING ACTIVITIZS, FRFa
CURSCRS AND GCALS

It is Ilmpertant to stress that xnowledge about the active
ities, precurscrs and terminal outcomes associated with a GSIA
applicaticn can be obtained frem scurces other than the PLUSS
ceveloped. In particular, Yorcinary kncwledge" procasses and
“socilal learning” (Lindblem and Cohen, 197%) as well as standard
reporting systems are important mechanisms for cevelocing such
knowlecdge. Thus, 3 PLUSS should ccmplement and supplement,
rather than displace, these other mecianisms. In operaticnal

terms, tials means that a PLUSS should he selective, rather :han



comgrenensive, in terms of the activities, precusscers and
terminal cutzomes it fccuses ugpen, That Ls, althcugh a

larse number of activitles, precursors and gcals are relsvant
in any G3IA application, the PLUSS rieed not= anc shculd not
atteampt to provide iqfcrmation about all of them. Moreover,

these altarnative knowledge sources are imporsant inputs inte

the cevelcpment of a PLUSS (see Figure 2).

CONCZZTUALIZING THE IFFSCTIVENESS CF A GSTA APPLICATION

In cur view, %the effectiveness of a G3IA aprl

Q)

Lzaticn
should Te ccnceptuallzed in terms of i:s csnIrisutiors =2 =R
peclormance cf scme signiflicant real-world system, such as an
ecucaticnal system, an acriculturzl system or a health svstem,
Recant werk in evaluaticn apd crzanizaticnal effeciiveness,
hcwever, suggests that tasing agsessments cf effactiveness cen
this tvpe of conceptualizaticn is likely “o make such assess-
ments consiceradbly meres complex and less c=nglusive than assesse
ments of effectiveness are often clained to te. In par<icular,
a Xeay implicaticn of this work is that Lt is unrealistic to
exuact £2 De able to obtain a single, universal assessmen:t of
the effectiveness of a GSIA appllication,

“he first task which mus®t te aczcmplished if the apcve
aAPPLroach to assessing the effectiveness cf a G3IA applicazicn
is to te cperatiocnallizad is ihe sgecifizaticn of the =cuncarias
of the "system of ccncern." This system may te 2 prolect, a

sat of projects, an orsanizaticn, a s&t of organizations or a
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part of an organization. Specifying the boundaries of the
"system of concern" ls analogous to the consiceraticn of
externalities ln cost-beneflt analysis. The question here

i1s how far to extend the boundaries of the system beyond
direct, first-order effects. In many cases researchers limit
their focus to easily ldentifliable first-order effects (e.g.,
organization change within a single organization), but in many
instances lt is necessary to consider seconcary and tertiary

effects, especially when there ls reascn fo tSelieve that the

13 1)

G3IA applica%ion has potential for signiiicant effects on
units beyond the immediate site in which the G3IA is teing
inmplemented. The cdifficulty here 13 in determining just hew
far to traca indirect effects and what magnitude cf indirect
effect is likely to be sufficlently consequential to warrant
atzeanticn., The appropriate boﬁndaries of the "system of
concern depend in large part on one's purpcses (see Katz and
Kahn, 1578). Since different actors are likely to have diff-
erent purpases, ne single set of system boundaries ls llkely
to be appropriate.

Even thornier than the specificaticn cf the boundariaes of
the system of conc=rn ls the problem of determining whether a
given system is effecitive. Hall (1982) prcposes that organiza-
tional ef.activenesgjlbe viewed in tarms of a "contradiction

model." This model i3 an attempt to encompass the insights

providad by previous models of organizational effeciiveness,
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such as the goal medel, the Systems-rescurce mcdel,
satisfacticn medels and social-function models. In
kKey features of Hall's "contradiction mccel" are as follows:

l. Orcanizations have multiple and cenflicting constisy-
encies.

In Hall's usage, a constltuency refers to a group of

pecple affected by an organization. A ~onstituency

®

need not be organized or even aware “hat they ar
affectecd by an organization. Morecover, a constdituency
can Te eiiher internal or ex*arnal Lo 4he crganizaticn.

2. Crcanizaticns mave mulsisle ard cenflicel~ns 202

%

—

This multiplicity exists-cn three levels. First, a single
censtituency at a given zoint in tinme isllikely to heold
multizle and conflicting goals for the crjanizazion.
Seconc, the goal set of a single ccocrstituency may shifs
over time., Third, different consti:uencies ars likely

to hold different, though overlapping, ¢oal sets. Thus,

£ eflectiveness is viewed as the attalinment of moes: 2r-

}o-

all of an organization's goals, an crganization cannot
e effective, since certailn goals can only be attained
at the expense of the accomplishment of other goals.

3. Crcanizations have miltinle and confllictine time Srames.

In many instances an action that maximiz.s She attainment
of a certain goal in the short-run will “. t maximiza *=a
attainment of that goal in the loeng=-run, and vice-versa,

+ [y

Different time frames ara like2lyv to be important to disfsa
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erent constltuencies. rFor example, Hannan and Freeman
(1$77) note that higher levels of an organizatlen often
take a lenger time perspective than lower levels,

These three features imply that "no orcanization s effxctive

Instead organizatlons can be viewed as effective (or inetiactive)
o some degree in terms of specific...goals, constituents, and
time frames" (Hall, 1982: 302; emphasis in original).

Many of the complexities and contradictions discussed
above, it should be noted, are Justificaticns for emploving the
GSIA. That is, the GSIA can be seen as primarily a means for
managing just these kinds of problems. In particular, bov rely-
ing ¢n project mznacement concepts, the GSIA specifies keounda-
ries of the "system of conce:n,“ limits constiiuenciss and iden-
tifles a small set of goals- which are toth agreeable to this
limited set of constituencies and mutually compatible. 2In
short, the GSIA artificially reduces the system of ccncarn into
a8 manageable system. While this tactic of recuc=ion is aAappro=-
priate and necessary for intervening into that systam, {t is
not llkely to te appropriate for uncderstanding and assessing
the ~ffects of such interventions. In particular, applied
research on the effects of a GSIA application ought to aid a
variety of cecnstituencies (including, but not limitad Lo, site
Participants) in judging the effectiveness of :hat apelicaticen.
The goals, system touncdaries and time frames of concern o
these constituencies are likely o include, but not te limited

to, those which guided the site participants during the GSIA



applicaticn. 1In short, appliad research cn the effects cf
a GS5IA application cannot avoid the tyres of ccmplexities
ancd contracdicitions ciscussed above. Inceed, scme wculcd go
as far as to suggest that a (perhaps the) central purgose
of evaluation and, mcre generally, policy analysis is to
highlight and provide insight into these cocmplexitias and

o d
-

contradictions (see Znthoven, 1575 and Ztzicni, 1973).
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Ve anticipate that the specific PLUSIE which l5 most appro-
priate for a given site will not be exacily the same as th
PLUSS which is most appropriate for scme Other site, Hcwever,
some baslc principles for designing and operating a PLUS3 can
be idenzifiad, These principles can be summarized in tarms of
tle process depictad in Figure 3. The fi-s= three steps in
£hls process are intended to procuce ornie or mere tentative sitp-
speciilc process models ofF Acw zHe G3TA is exreciad =0 werk,
“he next step identifies %thMe infcrmacis which the PLUSS will
gprovice a:.va:icus polnts in time. The final sten is the

actua. cezllectlcn, processing, interzrecing and reperting of

The process represented in Figure 3 is liarative

»
v}
o
)
T

is, after proceeding tarougn the process iaizially, 1= is
necessary Lo return to certain goints in the 2recass from time
e time and ravisa the PLUSS. However, not all staps should
necassarily be repeated during all iteratisns. For example,

L% might e desirable to return &5 Steps 3 and 4 on a guarsterly
Sasls, ty step 2 cn a semi-annual basis ard o step 1 eon an
annual basis,

Thus, the PLUSS developed in a par<icular sits will czn-
stantly evelve in two respecis. rFlzst, the set of ac:ivi:ies,
Precursors and goals inclucded in the Site~spacific grocess
model of the G5IA is likely to be revisaed Sericcdically in rew

sponse o kthe ldeantification of previously unfsrasseen pracur-
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sors (oppertunities), the detection of unachisved precur-
sors, shifts in goals and changes in the "ac:ion plan."

The informaticn procuced by the PLUSS i{s, of course, expectad
to play a major role in these revisions, but other forces

are likely to play a role as well. Second, even if the pro-
cess model remained fixed, it might be determined, say, that
durling the early stages of the GSIA application, the PLUSS
should collect information regarding certain activitles and
precursors, while during later stages a different se*: of
activities should be focused on and efforts to colleect infeor-
mation concerning some precursors should e replaced by afforts
to collect {nformation regarding selected goals.

A central principle of a PLUSS is that by involving
various users (especlally site participants and potential
target system adopters) at various points in thls process,
the utllity of a PLUSS can be greatly enhanced. Nonetheless,
certaln obstacles and drawbacks of user involvement shculd be
kept in mind. These obstacles and drawbacks, along with some
means of avoiding them or overcoming them, will be discussed

in the next sectiai of this rerort.-

IDENTIFYING TERMINAL QUTCOMES

The set of tarminal outcomes identifiad will ideally include



all goals that various constituencies telieve o ke rele-
vant. The contradiction model of organizational (system)
effectiveness discussed aztove suggests that the list of
such goals will ke large and diverse., Stakeholcer surveys
(Lawrence and Cook, 1982) are likely to be a useful teol
for identifying relevant goals. The first step in such a
survey 1s to develop a list of stakeholders. A '"snowball"
approach 1s likely to be appropriate here, That is, an
initial list of stakeholders, perhaps consis:ing of those
with a (kncwn) formal connecticn to %he svs:iem of concern
anc those identified by DPMC staff, cacdre and other site parti-
-
cipants as being relevant stakeholders, would ke generatad.
zacn member of this initial list would then be asked to
icentify other actors whom they perceive Lo be stakeholders
in the G3IA application. These "second-round" nominees
would then be asked, in turn, to identiiy cthers whem they
perceive to also be stakeholders, and so on. To keep the
list eof Stakehclde:s manageable, at one or morz2 points in
the "snowtalling" proccess, the list cf stakeholders generated
micht be pared down. This might be aczomplished by having
those ldenti fied to date as stakeholders (or a subset of
those individuals) rate the "importanca" vis:ﬁ-vis ta ar-
icular GSIA application teing considered of the other indi-
viduals on-the lisi. Alternatively, only these who are iden-

tilled Ty at least some minimum number c¢f others as teing a
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stakeholder might te retained on the list,

After having established a ljist of stakehclder;i the”
goals which each stakeholder beliaves to be important com-
penents of the effectiveness of the system of concern must
be identified. The mocst straightforward approach to use here
would be a simple intarview or written questionnaire; A mode
ified Delphi process is a potentially worthwhile variant which
should te considered as well. That i3, after the lnitial set
of questicnnaires/intarviews arae completed, a feedkack repcr-
consisting of an editad list of all geoals specified wculd be
distributed to each respondent; the respondents micht then
Se given the opportunity to add goals to the list. They mignht,
in additicn, be asked to rate (say on a five-point scale) the
importance of each goal to shem. Other suggestions on identi-
fying stakeholders and thelir goéls are contalned in Geodman

and Pennings (195£0).

