
TOWARD GUJDLXNES FOR
 

CONDUC17NG R&D ON THE
 

Z4ZDANC-.SYS IMPROVEMENT APPROACH 

Maz;iin B. Mandell
 

and
 
aa."y 30ze. arl,
 

wl '
 t , t e assistance of 

Steven L.ve ess 

Submi:ted to the Development Project
 

Management Center, TAD/O= /USDA. 

May, !983 



I"JTRODUCTION
 

It is becoming increasingly clear that improvements in 
the
 

management of development projects, procrams and po 4cies 
are
 

essential for improving the quality of life in developing na­

tions.1 Indeed, some observers go as far as to suggest that
 

"management is a major, if not the major constraint, 
to develop­

ment performance" (UAD, 
 1981: 15). Unfortunately, traditional 

approaches to management improvement (e.g., short- and long­

term. training) have been disappointing in terms of their lasting 

effects on development management (USAID, 1981). 

Largely in response t,- the urgency of inproved deve'.ccment 

management and the shortcomings ¢,. 
 tradtional approaches tc man­

agement improvement, a number of innovative technolocies for 

management improvemenrt have evolved in 
recent years. One such 

tec.hnoloqy, which has been geerated by the Development Pro4.ec: 

Management Center (OPMC),2 
is the "Guidance System Improvement
 

Approach" (GSIA). 
 The GSIA has been appliei in varietya c­

countr-l and sectoral settincs and has shown cOnsiderable promise 

for improving develcpment management. 

For our purposes, there are two key characteri.tics of the 
GSIA. 3 First, the approach is flexible in two respects. It is 

a "loose-bundled" innovation; i.e., 
it consists of a core of 

components (activities) which adopters can "mix and match" to 

fit local needs (see Rice and Rogers, 1980; Johns'cn and Clark, 

1982). Thus, the specific activities taker, in one site will not 



necessarily be the same as those taken in another site in im­

plementinc the ;SIA. Also, within any one site, the GS:A is 

adaptive; ac:ions taken d'urng the course Cf a GS"A alicat-'cn 

are not necessarily those envisioned prior to the star- of that 

application. in short, while the GS7.A can be said to be (at 

least, potentially) a standard approach to improving development 

management in the sense of being based on an identifiable core 

of components and underlying principles, it cannot be said to be 

a standard treatment (as the term is used in formal experimenta­

tion) in the sense of being represeited by a single detailed 

blueprint which is fcrmuiated in advance cf the GS-A applicatlon, 

slavishly adhered to during that application and invariant across 

sites (Iee Johnston and Clark, 1982). 

The second key characteristic of the GS:A is that implemen­

tation of the approach capitaaizes on its divisibility (Zaltman 

et al,, 1972) by relying upon an incremental, "partializaticn" 

mode of implementation (see Rothman et al., 1981, for a C-scus­

sion of partialization). That is, initially an attempt is made 

to implement the GSIA in only a small segment of the intended 

overall target system; implementacion in this small segment is 

then followed by an attempt to implement the GIA in a somewhat 

larger segment of the Intended overall target system; and so on, 

until it has been implemented in the entire intended overall 

target system.
4 

Because it is flexible, a highly specific description of the 

G3IA is neither feasible nor desirable. Hcwever, several charac­
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teristics of the approach, in addition to the two specified 

above, can be identified. Among these are: 

1. 	it is participative; i.e., site participants are
 

given substantial responsibility for choosing and
 

carrying out interventions;
 

2. 	it focuses on improvements in system performance as
 

a means of developing "capacity," rather than directly
 

on capacity;
 

3. 	it focuses on work-teams composed of individuals
 

within the target organization, rather than isolated
 

individuals;
 

4. 	it utilizes project management concepts in improvin'g
 

system performance;
 

5. 	it emphasizes the need for target system members to
 

learn technical skills by "doing" within the context
 

in which those skills are to be applied; thus, tech­

nical procedures are integrated with the group dy­

namics in which these procedures are to be utilized; 

6. it focuses on introducing changes in the "guidance
 

sub-system" of some unit (as distinct from the pro­

duction, support or regulation sub-systems); the
 

guidance sub-system "coordinates and directs...the
 

other sub-systems" (PROPLAN/DPC, 1983).
 