IDENTIFYING RELEVANT PRECURSORS

For each gmal identifled, one or more Plausible chains
of precursors leading to that goal should be con%tructed. In
acdition to the linkages bpetween precursors and gecals, link-
aGes among precursors need to be specified. Consensus on each
chain s not necessary at this point; indeed, in many respec=:s
it 1s preferable that al-arnative plausiZle chains e identi-

fled. 1In particular, ldentifying alternative plausitle chains
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of precursors, which is directly analogous “c '"thecre+ical
trlangulation' (Denzin, 1970), can recduce the likelihced

of overlooking important crecursors, i.e., failing &2 detect
signiflicant opportunities and problems. Ffor cne, a PLUSS
cannot be “"programmed" to lollect information concerning

the occurrenca/non-cccurrence of a precursor unless it is
explicitly ldentified., This is éot to say that the occur=-
fenca/hcn-ccsurrence of a precursor can only be sensed if a
PLUSS is "programmed" to scan for that event: altarnative
sources of inicrmaticn (most notably, informal serencdipitsus
observaticn) might also enatle site parzicipants o detacs

whether that precursor ocsurs. The peint i1s that the likeli-

heed ¢f accurately detecting the occurrence/non-occu--ence

Hh

0T a precurseor i1s increazed if a PLUSS is “programmed"™ &o

scan for that event. Mogeové:, the power of sersncdipitous
observation to accurately detect whether a precurscr cczus
is increased when a possible precursor is a priori explicitl:
identifled, since explicitly identifying a precurscr is likely
to make it more sallent to observers.

Various forms of structured group processes, .G,
neminal group tachnique and "brainstorming," may te useful
for this task. Nominal group technigue (Delbecg et al., 1975)
1s a structured group procass intended to reasult in balanced

participation amcng group memcers. In the present contex:

it would procesed scmewhat as follews. Individuals are zrsught



together in a conference roem. At the beginning of the
meeting they do not discuss the GSIA application with each
other. Instead, they are asked to write ideas they micht
have concerning chains of precursors leading to the rele-
vant goals. At the end of a short pericd of time (say ten
minutes), each individual, in round-robin fashion, presants
ocne chain of precursors from his or her list. A recordaer
writes that chain on a flip-chart that is in view of all
Farticizants. Round=-robin recording on the flip-char:
continues untll all private lists are exhausted. Curing
this recording process, there is no discussion of the
specified chains of precursors. At the erd of the recording
process, the plausibility of each chain of precursors is
discussed. Additional tigme might %hen be devoted to individ-
ual, silent gene:ation and revision of chains of precursers.
round-robin recording of these new and revised chains of
precursors would then occur, acain follcwed by discussion
of the plausibility of each chain. Any number of such three-
part <ycles (generaticn, recording, discussion) may," of
course, occur. It should be noted that consensus concerning
the plausibility of the various chains of precursors should
nct be sought.

A familliar process for generating ideas--=in this case,
chains of precursers leading ts a goal--dralnstorming is really

nothirg more than an effor:t o stimulate creative thinking cv
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explicitly disavewing any censorshiz of izaas (Cszorn,

1557). Srainstorming can be ccnducted either in grcups

Or Zy Iindivicduals who then pcol their :

(g%

eas. There is nc
clear relationship be-ween Sroup size or group interac+ion
patterns and the quantity or Guality of ideas generated
(Lewis et al., 1975). Porter and associates (1980: 7) pFre-
vide the following quidelines for brainstorminé:

l. Criticism of any sort is barred, toth of one's

own ideas and those of others. "Killer chrases,"

2. Quantity of ideas is the rriz vy ocleczive.

3. Unusual, remote or wild icdeas. are scught;
free-wheeling is welczme.

4, Ccmbinaticns, medifications and improvemenzs cen

~

previcusly expressed ideas ares encouraged, Ik

‘h

is therefzre ifmgor=an: thats every icea offered
be kept visible to the particizants :o cenrerata
acditional icaas.

£ bralnstorming is to be used in this context, it must be

H

1

‘h
o
-

owec DV an assessment of the Flausibility of :the varicus

cnalns of precurscrs generated.

Whether or not some sor+t of formally structured greup
process ls used o construc: plausitle chains of Frecurscrs
for a civen G3Ia application, it is likxely that :his task

can benefit from making par+ticipants in this task aware c7



plausible chains of precursors constructed in connection
with other G3IA applicazions. In some cases, chains o7f
precursers cdevaloped in zonrection with other GSIA arpiica-
tions will be transferable Lo the GSIA application at hanc
with only miner medifications. In other cases, even {f a
direct transfer is inappropriate, awareness of cnalns of
Precursors constructed in connection with other GSIA appli-
cations may provide useful "sparks" to participants in this
Lask, even 17 tnhe ralevant goals are somewhas diffaran=,

On the other hand, heowever, maxing participants in tais task
aware of chalns of prﬁsu:sors developeﬁ in ccnnection with
Cther G3IA applicacisns might rasul% in barcsiers o their
creativity by creating a "foeus® ("tunnel vision") affecs,
In the present context, this effec: refars =p participants

- restricting their efforts tc‘attempt to?identify plausible
chains of precursors for :the GSIA application at hand to
those which are directly descended from cne which has keen
developed in connection with some previous GSIA application,
even 1f 3 radically differcant chaln might be more apprepriate
for the 33IA application at hand (see van de Ven anc Delbecsg,
19571)., To obtain the pessible advantages of maxing particia-
pants in the task of generating plausible chains of precur-
sors for a given G3IA appllicatien aware c¢f clains of precur-
sers which have been develcped in connecticn with rrevious

GSIA applications whilas minimizing the potential dangers &F
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volng so, participants in this task sheuld Se mace awareas
©F chains of precursors which Rave teen constructed in
connecticn wilth other GSIA applicaticns scmewhere in the
midcle of the process (whether it is formal or informal)
of generating plausible chains of precursors for the G3IIA

apolication at hand.

DETINING ACTIVITIES

In step 3 the tentative site-specific procass mccdel(s)
0f %the GSIA application is completed by identifving relevan®
aczivities included in =he G3IA applicaticn and tnmeir link-
ages to various precursors anc goals. A kev issue hera is
whether or not to atiempt o icentify an exhaus=ive lis: of
activities inclucded in the G3IA applicaticn. Experience in
scucles of manacerial job behavio:, which we telieve g e
dlrectly znalogous to the task of dev rming activities in-
clucecd in a CSIA applicaticn, suggesis tha* an exhaustive
approach is weak Iin terms of its ability to cistinguish im-
porsant aspects of managerial behavior (Campbell et al., 1970).
Thus, it appears thak, in light of the need to help users cis-
till the G3IA, a mere PUrTosive, seleczive apprcach is mece
appropriate.

One possidly appropriate technique, which has been used
successfully in studies of managerial Sehavicr to pinpoinz

the mcre lmportant elements of Jeb tehavior, l1s the Crizical



Incidents Method (Flanagan, 1954; Campbell et al., 1570).
The initial step in this method is to identify a larce
numkbter of "“ecritical incidents,Y which in the current ccon-
text are activities crucial for achieving a certain ocut-
come (goal ¢r precursor). Traditionally, critical Incidents
are identified from retrospective behavioral accounts ob-
talned from those close to the system being studied (e.g.,
managers). In the current context, the body of relevant
past experience available at the time the 3lte-speciilic pre-
cass medel is formulated is neot likely to be large enough
o allow a sufficiently large number of critical incicents
to be ldentified, Thu;, for a PLUSS Lt will be necessary to
remlace or at least supplement lists of "critical inclcents"
obtained throuch retrospggtive rehavioral acccocunis with
w=ritical incidents" identified by having site participancs
specify a oriorl the activities that they belleve will Te
especially critical for the achievement of ocutcomes (pre=
cursors and goals) specified. Again, "brainstcorming" and
neminal group technigue might be useful tools for this task.
f-ar a large number of critical incldents are identifiled,
they are abstractad to form categories of activitles which are

represented in the process model and also form potantial fecd

of PLUSS-based observaticns.
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SPECITYING INFORMATION TC 2 C3TAINED THRCUGH THEZ PLUSS

The next step sheown in igure 3 entails the ceverminacion
of the infcrmation to be cktained through the PLUS3. This
step consists of three related components, namely:
. cetermining which goals, precursors and catecor-
les of activities the PLUSS will provide infcrma-
tion about;
D. specifying the time limits for collecting infor-
mation on each of these elements;

rFecifying the data collec*icn technigue(s) *c

0
.
wn

r

e Usecd to cbtain ifnformation abeu: each of
these elements (e.c., survey, interview, dirscs

Sbservation; see '"Measursment Technigues for a

¢ f

PLUSS," rtelcow).
The previcus three stess are likely to result ip a3 lorng
and diverse list of goals, crecursors and categories of

activities abcut which a PLL3S micht he called upen to zrc-

vide information, Hocwever; it will rarely be feasizle o

rely upon the PLUSS to provide informaticn regarding all of
these elements. fortunatealy, tne existence of information
Scurces other than the PLUSS to provice relevant information
cenerally eliminatas :he necessity of relying upon the FLUSS ko

provicde informaticn regarding all of the elements inecluced in

[N
[
[ =
o

the process model(s) specified. Thus, {t w e necassary to

th
(23
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scraeen khe list o 2 les agzivinias

=}

1

¢Cals, precurscrs and za
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which exists at the end of step 3. 1In doing so, a number of
riteria might be taken into consideraticn, including:
l. the perceived importance of the element;
2e the extent to which applied research can
rovide credible infurmation concerning that
elemant aﬂz the cost of doing‘so (see “"Errors
in Performance-Sensing and Learning" and
"Measurement Techniques for a PLUSS," below);
and
3. the extent to which al:ternative sources of in=-
formaticon concerning that element are avallable,
and the credibllity of those alternative sources.
Researchers and site participants should generally collaborate
in performing Zhis task. . |
It is not necessary for any'given goal, all of its asso~
ciéted precursors and all related activity categories to be
either included in or excluded from the PLUSS as a class.
That is, even 1f no information concerning a given geoal is
sought through the PLUSS, information concerning some pre-
cursors and/ar activity categoriles assoclated with that goal
might still be included in the PLUSS and vica-versa.
Specliiying time limits for collecting information con each
element selected for observation through the PLUSS involves
more than simply deciding on start-up and termination peints.
It is also necessary to decide how fregquently, and at what

times, information concerning a Given element i{s to be cbtained.



Of particular concern in this regar<d is tha%, since =cth
precursors anc goals are derined in terms of chances of
state, for each outceme (goal or precursor) considered in
the PLUSS, a cholce must'be made as tu whather the PLUSS
is to e relled upon to provide information concerning the
attribute of the system associated with the outcome pricr
to the change in state (orior state), afier the change in

state (ex-post state) or both. Obsezvaticns of scme attri-

LN
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Buce of the prior state of a system are ofien re
as "baseline" measurements. Our noticn of a PLU33S c=n=zins

impertant implications concerning zaseline measurements which

L 4

may run counter to cenventlonal wiscdem. Filrs:t, “comerehen-

)

sive" baseline measurements (i.e., a baseline measuremen:
asscciated with each and every goal anc precursor) are not
necessary. Rather, since\we see a PLUSS as focusing con only
a subset cf all activities, precurscrs and geals of concarn,
at most rcaseline measurements four the focal precursers and
gecals are needed. Mcreover, for scme fccal cutzomes,
sufilcient information concerning the prior stata of that
aspect of the system may be available from scurces other
than the PLUSS, thereby eliminating the need fcr taseline
measurements correspending to that outcocme. Filnally, it 1s
nct necessary for all baseline measurements &2 be taken a%

the initiation of a GSIA application nor must all baseline

measurements Se taken at the same point In time. Rather, i%
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is only necessary that the baseline observa“ion of the
atiribute of the system asseciated with a given outccme

De taken prior to the occurrence of the event of interest.
The time each event is expected o sccur should ke specified
in the procass model of the GSIA application. Indeed, the
later the baseline measurement is taken, the lower the like-
lihood of extranecus evants (history, maturation; sese Free-
man, RAcssl and Wright, 1979) confounding assessments of =he
impacts cf the GSIA.

It is also impertant to emphasize that users (even
within a single subset specified apbove) are lixely to have
different interas=ss anc, hence, placas different values cn
various types of information. This highlights the impor-
tance of "stixeholder analysis"” (Lawrence and Cock, 15823
Mitrorf et al., 1579) within:this step. The issue here is
the determination of interested parties and, in turn, in most
instances, assessments of their interests and informaticn
needs. A PLUSS, as opposad to basic research, is intended
to have lastrumental value, but instrumental to whem? A
variety orf approaches to stakenolder analysis have been sug-
gested by Mitsoff et al.. (1979) and by Goodman and Pennings
(1980Q).

OBTAINING, INTZRPRETING AND REFORTING DATA ON THE GSIA
APFLICATION

The final stap in the process skatched in Flgure 3 is the
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actual production of PLUSS cufputs (infcrmaiion). It is
impertant to emphasize that non=7LUSS inmputs, such as
4 b Y

"ordinary knavledge" (Lindklem and Cchen, 1279) and values,
play a kay rule in this step in two respecis. First, In
unstructured, complex situations, such as these In which a
PLUSS will be employed, applied resear=h can cnly provide
insight inte relevant czncerns; Lt cannot vield solutions cr

"self-evident prescriptions" (Zlmere, 1975; also see Zlum-

stein, 1579 and 2rill, 1579). That ils,PLUSS-tased cata
cznnot Ze interprezed in a straightforward, technical marnner
since, as Rizker (1580: 2235; emphasis Ln coriginagl) nc:ted,

"the daza never pcint to ore and cnly one ccurse of acticn,
recommencdaticn, cr conclusicn." Rather; a numcer ci alter-
native implications mav Zollcow from a given set ¢f PLUSS-
tased data. In making the leép from such data to valid
"acticn reccrmmencdaticns, " such elements as values, ciner
forms of kncwledge, assumptions cne is willing t2 maxe anc
rilsks one 1is w;lling o “ake necassarily play a vital role
(Rieker, 1980).

Second, as noted arcove, insights into the cczurrence cf

relevant outcomes (goals and precursors) and activities in-

cluded in a GSIA application can te obtained from infcrmaticn

sources otner than the applled researzh comeonent of the
PLUSS. These alternative scurces include casual and sersncl
itous ofservaticn and routine regoriing svstems. whers the

1Y
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insights obtained from these alternative sources are espe-
cially notable--e.g., because they are surprising or incicate
the need to revise the process model formulatad (which may,
in turn, indicate the nead or opportunity for reinvention

Or suggest new foci of data collection)--they should be in-
corporated in PLUSS reports., However, selectivity in terms
of reporting non-PLUSS-based insights in order to avoid in-
formation overlocad should be stressed.

A seconc point tn be emphasized here is that the re-=
porting task encompasses the greatest opportunity o influence.
the credibility of PLUSS ou“puts. In particular, as is dis-

. Cussed further in "Determinants of the Cradibility of PLUSS
Qutputs, " belcw, characteristics of the sencer of a report
and the report's medium are two major elements which are be-
lieved to affect the credibility of applied research, in

General, and PLUSS outputs, in particular.
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KEY IsSsusS IN THE DESIG!
AND OPERATION OF A PLUSS

USER=INVOLVEMENT IN THE DESIGN AND OPERATION OF A PLUSS

Rationrnale For User=-Involvement

Extensive involvement of users (especially site partic-
ipants) in the design and operation of a PLUSS is critical
to its success. This proposition is based on the importance
of user-involvemen: in applied research, in general (see
Conway et al., 1976; Johnson, 1980; Lawrence and Cock, 19825
Pondy, 1975, Reisman and deKluyver, 157S5; Rich, 1575; U.S.
General Accounting Office, 1977), coupled with unique aspects
of the GSIA and the purposes a PLUSS is intended to serve.
Specifically, user-involvement provides users with a sense of
ownership of the informatlon obtéined from a PLUSS, thereby
increasing the likelihocod that such lnformation will be usecd.
‘Moreover, usac-involvement in the design and operzation of a
PLUSS is consistent with an orientation to management improve=-
ment, such a3 that embodied in the GSIA, which stresses collak-
oration and involvement rather than hierarchical control (see
Pasmore and Friedlander, 1982).

The unstructured and complex nature of GSIA applications--
i.e., multiple and conflicting constituencies, goals anc time
frames, the "lcose-bundled" nature of the G3IA, the complex

and poorly undarstoed mechanisms by which the G3IA "works" and



context-specific variations in those mechanisms--rrcvices

accitional greounds for the importance of user-involvament

r
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in the design anc oreration of a PLUSS. In particular, &this
unstructuredness and complexity implies that the choices Rat
must be mace in designing and cperating a PLUSS cannot he
made on a purely technical basis. Rather;asuch choices nec-
essarily depend heavily on non-analytic (subjective and

value) considerations which researchers are no- uniguel

L.(

qualified to provide. Thus, user-involvemen: is imzortant
3s a means Jor helping to ensure that the ncn-analy=zic inzuts

~ellec upen in the design zand cperaticn cf a PLUSS are reason-

able to users; this, in turn, is a necessary (bu: nct sufficient)

cenditicn for the informazicn provided Dy a PLUSS ¢tz fit well
with users' information needs. To make this point meore speciiic,

let us consider again the stepsfin the prccess sketched out
in Figure 3. With respect to step 1 (“"Identify goals"), we
nave seen that the question of whether a particular geal is
relevant cannct te determined in an absolute sernse; rather
Goals can only be defined as relevant on the basis cf their
saliency to scme constituency. Thus, user-invelvement in
thls step is an important safegquard acainst including irrele-
vant goals and excluding relevant ones in this step, Wikl
respect to step 2, users are likely to possess significant bits
of "ordinary kncwledge'" (Lindblom and Cohen, 1579) concerning
the particular system in which =he G3IA application is occur-

ring. Cconsequently, usaers can icentify lmpor=ant Srecursors
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that might ctherwlse be overlcocoked wnhile also pointing out
precursors which are unrealistic or unnecessary in that
context. The criterla suggested in stap 4 for selecting
those elements on which the PLUSS is to fceus are largely
subjective. Thus, user-involvement can help ensure that
these criterla are applied in a manner that is c$nsistent
with the priorities and perceptions of users. In step S,
wa have argued, . none-analytic inputs, including values,

acceptarle assumpticns and levels of risk, heavily influence

)}
LA

tNe interpretation of PLUSS-tcased infcrmation. Values,
acceptable assumptions and levels of risk are preperly the
domain of the user. Moreover, as noted azceve, users are.
ften likely to have significant piecas of "erdinarsy kncw-
ledge" that are not available to the rasearcher, but can
influence the Llhtearpretz:ticn 6f PLUSS-obtained data.

The flnal pair of rationales for.useruinvolvement in
the design and cperation of a PLUSS are logistical in nature
and concerned most directly with actually obtaining measurs-
ments (step 5). Specifically, user-involvement is a means
of "leveraging" limited resourcas that are avallable for this
task. Secondly, user-involvement can in many cases provide
acsess Lo cdata--2specilally through recsrds and perscnal obser-
vations--tiat would otherwise te difficul: or impessible &2

obtain.



Prac+ical Considerazicns Associated wWith User-Invclvement

While “he apparent advantages c¢f user-invclvement in =he
design and operaticn of a PLUSS are impr essive, there are
cartain potential problems assoclated witn user-invclvement.
These may represent barriers to achtually cbtaining user-
involvament ancd/or liabilities in the sense that user-invclve-

ment abtalned, may have negative impactis in the larger
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organizaticnal unit. Some of these problems apgply to user-
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invelvement in the overall process depicted In Figur
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In this secticn we shall identify scme cf these liaZzd
and problems, indicate the ccnditions In which eacn i1s likely
0 be especially salient, ard suggest scme means of avciding
or ccping with them. :

Ferhaps the most sericus botential creblem asscclated
wlth user-invelvement in the design anc operztion of a PLUSS
is that it places a high level of additional demands cn tne
time and effort of users. These additicnal demands are likel
to “e a particularly serious problem uncer the follcwing con-
dlticns:

-users resemble the managers descriled Ty MintzZerg
(1973: S1) in the sense of being called upon "...tco
perform a great quantity of work at an unrelenting
pace;" devoting time and energy to the Zevelocment

cf a PLUS3S will entail hich cpporsunity costs .



for such users;
~3 lew level of interest on the par% of users in
cbtaining useful information frec . the PLUSS.

One means of minimizing thls potential problem 1is to invelve
"user representatives" rather than all users directly in the
design and operatlon of a PLUSS. The notion of a "useI rep-
resentati?e" is Intended to be somewhat similar to "boundary
spanners" (Tushman and Romanelli, 1983; Tusinman, 1977;
Robterts and QO'Rellly, 1979). These are incdivicduals whe "“are
strongly linked both within the unit...and to external scurces
of information"™ (Tushman and Romanelli, 1983: 13) and act to
channel Informatlon to the unit from external actors (e.g.,
researchers). A major cdifferenca between our concept of a
"user rapresentative” and the more tradltional nction of
"ocundary spannes is tﬂét we envisicn "user representatives"
as serving a two-way, rather than ocne-way (envi-cnment Sc
organization), cecmmunicaticn functicn. It should also he
noted that "toundary spanners" are informal roles. Formal
designation of “user representatives," however, may be de-
sirable in scme situations.

User-involvement in cbtaining PLUSS=based lnformation
(step 5) is likely to be especially difficult o maintain.
For one, user-involvement in this task places additicnal
demands ¢cn the tine and effort of users over a continuous and
extanded period of time. In additlion, user-involvement in

4

this task may b2 viewed by users as a thrm=at to thel:r contreol

- et -



cver their wcrk envircnment cr as zcssizly cocmoremising
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of certain infcrmacticn (Cechran et al.,,
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1980; Morell, 1979). Some pcssible mechanisms feor main-
taining user-inveolvement in obtaining PLUSS-bazsed infcrma-
tion include:
.make data collection forms easy for the user :c
complete (e.g., a format similar to cne whiéh they
commonly use for other purposes; see Mizchell, 197%);

«provice material rewards (e,g., cash, time of?f, re-

mitted tultion) for ccoperazicrn in data caczhering
(Mgrell, 1873);
eanclucde data items that are liksly c e useful o

the user outiside of the PLUSS, per se;

«thorcughccmmunication to users c¢f the purzese and

—
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naturs of the PLUS&, new it owi tenefi: them, and

hew their individual contributicns will it ing
«frequent reporis of interim results;:

«users are more likely %to respond to the reguest

of other users to assist in data gathering than

they are to requests coming directly from a researcher;
henca, those users who belleve the Lnformaticn scucht
to be impertant shculd be enlisted to cttain the co-
operaticn c¢f other users (Rothman, 1980).