To date, little systematic research concerning the G3ZA has
 

been conducted. It is reasonable to believe, however, that,,.
 

properly conceived and executed, applied research can play a
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significant role in increasing the effectiveness and efficiency. 

of the GS:A. This report is aimed at providing a foundation
 

for designing and conducting applied research which will 
ser-ie
 

such a role. To establish this foundation, we consider the ways
 

in which applied research can contribute to the approach reach­

ing its full potential and the forms such research should take
 

in order to 
be of maximum effectiveness. In particular, an
 

integrated applied research system which we label 
a "perfor­

mance-sensinc and learning user-supbort system" (PtUSS), will 

be described and discussed. As we envision it, a separate PLU5S
 

would be develoced for each site in whic." the G31A is ap-lied.
 

As discussed further below, in addition to sharing commcn prin­

ciples of design and cperation, bcth substantive information and 

appropriate research instruments developed would be exchanged 

among the various systems developed.
 

Ifnfor-,ation provided by a PLUS. is expected to be cf use to 

a variety of actors. These actors 
as a whole are referred to 

here as users. Within the overall set of users, t-o important 

subsets need to be distinguished, namely: those directly in­
volved in implementing the GSIA within a site, referred to as 

site oarticiants5 ; and those expected to have a role in fu.ture 

recurrent adcption decisions within the target system, referred 

to as future tar!et system adopters. Other users include those 

called upon to support the GSIA in one form or another and those 

expected to have a role in adotion decisions in other 6arcet 



.Sstems. 

The remainder ox this report is divided into t'-ee main 

sectlcns. Zn the .!rst of these, same background comcepts and
 

term-Inology 
 drawn primarily from the literature on inncvator, 

evaluat.ion and organ-izaticnal cffect..veness are presentjed Then, 

an overview of the design and operation of a PLI.JSS which is appro­

priate for a GS:A app±±¢atlcn is presented. In the final scction 
of this repcrt, a set of issues involved in the design and opera­

..on of a PLUSS is ds~cssed in greater depth. 



BACKGROUND
 

INNCVA'_Ot: ADOPTION AND REINVENT-ON 

An important distinction is drawn in the innovation liter­

ature between diffusion and organizational innovation. The 

former refers to the transmission of some innovation through 

the population of potential adopters (target systems). Organ­

izational innovation, in cont.astis the process in which an 

innovation is selected and implemented in a given target system. 

While these t'wo p.-ocesses are intimately related, our primary 

focus here will be on the process of organizational innovaticn. 

In light of the twc key characterist.cs of the GSIA specified 

above ("loose-bundled" and reliance on "partialization"), certain 

characteristics of the organizational innovation process of this 

approach are particularly noteworthy. First, as with other loose­

bundled innovations, "reinvention," i.e.. the alteration of the 

innovation during the organizational implementation process (Rice 

1and Rogers, 1980), is likely to play an especially prominent role 

in the adoption of the G=LA. Rei'vention (also termed adaptation) 

is generally viewed as contributing significantly to the continued 

use of an innovation in that it results in both a bet-er fit "with 

local needs and conditions and greater commitment to the innova­

tion cn the part of those involved in its modification (see 

Glaser and Backer, 1977; Larsen and Agar~ala-Rogers, 1977; Rice 

and Rogers, 1980; Be-man et al., 1975). Calsyn and his associates 

,1977) provide a dissenting view, hcwever. They c-ntend that wnile 

http:characterist.cs


reinvention occ-.rs quit,- frequently, it tends to serious,/ 

compromise tne value ,f:the innovation. Rice and Rccers (19EC) 

differentiate planned from reactive reinventions. While they 

limit the latter to changes in response to specific problems 

occurring dur±ng implementation, we believe it is important to 

recognize that reactive reinvention can occur in response to
 

unforeseen oppcrtunities as well as in response to unforeseen
 

problems.
 

A noteworthy implication of its reliance on -paralizatin.. 

is that the organizational innovation process fcr the GS:A is a 

recurren:, rather than one-shot, process within a single target 

system. Of particular c=cern is tt.at instead of a sincle adc­

tion decision, adoption of the GZ.A within a single tarce: system 

involves multiple, recu:rent decisions concerning continuation 

(retent-on) and internal di.ffustcn (see Kimberly, 1981; Walton, 

1975), each of which is cr±tical in the sense that it can pcter%­

tilly prevent full adoption of the approach within that tarcet 

system. 