Secause the chcices that must be made in designing and

operating a PLUSS depend heavily cn ncn-anaiyzic (subfective



and value) consicderations, different users are likely to

<<

have differing ccnceptions of the specific features cf an
"ldeal"™ PLUSS in a given context. while in some cases it
may be possihle to cdevelop a PLUSS that satisfles all of
these concaptions, in general,we would expect such a system
would be too expensive and Cumktersome to be within the realm
of feasibility. Thus, in most cases user-involvement will
require that hard choices be made concerning the ralative
priority to ke given to user A's vs. User B's informaticn
needs.

The final potential problem of Uuser-involvemert that will
ke considerad here is especially pertinent to step 4, This
s the terndency for users to seek an all-encompassing PLUSS,
l.2., a PLUSS :tnat provides information abeut avery goal,

’ L
precursor and activity set identified (see Clark, 1979),.
This highlights the possible neecd o "push" users in this
step to be selective-=perhaps more selective than they might
“naturally" be—in screening the list of goals, precursors
and activity sets which exists at the end of step 3. In some

Cases tentative targets for either the absolute number or

propoertion of goals, precursors and activity sets about which
the PLUSS will provide information might be specified in step
4,

MEASLREMENT TECHNIZUES FOR A PLUSS

The purposes and nature cf a PLUSS, combined with ::e czne



texts in which Lz is to be employed, dictate that an eclectic
set of technicues te emplcyed to chbtain informaticn concerm-
ing an ictivity category, precurscr or geal. The set of data
Ccollection techniques emploved in a PLUSS should he drawn
frem a wide-ranging set of tools, including interviews, sur-
veys, direct observations recorded in field logs and uncheru-
give measures,

Designing interviews and surveys for use in a PLUSS is 13
-] -4
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ly straightforward task whica will not re discussad in

deptn here. 7The reader is referred to5 stardard WOrkXs in Lhese
arsas such as welss (1975), Lin (1978), Z2ouchard (1578A), and

Smith (1878),.
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Ahlle fileld logs will necessarily play a central role in
most PLUSS's, we zelieve that in this ccntexz the cammenlye
practiced versicn of fleld logs is ‘nagpropriate. In carsic-
ular, iIn this ccmmonly-practiced version, fileld logs are de-
tailed running :écords of all meetings, interactions, atc,
<hat the fieldweorker cobserves, ({(For an example of :thls ap-
proaca to a fleld log, see Smith, 1975, Aprendix G.). ZInfer-
maticn pertalning to variables of concern is then sifted cut
frem these lcgs. While there are situaticns in which this
tyre of field lcg is appropriate, «“@ do nct telleve “hat

.

atad in a PLUSS should cenerally te of this
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form. The primary reason for this 1s that maintaining
detailed running records is geénerally exceptiornally burden-
Some anc unrewarding to fleldworkaerse-characteristics wnich
are particularly detrimental in cases wherms sitae participants
are responsible for maintalning field legs. Instead of the
traditicnal running aceount form, fleld logs incorporated
into a PLUSS should primarily consist of observaticns that
are organized around a small, pre-specifilaed subset. of the
goals, precursers and categories of activitias referenced in
the sita-specific process model of the GSTA application.
Flelcdworkers would cnly e requirecd to entar Iinformation per-
taining to that subset of goals, precursors and categories
of activities into field legs, altheugh they might e ner-
mitctad, even encouraged, to selectively aenter other observa-

~

tions. il

Unebtrusive Measuras

In selecting data collection techniques to be employed
in a PLUSS, unobtrusive measuresl? should not be overlcoied.
Unobtrusive measures (also termed non-rsactive measures) can
be defin~4 13 means of obtaining data about human behavior
without the cooperation, krncwledge or awareness (and perhaps
even tile cresence) of those who are being studied (Guba and
Lincaln, 1281; Webb et al., 198l). Unobtrusive Measure=s are

valuable because they eliminate "reactive measursment errcors,”



l.e., the confounding effect ¢cn the data cbtained of a
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a2 research effort., A second, and cerhaps more signi ant,
virtue of unobtrusive measures is thelr potential value
in "triangulating" cther types of observation tachnigues
(e.g., surveys) (2ouchard, 19768; Guba and Lincoln, 1981).
There are fcur commonly clted classes of reactive
measurement errors.l3 The firs: of these, which is ccmmonly
labelled the "guinea pilg effect," refers to the subject te-
having in a way in which ne cces ncoct ncrmally Zehave in
orcer o make a cartain impressicn on ihe researcher. Clgse-
ly related to the "guinea pig effecz" is '"role salecticn,"
in which zhe respondent selects one of manv "“rue" salves
to display to the researcher. The thizd ma‘or tyre of re-
active measurement error 1s "measurement as change agent, "
which refers to the introducticn of "real changes" in what
Ls being observed due :to the measurement prcocess itselfs.,
"Destructive testing" is a classic example of this affact
in the physical sciences and englneering., The effect cof
"preémbles" in questionnalire cr interview ltems cn the know-
ledge and attitudes of respondents is another classic ex-
ample of this effect. The final major class of reactive
measurement errors ls "response sets," i.,e., the effect of
“1e position or wordingof a questicn in a guestionral-re or

interview or the position or wording of zossizle -espcensas



to a question on the respondent's reply. For example,

Aebb et al. (198l: 537) note that "respcndents will m
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fragquently endorse a statement than disagree with its

oppesite." Another example of the response set efs 2T,

reported by Nisbett and Wilson (1977), is the effect o

th

the positionT™(left-to~right) of an array of consumer goods

on respondents' assessment of their gquality.

Trianculation

In scme cases there may te no single data socurce whis=h
can ylelcd suificiently vallid information concerning some
geal, precursor or activity cat;gory of concern, This may
indicata that the PLUSS should not (cannot) be relied upon
to provide lnformation ance:ning that goal, precurscer or
acivity category. However, in some casas "triangulaticn,"
l.e., combining multiple data sourcas, can e used %o pro-
vide sufficlently vaiid information.t? Two forms of tri-
angulation--between- methed and within- nethed -— are of
concern here.l3 The former refers to using multiple methods
(e.g.,vsu:veys along with uncbt:iusive measures) to observe
a given variable, whila the latter refers o ﬁultiple variants
©f the same basic method (e.g., multiple unobtrusive measures,
multiple pencil-and-papeb scales to measure some atzitucde,

multiple observers) to obsarve a given variable., The Ca-

ticnale btenind trilangulation is mcst Clearly statad v Webpd



(1970: 450):

"Every data-gathering class--{ 1terv:ews guesticn-
alres, ckservation, ue::c—ﬂancn r2corcs, physical
evidence--is gotentially biased and has scecific

to Lt certain validity threats. Ideally, we should
like to converce data frem several cata classes, as
well as converge with mulctigle variants from within
a single class."

while triancguluiticn can often increase the validity and
credibility of information procduced Sy a PLUSS, certain
caveats should be noted. .irst, triangulation obviously
adds to the overall cost of data collection. ZIecond, a
key conciition for triangulazicn to significancly increase
the validity of informaticn gachered 1s that the weakness
c? each data scurdes emploved must corresgend to the
strengths of another (Jick, 1979) .18 Third, while =riancu-
lation incresses the valldlty cf ckrervacicns of a variartle,
it deces not caunterac.‘QtHe: threats to valldlity in drawing
causal lnferences such as historvy and macturaticn., Tinmalls
few practical guidalines Sor interpreting cata collected
from multiple scurces exist, That is, %he tasic raticnale
underlying triangulation suggests that i the results cf

the different data scurces employed are consistent wiith each

v

other (csnverge), conildence in the valldity cof the findincs
are presumably strangthened. Wwhile cn the surface it micght
seem relatively straightfcrward to detarmine whether -he
results of different data scurces emplcved converge, in

practice this task is ofisn a grocclamatic cne for wnica few
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gulidelines exist. Moreover, the results of multiple Zata
Sources may diverge rather than converce., In some cases
these contradictions are irresolvable. In other cases,
Nowever, divergence "can...turn out to be an opportunity
for enriching the explanation (of a phenomencn)" (Jick,
1979: €07). Agaln, hcowever, there are few guldelines for
reconclling divergent resulis. (See Jick, 1979, and Trend,

1978, for case studies of the process cf such reconciliatian
v

ERRCRS IN PERFCRMANCT-SENSING AND LEARNING

in ocrder to make appropriate cheices ccrcarning the dasicn
-
and operation of a PLUSS, a clear understanding of the desic

taria tc be applied in such choices 15 crucial. The trae

| X

an
diticnal design critsrion used in applied scclal science is
whether the data :roviéé accurata answers to the guestions
posed. In the case of evaluatiocn, this =rits=ion reducas ko:
¢o the data provide accurata estimates of the extert to which
a specliied intervention has influencad a given set of deren-
dent variables? 1In other cases (e.5., surveys), quastions
cf concern are of the follecwing general form: what ars the
levels of a given set of variables at d given poilnt in time
and what are tha relationships among those variakles?

is traditional design c-iterion 1s, in our view, overly
narrocw for use in the design and cperatisn of 3 PLUSS. In

this section a broader view based on the nc*tion c
?

H;

errors
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in performance-sensing and learning, is presented as an
alternative design criterion. In this view, a '"good"
PLUSS is cne which minimizes the extent to which various
errors in performance-sensing and learning are committed.
AS we shall see, providing accurate answers to questions
posaed does not necessarily eliminate errors in performance-
sensing and learning. Factors such as whether thé cerrect
questions are addressed (Mitroff and 3cncma, 1978), time-
liness and credibility also affect errors in performance-
sensing and learning. In particular, we consider six major
types cf zossible errcrs in zerformance-sensing and learsn-
ing. Two of these types of errors are assccliated with dis-
tllling the G3IA, three are assoclated with relnventicn and
the sixth is associated with assessing the effectiveness cf
a GSIA applicaticen. wé:also censider major sources of these
errors and, where sossible, suggest means ¢of aveilding these
scurcaes cf errors.

The twe types of possible errors asscclated wiith dis-
tilling the GSIA are as follcws:

I.l: failure to recognize activities which are

Included in a GSIA application;

I.2 ballieving that an activity 1s fncluced in a

GSIA application when, in fact, it is not.
Potential errors asscclatad with reinventicn can e c¢allec..
tively labelled as problem-sensing (XKiesler and Spgroull, 1S82)

and oppor:tunity-sensing errcrs. The three types of ercrcers in



this category are:

I2.1: Zailure to detec: “Re non-cccur-ance of
necessary pPrecursors to a cgoal ("problem
stimulus") in time ts respond appropriately
(take corrective action);

IZ.2: fallure to recognize an "opportunity--i.e.,
the availability of precursers which, 1
acnieved, would eliminate the need :5 achiave
some other precursors-—in time =2 take advan-
tage of it;

II.3

rronecusly telleving fhat a zrecurscr is

L X ]
3

necessary for achieving a goal and has net
oczurred (l.e., needlessly dafining a sit-
uat;on as a problem),
The Iinal type of pcssibfe exrcr of concarn ks us (ITZ.1
is the failure to aczuratsl Y assess the effectiveness of a
' GSIA application in time to meet varicus organizaticnal
deadlines.

While there are numercus sourcas of such errors, six
are of ﬁarticula: csncarn in the contex:t of a PLUSS. The
relaticonships Setwesen these sources of errors and tkhe tvpes
of errors discussed abcve are summarized in Tigure 4,

The fir-st scurce of cerfcrmance-sensing and learnin

crors is inclusion of superflucus elements (geals, grew
Tsers and/or activity catagories) in a srocess mecdel. Tre

cluding sugerflucus pracursors in a Proc2ss mecel can lead

4
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I.1 1.2 11.} I1.2 11.3 111.1

3 INCLUSION OF SUPERFLUOUS

E»\\ ELEMENTS IN A PROCESS

: MODEL ~ X X X
“TUNNEL VISION" X X X X
Sources LACK OF TIMELINESS X X X
Erggrs DATA CONTAMINATION X X X X X X
LACK OF CREDIBILITY X X X X X X
INFORMATION OVERLOAD X X X X X X

Figure 4



to error type II.3 since i a specified grecursor has nct
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occurred, it ceneral wi
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de interpreted as reprasenting

a4 problem: however, if that precursor is, in fack, not
crucial for the achievement of some geal, interpreting such

a situation as a problem would be erroneocus. Including super-
£lucus geals in a pricess model can alsc lead to error type
III.l. 1If, for example, data indicate that the goal in
question nhas been attained, the natural result would be an
increasa in the p;:ceived effectiveness of the G3IA appli-
caticn. If, however, this goal was, in fact, not relevant

te any stakeholder, this increase in “ne cercelived effective-
ness of the G3IA application would be unjustifled., Finally,
including superflucus activity categories in a process mocel
can lead to error tyre 212, although accurace data on the
occurrencs of activities in these categories would enable

one to avoid this type of error by indicating that, in

fact, no activities in these categories have actually Zeen
performed.

The second source of performance-sensing and learning
errors ls labelled "tunnel vision" and is the mirror-image
of the previous scurce of errcrs. This source of arrors,
which involves failing to consider relevant elements in a

Procass model, can lead %o error tyres I.l, II.1, IZ.2 and

suggestions for avciding these prchlems

Hhy

IZ.l. A nurser o
have been prasentad in "Overviaw of the Design and Cgera-

tion of a PLUSS," aktove. Thesae include the use of stake-
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holder analysis, neminal group technigue and "brainstorn-
ing" in steps l, 2 and 3 of Figure 2, Tre regularly
scheduled OLportunities for revising the FLUSS are 2lso
expectad to guard against this source of errors. "Thecret-
ical triangulation" (see above), in the sense of retaining
alternative plausible chains of precursors to various goals,
1s alse primarily intended as a mezns of avolding this
source of error (see Mitroff and Zashoff, 1979). Finally,
encouraging okservers to be alert for and regort relevant
serendipitous fiandings can help avoid &his preoclem,

Lack c¢7F timeliness, the nex:t scource of cerformance-
sensing and learning errors, <an lead to errors II.L, II.2,
and III.l. 7This is a comeelling arsument in supcort of the
above-stated Erescription to he veby selective {n terms of
the scope of infcrmatién far which the PLUSS is to te re-
lied upon. Reliarice on informal, vertal communication
rather than sclely on formal, written regorts (Cox, 1977;
Kiesler and Sprecull, 1982) can also csntrizute to avoiding
this problem,

The next two sources of Ferformance sensing and learning
errors-=data contamination and lack of credibilibfye-are
FoOtentially assaciatud with all six types of errors we have
identified. "Data contamination® refers to the fac=ors
which cause data to te distortad pictures of reallity. In-

cluded here are the standard khreakts €2 validity ccmmonlv



consicdered in evaluation Fesearch (see Ccok and Campbell,
1979; Freeman, Rossi and Wright, 1979) and other forms of
applied social science (sae Webb et al., 1981; especially
Chapter 3),.

A8 used here, credibility is relatad to, but distinct
from,” truth and validity. In particular, by truth we
mear: an actual state of affairs. In this sense, truth is
an objective realitiy (though we cannot always know that
objective r=ality), Validity has taken on saveral meanings,
Sut here we use the term as it refers to the logical rela-
tionship among propesitions. Cenclusions are valid if they
flew logically from assumptions. Thus, a conclusion may
Ze true and valld, false and valid, true and invalid, eor
false and inwvalid. Credifility involves the accaptance
Cr the assessment of the plauéibility of an a -artion.
Truth and validity are naifther necessary nor sufficient
coenditions for the acceptance of research findings. Alse,
it should be noted that crecibility is a variable (unlike
truth and validity) that is determined by social and psy=-
ct.ologlcal factors and can taka different values for
different individuals. To put it another way, one man's
Cup of knowledge 1s another man's poiscn. In the next
sSection 2f this report, literature that sheds light on tAhis
source of ersrors and hew L: can te guarded agains: ls con-

sidered in depth.
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The final source of errors in perJormance-sensing and
learning, information overload, is likely tz resultk in
Users' dlstorting and ignoring pieces of information., 2e-
Cause the specific bits orf inforéation which will be iy-
nored or distorted will vary widely, overlcad can lead to
any or all of the six t, pes of errors icdentified. This
Sourcs of errors represents still another rationale for

selectivity in terms of the scope of PLUSS-based data.

DETERMINANTS OF THE CREDIRILITY OF PLUSS QUTPUTS

Applled soclal research is notericus for its inability
0 promote cansensus and, thus, considerations of the social
and psychological determinants of Credibility are perhaps
more lmportant here than in any other realm. To nelp us
uUse studies oﬁ the det;rminants of ‘f3earch acceptances,we
begin with an elementary conceptual medel.

In tha transmissicn of a PLUSS-basad information we can
identisy a receiver and a sender of informaticn. The re-
ceiver may be a specific client, a broad community of users,
2 narrcw community of specialists or the general public.,

The sencer may be the researcher and his assoclates, a syn-
theslzer of research, or a "gatekaeper® (Allen, 1977). We
can also identify a medium for the information, such as a
formal research Ifegors, a verbal Fresentation, a popular
acsaunt and so fecrth. In raality these categerles are of ten

cverlapping and closely ‘nter-reslated, This is esgecially
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the case in a PLUSS where tre uUsers nelp frame che re-
S8arch and its medium of presentatien. Nevertheless,
these categories are useful in erganizing studies of
Credibility. rigure S5 presents a basic mccel, the mocdel
uUsed here to ‘organize - findings, and Flgure €& presents
a more ccmplicatedvmodel that is more realistic for a
PLUSS.

In Figure 6 it is recognized that the receiver (es-
peclallv when the receiver is a client) often influences
the sender. The receiver not only influences the sencer
By direct interaction but also, in many cases, oy the
very cholce of sender (especially when the sender is a
contract researcher or trainer). S8y the same tcken, :he
racajver cften influencas the medium either Dy mancating
a speclfic medium (i.e:, tachnical report, informal verbal
presentation) or by influencing the sender's choice of
medium. Likewise, the medium influences the cheice of
sender. Unfortunately, little of the research pertaining
O determinants of Ccredibllity has focused cn those featuras
represented in Figure 6 but deleted from Flcure 5. The
discussion presented belcw organizaes research on the basis
of the three elements commen :o both models. Table I
summarizes the determinants of credikility within each

Catagory which are discussed.
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TA3LE 1. SUMMARY OF FACTORS AFTEZCTING CREDIZILITY OF
PLUSS CUTPUTS

CHARACTERISTICS OF MEDIUM

-Jargon

-Amount, Type and Form cf Prasentation of Data
-Readarility

-Negative vs. Positive Information

=-Relevance

~Correspondence with Recalver!'s Day-to-Day Experience
-Proximity and Accessibility of Media

CHARACTERISTICS OF SENDER
-Perscnal Characteristics
-Professional and Occupational Characteristics

CHARACTERISTICS OF RECEIVER
-fersonal Characteristics
-Protessional and Occupational Characteristics
-Organizational Position
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Cradinilisy And Characteristics o< The Medium

The effacts of media Characteristics on cenfidence-
inspiringness is of special importance in a PLUSS because
it is this set of determinants that is most often manipul-
able. Applied Fesearchers may have little control over
Characteristics of the receiver (though they are well ad-
vised to take those characteristics into account), but
they often can tailor the Characteristics of the medium for
the needs of the receiver, In this secticn, a numcer of
Studies are reviewed which Nave examined the effacts of
media characteristics on credibility or closely ralataed
variables,

Jargon, Usa of Data and Readability

The effecés of jar@on,‘use of data, zand Teadabkility en
credibility are more easily assessed than other ceterminants
in controlled experimznts. A number of experimental and
laboratorvy studies dealing with the form and structure of
information as it relatas Eo credinility and use of results
are reviwed by Braskamp and his dssociates (1982),

Two studies (Thompson et al;, 1981; Brcwn.et al., 1578)
address specifically tha i;sue of jargon's effects on the

Tedidbility of information. In the initial study (Zrcwn
et al., 1578), ecucators read TepOerts arout tasting in

Public schools and wers asked to ratas the r2gerts in rsega-d
: * 2



€0 clarity and agreement with the resezr--.rs' recommen-
dations, The reports were idantical in content except
that one set used more technical jargon and another set
Used more data. The jargon in the report included tech-
nical tesms about different types of achievement testing.
Brown and his associates found that jargon affected ratings
of the technicality and difficulty of the report. This
finding is, however, of questionable significance in light
¥ the close relation between the experimental varianle
(the technical jargen) and the dependent variabla (assess-
ment of the technical difficuliy of the raccr+). Mcre in-

teresting was the finding taat the subiects rated “he iara

con-lcacded rezor* with no data supcer+ most difficul= %o

uncderstand feven more difficult than the recers &ha* ip-

-

‘Eeoort was rated the most easilv understced. Significantly,

the amount of jargon or data had no effect on the subjects!
agreement with the recommendations in the report, It shonld
Pe noted, however, that this latter finding is not consis-
tent with several studias which havg found a relationship
Zetween the use of data and agreement with informaticn
(Gifford et al., 1979; wright, 1974; Perat and Haas, 19€9),
The study cznducted by Thompson and associatas (1981) is
a follcw-up study to the 3rcwn and asscclates study. In =he

later study educztors and zusiness ferscns read aducaticnal
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Fesearch studies which were variously jargeon-lcaced cor
jargen-free and data-free or data-supported, They rated
reports void of jargen and cdata the most believakble ralw
atlve- to the other three combinations. They gave con-
sistently scor ratings to reports which cantainéd language
incoqsistent with the level of data presented; that is,

an absence of jargon was preferred for data-{ree reports,

but larcon was actuallv preferred (even without a chanage

in messace content) faor the rorcor+s :that inclucded & 3.