The foregoing discussion of the nature of the GSIA suggests 

three important functions that a PLUSS should serve. First, be­

cause the approach is flexible, rather than a standard, rigid 

"blueprint," information concerning how actual applcations of 

the GSIA operate is likely to be valuable in helping users dis­

till the approach. Secondly, the expected importance of relnven­

tion in the adoption of GS=A suggests that in4formation which can 



facilitate this process should be given high priority .n devel­
oping a PLUSZ. 
 Third, information concerning the effectiveness
 

cf the GS3A to date in 
 the target system being considered should
 

be given high priority. The impo t'ance ot 
this function stems
 

from the pivotal role that recurrent decisions concerning reten­

tion and internal diffusion play in the overall adoption of this 
approach in 
a given target system and the likely influence of
 

perceptions of "effectiveness" in each of these recurrent de­
cisions (see Baldridge and Burnham, 1975; Zaltman et a!., 1973). 

A common feature of these three functions is that they are 

aimed at facilitating components of the adoptiom of the GSA 

which occur after the initial adoption decision. Moreover, they 
are accomplished by studying applications of the GSIA which have 
takenor are taking place io the target system of concern. In 
short, these functions suggest that in order to make a signi!i­

cant contribution to the adoption of the GSIA in a given target
 

system, a PLUSS should concentrate on monitoring and evaluation,
 

rather than ex ante analysis. However, as we shall discuss be­

low, convei*tional approaches to monitoring and evaluation are 

not well-suited to the purposes of a PLUSS outlined above and 

the nature of the GZ=A. 

WLAKNESSES CFT'RADIT7"7ONAL APPROAC:-S TO MONITORITG AND -/ALUA7C'_uN 

The major source of the deficiencies of cnrventional apprcacnes 
to motitor±ng and evaluation, given the purhpses and focus of a 

PUSS, is that conventional approaches implicitly that:assume 



1. a "blueprint-type" intervention is being considered; 

and 

2. there are strong a oriori assumptions (hypotheses) 

concerning cause-effect relationships, i.e., the types 

and magnitudes of the effects the intervention will 

have, if properly imp2emented, and the mechanisms
 

which will cause these effects to occur (Casley ana
 

Lury, 1982; Cronbach et al., 1981; Johnston and Clark,
 

1982).
 

While cer-ain produc--icn technologies (e.g., dams) might satinfy
 

these assumptions, most managerial technclogies, in general, and
 

the GS:A, in particular, are almost certain to invclve consider­

ably less st.-icture and more uncertainty than the above assumc­

ticns permit.
 

The major weakness of traditional approaches to monitoring,
 

given the purposes and focus of a PLUSS, is the narrowness of 

such approaches. That is, traditional approaches to monitoring 

-tend to concentrate primarily on whetIer the intervention is 

being implemented in a manner that is consistent witlh its design 

specifications. Any shortcomings-- i.e., gaps or errors--in the 

set of a riori assumptions concerning cause-effect relationships 

underlying the intervention as designed which would cause it to 

be ineffective are left to be answered through summative evalua­

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

completed, it is too late to revise the .ntervention apprccriatelv 

Finally, traditional forms of monitoring generally fall tc pro­



vide information which might be useful for opportunity-sensing.
 

The major weakness o traditional approaches to evaluation,
 

given the pu.eoses and focus of 
a PLUSS, is that such approaches, 

for tne most part, have an overly limited aim, namely "...estab­

lishing, with as much certainty as possible, whether or not Ca 

well-defined] intervention is producing its intended effects" 

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

-
are of little use with respect to distil1.ng the GSIA and rein­

vention. Morecver, even with respect to assessing the effective­

ness of GSIA applications, traditional approaches to evaluateon 

tend to be deficient (for our purposes) in the fol-lowing respects 

1. 	effectveness is generally viewed in 
terms of a sirnple
 

goal modal t:iat ignores a number of important complex­

2. 	the provision of infomatLon is not necessarily
 

consistent with organiZational cycles (McCcnnel
 

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 non-analytic inputs into assessing 

the effectiveness of an intervention is not reccg­

nized and the issue of how to integrate non-analytic 

results is not addressed, 

http:distil1.ng


PRCCZSS MCCEL 

At the heart of a PLUSS is a site-specif ic process model
 

of how the GSA application is expected to work. Sucn a model
 

is simply a collection of three types of elemenrts-acti ities,
 

intermediate outcomes (precursors) and terminal outcomes 
(goals)0
 

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

relationships. Let us consider these three types of elements in 

some 	 detail.
 

in general, an outcome i 
some 	change in the state or con­

dition of some system. For our purposes, it is useful to dis­

" inguish between intermediate outcomes (precurscrs) and eo a 

outcomes (goals). A te--minal cutcome (coal) is a change in 

state that is intrinsically valuable. A terminal outcome night 

be intended or unintended. ".Zn most GSA.k applications, goals 

will 	refer to development policy objectives such as ;rductivity, 

employment, income generation and disti,,ion health status
 

and literacy. Zn some cases goals might 
 involve the minimization
 

Sof some negative consequence such as environmental degradation.
 