{u
(1

Several writers nave sucgestad that moere readaple

A
i
Y]

Derts
are rure likely to be positively evaluated and used
(Agarwala-aoge:s, 1977; Windlé and 3ates, 1974:; Levitor

and Hughes, 198l1). The findinags cf Thompson and assoziates
seem to tigate (though not contradict) the assumption
that readability has ;onsistently positive effects, The
readability of the report should be appropriata for the
level of technical treatment and the soephistication of

data analysis,

Not all data are created equal. In a study of the
effects of different types of statistlical information,
Lorenzen and Braskamp (1978) found that cost-benefit irfor-
mation was rated by administrators as more helpful than
elther cther forms of statistical information or political

information. This finding obtalned for a variety of de-

clsion preblems and regardless of she Fesition of autheriiy



or tenure of the administrator.
2rcwn and Newman (forthceming) examined teachers' znd

administrators' ressconses to reccmmendaticns as a funceion

o

of the amcunt of data and the form of presentation of daza
in otherwise identical reports. Those whe read reports
including percentages and graphs were stronges: in their
agreement with the findings of the Tepore; those whno read
reports with percentages, graphs, and statistical inference

statements were leas*: supportive of the reccmmendations.

Negative and Positive Informaticn

+0 & study that has important implications for a FLUSS,

Locatis and nis associates (1580) <cund =hat zositive and

negative informaticn have different intensi-ies of effects
on ratings of usefulness and credizility., It is only a

mild oversimplification to say that their study shews that
negative information !as more gotential Zeor harm than cosi-
tive informaticn nas for ccod.

The study was tased on reacticns to an ecducational filnm.
The résearche:s shcwed the {ilm to 204 graduate students who
were randcemly assigned to groups which received no critical
review of the film, cositive review, negative review, or

mixed review. Scme Sub=grcups racelved raviaws hefore viewe

ing the film, others received ==em afterward. The rasearchers

found that gositive infcrmation inflatad iudgments zhcui the



film but not nearly to the degree tiat negative informa-
tion depressed judgments., It made ne difference whether
the review was received before or after the showing of thn
film.

The authors conclude that the results cf the study

suggest "extras care in reporting necative information,

particularly when the obijact of the evaluation has manv

s<rong ocoints and the decis‘on makers lack first-hand con-

tact with whataver is evaluated" (Locatis et al., 1980: 82z;
empnasis added). The authors Suggest that researchers may
wish to take care to fully describe resulss and highlight
cositive information so a8s to offset the powerful effects
of negative information.

The conc;usions frem the study by Locatis and associates
merit close attention Eut there 1s scme gques:iion as to the
Study's generalizakility. The viewing of a film may not be
the same as, say, the reading of a research repor= and
graduate students may be more amenable to influence by reg-
ative information than persons closer to (and more familiar
with' the object of study. Nevertieless, it is worth noting
that several studies (Carter, 1971; Flcden and Welner, 1978)
have come to similar conclusions about the stronger effacts
©f negative information.

A somewhat different set of findings were cbtained in

a study menticned above. 3rcwn and Newman (forthczming)

found wnen a researcher's recommencaticns were suppor+ive of



the pbqgram (i.e., positive), the researcher was rated as
more technically proficient and a better czmmunicatosr than
the researcher making negative racommendaticns. This dces
not, hcwever, contradict the findings obtalned in studies
Such as that of Locatls and his associates tecause the
subjects in the Brocwn and Newman study worxed in the pro-

gTam that was evaluated and had a clear stake in the outccme

of the evaluation.
Relevancs

Several studies re=late perceived needs of nessage re-=

v

ceivers (usually clients) %o use of infcormaticn and assess—

ment of crediZility. Nielsen (1975) comparad Srcgram man-

agers' needs Jor infcrmaticn wish the informa-ion actually

~

recelved from applied avaluative research. There Was ~on-

sicerable divergence which Ls scmewhat surprising in light

Hy

ef the fact that the sender of the information had, in most
instances, contracted with the receivers for a sgecific
package of informatiocn.

David (1578) fcund low use of applied research by échocl
districts and concluded that the lcw rate of usa was a
function of the lcw relevancs of the informaticn centent.,

In another stzud Resnick and his associates (1979) lccked
?

at research regorts yith varying degrees of zerceived -ale-

vance a2nd Icund that rcerceivad relavancs 'WaAS 2 aler “4etarw




minant of both use and favorable assessment of research.

The study alsc investigated the relavance of research as

a function of the position of the recipient and found that
there was considerable divergence;in the needs and uses for
research between policymakers and program staff, ther
studies (Pelz, 1979; Whike and Murnaghan, 1973; welss and
3ducuvalas, 15977) have come to similar conélusions.

It also appears that the credibility of research is

ffected bv the decree of correscgencdence hetween the rew

search findinras and receivers! dav=7"0o=dav axterience con-

cerning the topic of the research (Fat=zsn etk al., 1377;
Caplan et al, 1575; Weiss and Bucuvalas? 1977). Rasults
that are counter-intultive face much s ronger resistance
than :esearch'findings that support existing views. If one

-

views PLUSS-based information as elther an improvement
Gn,0r a useful alternative to,individual experience,tni
finding cannot be treated lightly. The implication i{s that
a2 PSS may often be doomed in any attempt to overthrow

existing well-entrenched views.
Proximity And Accessibility Of Media

One of the more consistent findings in information and
communication research is that the accessibility of an infer-
mation channel is one of the mest important detarminants of

information use. The finding has teen obtained in exzerli-


http:counter-intult.ve
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mental studies (Giffcrd et al., 1979; Cuetzkew and 3imon,

1557) as well as fleld studles of scientists and engineer

(Gertskterge

LA 4

and Allen, 1968; Peiz and Andrews, 1975, and =ub-

lic agencies (30zeman and Cole, 1981; McGewan and .Loveless, 1981)

It is not surprising that the accessibility of an infor-

mation channel is an important determinant of use, espec-
L1ally among busy managers (2landin and Srown, 15974). More

interesting is O'Reilly's (1982) finding that accessinilisy

of information is even more imcortant shan cualitv (and,

relatedly, that qualiity and use are scerly correlated). 1In

his study based on survev data obtained fram 183 workars

in four branch lccations of a county welfare agency, O'Reilly

found that while the ralative importance ¢f gquality and

aczessikilicy varied according Lo the intendecd use of the
infcrmation, accessibiliéy wWas consistgqtly more important
in explaining use. He attributas this finding Lo the fack

that users incur costs in seeking cut quality informaticn

not readlly avallable and that the users were uncer cressure

to process large numbers of cases under severe tine con-

straints. 2czaman and Cole (1981) accourt for similar #iac-

ings in public agencies by noting that information-seekin
behavior is likely to go unrewarcded and, 1f it detracts
frem oreraticns and rcutine activities, may even resul: in
punishment.

‘Another consistent finding is %hat information zkat is

-
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transmitied by informal communication (especially face-
to=-face discussion) is meore widely preferred, more often
used and, sometimes, viewed as more credible (see,for
example, Marguis and Allen, 1966; 3acharzach and Aiken,
1977; Crane, 1972; Bozeman and Blankenship, 1979). An
especially relevant study by Stevens|and Tornatzkw (1580)
examined the effects of formal and informal communication
in 37 drug abuse prcgrams and found that for tisks that
are uniform and handled by "bureaucratic" structures,
formal communication 1s as useful as infcrmal communica-
tion in promoting change., However, 1n tasks that are ncn-
unifor; and informal, faze-to-face communicaticn is much

more effactive in promoting chance. These findings are

supportive of earller studies in different settings (Lit-

N

wak, 1961; Falrweather et al., 1974; Taylor and Utterback,

1978).

Credibilisyvy And Sender Charac=teristics

Research on the effects of sender characteristics on the
percelved credibility of information 1s ubiguitous. Cpinicn
researchers have been drawn to the togic tut industrial
engineers, information scientists and psychelogists have
made substontial contributicns as well. Unfortunately,

when the sender is a rssearcher (rather than an crinicen

I,

laader, '"gatekeeper," or adver=tiser) :here 1s less infcrma-



tion abcut the effects of sender characteristics on cred-
ibility. Most cf the more .elevant researzh can be sube
sumed under twe categorles: perscnal characteristics of
the researcher and professional characteristics of the

rasearcher.

Personal Characteristics

The credibllity of informatlion provided oy applied re-
searchers varies as a function of the personal characteris-
tics of the researcher, even i7 the content of the informa-
tlon is ccnstant. One of the variarzles thaz cf:en has an
effect cn credibility is the sex ¢f the researczmer. In cne

study (Newman et al., 1979) business and educa-icn students

[{)

and business and ecucation professicnals were askad kg ~aad

appliad research repcrés which were identical in avery ra-
scect tut one: for cne randemly chosen Sud-grsup a male
name anc picture were provided for the "researcher" and

for the other sub-group a female ‘“"resezrcher" was identi-
fied. 3oth the students and “he professicnals were more
likely to agree with the findings of the male researcher
than the female researcher (though the findincs were identi-
cal). The sex of the students and professionals had no
apparent effect on their bias “cward the male "resaarchar,"
However, sex zlas was reduced by Tamiliarity with the topic
of the research,implying that seccndary considerations, such

as sex=-pasad nilas, mor=s: <fien come inis play when zhere is



greater uncertainty regarding the informazion.

A great many stucies conducted by psychologists pro=-
vide evidence that the cogriitive style of the messace
sender aflects not only the message itself tut also the
credibility of the message. However, few of these studies
seem generallzable to the question of the credibility of
applied research (Weinberg, 1979; Staw and Ross, 1978).

One study that is especially relevant argues that :he
applled researcher's choice (implicit or explicit) of
decisicn-making mocel is relevant to the likelinced thazt
his or her research findings will be siewed as sufficiently
credible to affect organization change. DeYoung and Conner

(1982) suggest that acplied researchers wish an _assentizlly

ratisnal view cf orcanization declision-makine are in mcs-

instances lass lixelv to nave research resulbs nsubt into

action than those who have an incremental viaw cf crcaniza-~

tion decision-making.

In a study that adapts many of the findings from studies
of engineers and scientists, 3ozeman and Cole (1381) found
that a group of program managers in a cechnlically-orientad
Public agency were likaly to seek informaticen from colleagues
within the orcanization and especially frem those indi-

vicduals who were more highly trained in =echnical flelds
and who were themselves more active in seeking informaticn

from a variety of media. A subseguent stucdy (Zozeman and
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McGowan, 1981) corrokorated these findings for a much

larger and more differentiated sample of gublic managers,
Professional And Occuraticnal Characteristics

The professional and occupational attributes of the
researcher often affect perceptions of the credibility of
research. In one experiment (3raskamp et al., 1978)
teachers and administrators were asked to rate research
findings procducsd by a "researcher" and "evaluator" and
a "content specialist." The centent of the recor:t was
Neld constant. Tezchers and acdministratars rated the recort
as more credizle when attriZuted to zthe researcher =han
when attrisuted to the evaluatcr or content sgpecialisk,

Both Lrofessional <cradentlals and grufessicnal ac2ive
ities are :alévant in éssessments of credibility., In a
cioneering s:.ody, Heovland and Welss (1951) fcound that the
status of prufessicns was a highly significan: determinanc
in evaluations of expertise and credibility. 3czeman and
Cole (198l) found that public managers placed a higher
value on the information orovided by colleagues who wers
more involved in professicnal activities such as atten-
dance of prefessional conferences and holding professicnal
&emberships. Qthers have come to similar conclusicns in
research conducted in a wide variaty of settings (see, for
example,Streng, 1878; Glaser and Tavlor, 1973; Ger:sterzer

and Allen, 1563).



One of the more impcrtant factors mediating the effects

©f professicnal and cccupational status on cradinil

ity 13
the recsivers’ percepticn of the Guality of informacion pro-
vided in the past Dy the same scurce (O'Redilly, 1982; 2mud,
1978), However, these findings are ccmplicatad by variance

in individuals’ pPropensity to assume risk.

Cradibilisy and Recelver Characteristics

Recelver characteristics implnging on credibility can
De categorized in much “he same mannerc as sender character-
istics, but to personal and professional categories we zcd

2 third--organizational position,
Organizational Position

In one of thé most coaprebensive studies cf the effects
of audience (receivar) characteristics on assessments of
Credibility, Sraskamp and his associates (1978) examined
teachers' and school administrators’ ratings of information
provided by an external applied reseérche: and an internal
applied researcher. The administrators rated information
Proviced by an extarnal researcher as more userul than did
the teachers but there was no differenca in ratings of the
usefulness of informaticn provided by the internal researcher.
The professional experienca of the recigient was corrslatad

tD assessment of writsan research results. Students in N

®

flalds of Zusiness and aducation ratad &he applied rasearch



more highly and were more in agreement with the research's

findings than were the teachers and administrators,

There is considerable research cn :he information needs
Oof managers and there i1s some evidences that managers have
different views than technicians and non-management profes-
sicnals of what constitutes useful and cradible informnation,
Cox (1977) contends that management theory, and especially
Mintzberg's (1973) studies of the nature of managerial work,
can facilitate efforts to provide manacers with more uy_efyl
~and credible infarmation. Specifically, he suggests: (1)
cata frcm applied research will almes: never Ze the sole
seurce of information akout a program zand, from the managers'
Folnt of view, it is unlikelv to ze the most impertant; (2)
managezrs' interests are sgecific and cénc:ete anc rasearch
directed at manégers shodﬁd generally have these same charac-
teristics; (3) managers have ; casual attitude toward vallcity
and technical gproblems of analysls and if research is o se
useful,lt should identify but not cwell on cechnical groblems;
(4) informal - ccmmunicaticn i3 preferrad hy managers and
1f information is to be useful, it should be reported succinc:l '
simply, informally and fraquently. 3unker's (1978) analysis
complements the suggestions proviced by Cox. 3unker seeks to
identify the uses of applied evaluative research for managers
and contends that five managerial functions are served by such
informaticn: clarificaticen cof cbjectives, criiizal zssessment

cf "inherited" !ldeas and -o

3

1

iciss, cdefinizicn of lceal ccer-

ating practicas (including identificaticn of unigue Jfezturas),



cetection of the fit be:ween actual operations and program
cesign and assessment of the fit of procgram concepts and
cperating patterns with key social values. 3unker implies
that information addressed to these issues is generally more
useful for managers than information provided in traditional

summative program evaluations.
Personal Characteristics

A number of personal characteristics of receivers in-

fluence assessments of the utillty and credibiliiv o

(AN

re-
search. In general, indlviduals who ars mcre activelvy
engaced In processing information are mcre receptive o

research-based information and those who are users of cdata=-

R
o |

0.
1

based informaticon are more likely to aczept research £}

ings that are counte:-inguitive. Persons who process li

information and are not data-coriented are more likely o re-

Ject research findings that are not in aczord with their
rsonal experiencas (Leviton and Hughes, 1581),

In a study focusing on declsion-complexity and individuals’
approaches to decision-making, Weiss (1982) found that older
and mare experienced public managers wera less likely to
view externally-generated information as credible, less likely
Lo use 1t, and as a result, performed more pooriy on unstruce
turad decision problems.

Two other studies examined the lnternal-=sx%ernal orisnta=-

tion of receaivers to determine L1t3s effects on assessment of ine-



formation received (Srewn and Newman, 1980; Newman and

3rown, 198Q0!). =Zxternally-orientad educators (as measure

2y a standard locus of coatrol scale) preferred applied
fesearch that included specific reccmmendations for ackicn,
8y contrast, internally-crientad reciplients preferrad to

draw their own conclusions and maka thelr own recommendations

after reviewing the applied research results,

Professional and Cecczupational Characteristics

In their study of the effects of research recipisnts' ore-
fessicnal experiences on reactions %o wriszten apclied research
reperts, Newman and asseciates (1$79) found that stucents in

the fields of tusiness and educaticn rated %=he findings more

n

Nighly than did working professicnals in Lhcse fialds. The

~

extent t2 which the effacts of age, exgerlaence and

A"

ncwledge
conlound those findings is unclear. In another stucdy (Haw-
Xins et al., 1978) of the effects of professional and occupa=-
tional charac*eristics on assessments of utility and credia-
0ility < Lnformation, diffarercas according to occupakicn

were uncovered. Persons in ciffercns cccupations used disso

"y
(T

arant Criteria in judging *=he utility of various tyges of
information., sStars memkters of human service agencies wersa
more impressed wWith assessments of stafs competanca, planners
wer?: mure Iavorably disgosed £o informatisn apccut manageri

efflclency ani judicial grocaticn zerscnnel rascended mora
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favorably te information about client impact. Interest-

ingly, none of the groups placec 3 nigh priority on

informaticn about the coast of programs and agency operation.
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LINKING CASES

Thus far, we have treatec the FLUSS develozed in conjunc-
tion with one GSIA application as teing inderencent of PLUSS's
developed in ccnjunction with other GSIA applications. In this
section we address 1ssues associated with linking PLUSS's ce=-
veloped in conjuncticn with varigus GSIA applications. We start
ocut 2y censidering the tracditiomal goal and technigues of linking
case studlies. We then discuss some reservations we have concern-
ing the feasibility and apprcpriateness of tiis traditional cgoal.
We conclude oy suggesting an alternacive purscese of linking case
stucies in the current ccntext and discuss ncw nis alternative
purpese might be achieved.

Traditiconally, social scientists link various case studies
in an effort to cdevelop 3 generalizable %theory to account for
some closely related set of ;henomena. A theory, as the term is
usec here, consists of a small set <f accurate explanations cf
the phencmena of concern, along with a specification of the ccn-
ditions uncder v ich each explanation applies. (Mohr, 1lSEZ,

lizes the term theory in a similar sense.) 7Two 2asic types
of approaches for linking case studies in order %o cevelop a
generalizable theory of certain ghenomena--the case-survey method
and the case—compérison approach--nave come to the forefront in
recent vears. While both are scmewhat primicive and not vet

sufficiently documentecd tc form clearcut arc sgeci

"
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there have teen rapid advances and numercus applicacions c¢f these

)
two approaches ln recent years (see Louis, 1982; vYin, 1981). It
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the two major approaches
S&se-survey methcd (Lucas, 1$74;

Structured. Lucas (1974) summari
"t/ he analyst grepares 3 se
the presence and intensity o
events, and ocutcocmes contain
Studies. The pecssinle answe
carefully struc*tured ancd cef
arfter reading the case mater
tNe most appropriate rescons
questions are determined in

Of the cases “Rhat nave been

results can :hen he put in a
analyzed." ’

Apprcacnes

and, when cemnleted, usad as

l;o

2 s&8rias orf wis=n

simultaneously (i.e., in

car-

inputs intc cross-

analysis typically is rot =egun
Rave been completed, theraby
the various within-case analyses

Since GSIA applications cccur seguen-

£ syscem and ameng target

S0 cross-case analysis,
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Yin, ils

zes thils apcrcach
£ of guestions
I cocmmen chara
ec in each cf
s o the cuest:
ined so that the snalvst,
ials, can reacily detesmine
€. The answers “c :hesa
che same manner for sac~h
selected for stucdy. The
machine-readable “crm anc

he case-survey methed, it -hould re notad, raguires g3 Telatively
larse numker of cases,

Dlfferent variants of e case-czmeparisen appreacn raly,
in oné form cr anccther, on relacively infermal Satlern recognia-
ticn (see Smi:tk and Roobins, 19S2; “utferman anc Crarcall, l:2g82;
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Yin, 1981l; Yin, 1982). That is, various sincle-case explana-
tions (within-case analyses) are arrayed in scme fashion and
the researcher attampts to identify ccmmon pat=erns ameng the
single-case explanations. The key in the case-compariscn
approach ls to develop proéedures, involving both procass-tyre
Procadures and means of summarizing and dZsplaying single-case
results, to stimulate pattern recognition (Louis, 1682),

“hen the general statement of the tradi*tional ¢cal of link-
ing case studies is phrased in terms associa:tad wilth the current
context, the specific form this ctracditicnral ccal takes .s scme-

-

wgat as follows: ‘"develop a generalizanle theory twc iccount for
the success (or lack of suczess) of the GSIA." Pus in these
terms, we have serious reservations acout totd the feasibility
and appropriateness of the traditional goal of linking case
studles in the current context.. Let us first discuss our reser-
vations concerning the feasibilitvy of this traciticnal goal., we

+will then turn o the a3 ropriateness of this coal.
P ¢ C

There are two major barriers & ceveloping a generalizable

(418

theory to account for the success of the GSIA. First, while in
abstract terms thers appear :p be substantial cemmonalities
ameng GSIA applications, there may be too much diversity in

terms of cperational measures (in a research sense) involved

}—

in various cases. rFfor example, while ccals in all site-speciii

process models might be generically lacelled "achisvement ot

cevelocment objectives," the operational cefinitions of “hese

goals will vary subkstantially among sites., “"Cross-sice' analysis



would De aimed at uncovering a Generzlizatle :zheor to account

icr the achievement: (or Aon-achievement) of :these scals, outk,

in fact, tecause achievement ©F the resgective goals in various
sites are assentlally different phencmena, it is unlikely that
the same theory applies to all of these cases.

A problem similar to the one involved here has been en-

csuntered in at least *=wo other areas of research, In the area

of organizaticnal effectiveness, the idiosyncrzacies pgresent in
Qrerational definitions of eflfectiveness that ars approgriate

for varicus orzanization

]

(aven thoucgh each can -e lagitimately

Cermec effectiveness) ara Senerzll

<
ty

-
2CT

)

. . .
nized 25 2 major ime

1 -
-

Zle ctheoriss of crzan-

s

cedimnent 5 the develccmerdt c7f ganer

A7}

zational effectiveness !‘Hannan and Freeman, 1377), The sacand

(B

fea which is instructive N this regard is innovation. Time
of adopticn and ex=zent of use a}e SWO Cperaticnal variarlas
used L2 rapresent the concept innovaticn., Wwhila =gtk can te
legitimately inclucded uncer tha same umbrella cerm, they are
teo hetercgenecus to axgect the same faciors “o cetermine varia-
ticns in zoth of these variablas (Mohr, 1982),

The likely non-axistences of a2 single theory to aczoun: <aor
multiple'phencmena which can te given the same lacel but are,
in operatiocnal terms, considerably diffarant can also ke illys-
trated Gy consicering the chenomenon "Secoming temgerarilvy

cisacled.," 1If we are consicering two individuals whe have

.
‘—\d
-t

ceccme lamcorarily cisabled, we might at first axpecs =2
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a single theory that fits both cases. 3Suppose, however, that
in the first case the disability is cdue, say, to a brocken lec
while in the second case it is due to, say, pneumonia. Given
this variation in the two phenomena to be explained (even
though, at a high enough level of abstraction, they share the
same label), we would no longer expect to find a single theory
that fits the two cases.

The seconcd major barrier to developing a generalizable
theory to aczgount for the suczess of the GSIA is the exzreme
context-specliic nature of causes c¢f social shenomena (see
Cronbache 1975; Guba and Lincoln, 1$8l; Mohr, 1582). That is,
an explanaticn of scme phenomenon-—-whether pnysical or sccial--
is always valld cnly uncer certain condictions. The rub is zhat
the validity conditions for~explanations of social phencmena
are often exzilremely elusive. Eétablishing these conditions,

t is

s
h]
-

at pest, reguires a large numbker of cases; conceivably,
an impossible task to co sc. For cne, these validity cenditicrs
depend on a large number of background variables. Secend, an
explanaticn of a social phenomencn often holds c¢nly over a
narrow range of each background variable. Third, designating
the various background variables asZ;, 23, 23, etc., the rance

of 21, say, under which an explanation cf some sccial pnencnemonen

N

(1)

is valid may depend upon the values of 2y 23, etc. Finallvy,
some of these backgrcound variables may =2 unmeasured, cften

secause their importance is unrecognized,



CUur reservaticns ccncerni; the :zgpropriataness of z4-em
S0 cevelop 2 ceneralizable :fheory 2o aczazun: far cthe 3uc
of Lthe GSIA, asicde from the feasizility of such zn undertaxing,
stem from the recognition that, unlike many other social
sclence research endeavors, in the current contex: theary
cevelocment is not an end in itselZ. Rather, thecry develcp-
ment should be seen as a pessible mezns of achieving a pracg-

matic goal, namely, facilitsztin ng che afactive an

Plicaticon of the GSIA. (More scecilically, the main

c¢i linking cases in the current con“ax= is “o gnacle s5iza
ticipants in any one G3IA applicazicn 22 zenefic from exr-e
c=as cbﬁained in other G3IA applicaticns. ™kak ig viawing
GSIA zpplicatien as a "learning secuencse," Liaking cazes
Sest Te viewed as an effort to "use Sravious experience =o
facilitate and azczeleratas khis le rning" (Jennsten and Cla
1282: p, 220). Acce rating learning recarding dzta cslls
technigues znd instruments as well as substantive kncwliedg
concerning the G3IA is of concern hera,

While a valid theory which acccunts for the succass cf

G3IA aprlicatinns would contribute to the coal of 2nazling sika
participants in anv one G3Ia applicaticn to zenefi: from éx:e:i-
ences cbtained in other GSIA applicaticns, we wizh to srcecse a
simpler, more feasizle and Suicker, i7 less 2lacant, means Zor
deing s8. 1In Particular, we telisve that :he hes= Jay %o unarnle
site zarticizanss in a G3TA ippliczticn :2 zenrerfi= Z-=m 2xceri-
ences cttalirned in cther G3IA applicaticns is <o srevide sach
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site participant with access %0 2 concise "catalog! of infor-
mation recarding previous G3IA appliczatiens ancd the PLUSS's
developed in conjunction with them. This catalog might he
figuratively (and perhaps literally as well) thought of as
consisting of two loose-leaf binders which are continuously
updated. The first lovse-leaf vinder would contain substantive
informaticn concerning previocus G3IA applications, while the
second would ceontain instruments used in “he PLUSS's developed
to da:e,

The Dbasic "unit of entry" i1 the section of the catalcc
aimed at conveying substantive information concerning gravious
GSIA applicaticrng would be individual applications. =gZach entzry
would consist of two parts. The first weuld summarize, gerhars
in flowchart form, the key activities and outcomes which oczurred
(or are expected to occur) durigg, or as a result of, the G3Ta
application being summarized. This would, in other words,
simply consist of the "latest" Process model of that G3IA
application., This portion of the entry for each G3IA application
should contain cross-references to instruments used to cbtain
information concerning the activities, precursors and goals re-
ferred to in the process model which are contained in the Yin-

strument" section of the catalors,
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The seccnd gorzicn of che entry Jor 2ach GSIA apolication

wceuld consist ©f a3 zrief narrative summary oI the setiiag and

"
iy
r

TOse of this is

1+
n

Dackground of that G3IA application. The pu
20 enable those locking at a process medel of a previocus G3IA
application to gauge the degree of Fit hetween the context

in which that previous G3IA application tcok place and :he
centext in which the reader finds himsels. The cegree of Iit
Letween these two contexts, in turn, provides an indication of
whether it 1s appropriate to extragolate zarts ¢r 21l ¢f :he
Process mocel of the GSIA -plicaticn cdescrized ia =he catzlog
2Ny to the GSIA application in which =he user is cartlicizating
(see Guba and Lincoln, 1581; Jchnsz=on and Clark, 1282),

Wnere two or more GSIA applications shars a ccmmen cattarn

rh

in Zarms 4f =he activities:and cutcomes in crerz=iznal “arms

inveives in those applicationsiand the relaticnsniss amcng them,
che antries for those agpl cns snould e clustaraed., The
process c¢f icdentifying such clustars would -e vary similar to
the "case-cocmparison' approach descrited above, alzhough nere
the comparisons would be conductad secuentially, That is, each
time a new GSIA application is added to the cztalcg (or the
crocass mocel of a GSIA application already contained in the
catalog is modifled), i:is process medel would Le ccmpared to
@xisting entries in the cataleg and clusterad with axlsting
entries, if acpreprizte. The acvantage of forminc such clusters
is tc make :he catalecg mere suczinc: to she user (zhcugn zrczanly

fnot in the ghysical leng4h ¢f :=he Zztaleg) . Given the two
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possible barriers discussed akeve to developing a generaliz-
able the2ry to account for the success of the GSIA, we would
expect there to be a large number of clusters, most ccntaining
only one cr two cases. It should be noted that this seciion
of the cataleog 1ls likely to be useful for transferring xnow-

ledge obtalned in GSIA azpplicaticns to other sites almost

e

mmediately (although we would expect it to become increasingly
useful for this purpose as the numcer of entries it contains
increases). Moreover, 1f the barriers discussed above to
developing a generalizable theory %Zo account for the success

of the G3IA are not as sevare as we suggest they are, this
section cI the catalog in the long run will form zhe basis

of such a thec:zvy.

The most appreopriate bdsic "unit of entry" fn the section
cf the catalcg aimnd at t:ansfef:ing data collection instruments
among PLUSS's is single techrniques or instruments. In most
'cases a ccpy of the instrument (questionnaire, interview
schedule) will suffice. 1In other cases (e.g., mcst unobtru-
sise measures) it may be necessary to prepare a thumbnail descri; -
tion of the instrument for inclusicn in the catalecg. The kevy
Lo success for this section of the catalog is a directory orcan-
ized by activities and outcomes that indicates which existing
instruments incluce items to grovide information about that

activiiy or cuztcome.
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1Management, 3s used here, refers to the process of organizing,
directing and cocrdinating activities and the use of resources
to achieve desired ends. See USAID (1981) for a similar defin-
ition.

2The DEMC is housed within the Technical Assistance Division of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Office of International
Cocperation and Develorment.

dwe wish to emphasize that these two characteristics are not
necessarilly the most salient for applying the approach nor the
chief determinants of its success. Rather, these are the two
most sallent characteristics in considering the design and
conduct of applied research on the approach. In other words,
our comments on applled research are telieved to apply to man-
agerial innovations which share these two attributes.

4¥e will use the term site to rafer to that segment of the in-
tended overall target system in which the at-empt to implemen=t
the GSIA 1s occurring at a given point in tinme. Thus, "partial-
ization" entails attempting to implement the GSIA in an in-
reasingly larger site. In many cases the intencded overall
target system is not (and need not rte) explicitly speciiiad,
Rather, all that is known is that the intanced target system

is larger than the current site. Mor=over, saying %that an
intended target system is larges than the current site dces not
imply that the GSIA will necmssarily be extended beyond the
wurrent site. Rather, what is implied i3 that the GSIA will
conceivably be implemented i1 a larger porticn of the overall
intanded target system if it Ls found to be successful in tAe
current site,

DPMC efforts in Portugal provicde a geed illustration of
"partialization." Initially, the GSIA is being applied within
2 portion of a single project (PRCCALFER); it is conceivable
that, if it 1ls found to be succassful, attempts will be made
to extend the site to encompass the entire PRCCALFER project anc
ultimately, perhaps, to all government intarventions into the
Portuguese agricultural sector.

SThis would include responsibla DPMC personrtel and consultants
as well as host-country personnel..

§The terminology used here is adapted from Mohr (1973) and
Deniston et al., (1968), '

7In some cases, of coursae, a given ocutccme may be both a pre-
cursor and a goal.
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CT ccurse, in cetermining wheaeth ler 1= i3 :ea;;s:ic 3 exrgect
that a geal or Precursor will ze icnleved 2y the time =he
asSsessment of the effectiveness cf a G3IA apc1*cat‘on will

take place, a ~#asonadle margin of 2I72C0 saculcd ze allewed for.

JDewns (1981) presents a si Milar argument ln 3 di<ler rent cone-
taxt.

lO Hall's discussicn and the discussion Sresented here ara
phrased i terms oFf organizaticnal efiectiveness. However,
coth discussions aco’y Clreczly 45 zhe mora seneral concepz
cf system affac+ iveness,

‘—4
I~

TNis form of 3 fialgd 1S is derived from vin (1381)., ==
involves observa=icns that are sizmilar =z wra- Lin (1378)
terms "sIrucitured ctservaticns." "S&ruictured STservazicns, ™
3s Lin dascri-zes them, ncwevar, include =o=n sre-sgeciiiad
iiems (geals, =rfecursors and ac“;xz:y se@ts {n cur case) and
=re-sgeciiiad .ESfcnse catageries, The Svtes of cbservaticons
FIcCcsec hera fnavelve Fre=specliied ftems -ut ccen-ancad ro-
stcnses,
124enh et a1, (1987) 1s the revised edizion o< =ne "srande
caddy" of work in this area. .Zouchasd (1975 2 srevices a
Aore conclse overviaw wikh scme axamgles not cenzained in
Webp o2t al, tler useful referancas incluce wezd and wWeick
(1372), Flanerty 2t al, (1973) znc Sechrest (197¢),.

] - . e ,
tithe scllewing discussion is basad larzely on wenb et a1, (1981),

‘hyenh et al, (1981), Jiek

(187 Tzend (1978), Cenzin (1970)
and Smith (197S) are Key refer

s),
8ncas o this tzpic,

SA thirz .orﬁ-—ﬁheOFecical trianculaticne=is discussed alsa-=
whera 17 thig recor+

triangula=ien might e refarrecd to as a "Jack Seragn

@%

\
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