An intermediate outcome (precursor) is a change in state 

which, if it occurs, affects the observer's confidence that some
 

terminal outcome will 
occur 7 . That Is, a precursor is of interest 

because it is an instrumental coaditlon with respect to some 	coal.
 

A precursor may be either external to the G-'-rA application in the 

sense of ocurring independently of the G37A application (i.e.,
 

it would have occurred even if the GS:A applicat-icn had nct been 



undertaken) or internal to the G5IA a-clica4o0n in the sense
 
of being caused by the GSIA applicat_ on. An important class
 
o4 precursors in the context 
 cf GSIA applications is improve­
ments in the "guidance sub-system,, 
 of some unit, e.g., achieve­

sent of agreement on project objectives or improved "analytical
 

processes."
 

Certain features of precursors should be emphasized.
 
First, a precursor is restricted 'o a c.i.ange in condition 
 in
 
contrast to an activity. 
Second, a precursor must be exzected 
to occ-ur s~gniican!y prior ( n time) -­o its associated goal. 

T-hinrd, a series of prec-ursors may be associated witl, a single 

goal as illustrated in Figure IA. 
 That is, there mich! be 
Mult-ple levels of prec-rsorz. Some precurscrs (e.g., .re­

cursor I.A in Figure IA) would be expected to have ratther 
indirect effects on goals, wnile otlher precursors (e.g., pre­

cursor I.C in Figure IA) would be expectaed to be relatively 
directly related to goals. Similarly, a single precursor may 
be asscciated with more than one goal as illustrated in Figure 
1B. It should also be noted that a precursor, as the tern,is 
used here, does not represent the presen.ce or absence at the 
start of the GS'A application of a pre-existing facilitative 
c=ndi-tion necessary for the suc-ess of the apprcac. (e.g., toc­
level support). Hcwever, precursora can reprasent t1he change 

from absence to presence 0= such a faclita:ve conditicn durin; 
the 1ife of the G.-SA app-lcaticn. 

http:presen.ce


________ 
Precu.rscr-- p Precursor C____oal. 

I.A I.S I.C O 

F±itxre !A 

Pr=,srPrecursor Goal 

Ficure 13 



-13-


The final element contained in a process atodel, an act_..v 

represents some effort undertaken by relevant individuals (e.g., 

DOMC staff, czdre, field unit personnel) which is intended to 

change the state (condition) of some system, i.e., attain an 

intermediate or terminal outcome. Examples of activities might 

include preparing plans, developing analytic techniques and 

holding a meeting among certain ar.tors. 

As is discussed in detail below, assessing the effectiveness 

of a GSIA application is a particularly thorny task. 14owever, 

as the d-slc-ssion of effectiveness will show, knowledge of the 

extent to which relevant goals are achieved is at the *core of 

assessing the effectiveness of a GSIA application. Thus, infor­

mation concerning terminal outcomes has obvious relevance for 

assessing the effectiveness-of a GSIA application. 

Somewhat less obviously, information concerning precursors 

and activities also has important roles to play in assessing the 

effectiveness of a GSIA application. For one, in many cases a 

determination of whether a GSIA application results in the ach!eve­

ment of certain goals cannot be made until the latter stagesor 

even after the completionlof a particular GSiA application. That 

is, the G.S2:A application may set in motion a chain of events that 

eventually results in the achievement of ce-tain goals; this chain, 

however, may unfold relatively slo0ly over time. Yet, vari s 

organizational cycles, most notably recurrent adoption decisions 

(see above), often require that the effectiveness of a GZ'A 



application be assessed at earlier points in time. :n such sit­

uations, information concerning the attainment of intermediate 

outcomes can often be relied upon as a surrogate in assessing 

the effectiveness of a GSMA application. In this sense infor­

matilon concerning precursors can be thought of as a "leading 

indicator" of the effectiveness (in terms of goals) of a GSIA 

application. It must be recognized, however, that there may 

be considerable slippage between precursors and their associated 

terminal outcomes, especially in cases where the intermediate 

outCtme icnsideredan early one in a long chain of precursors£s 

leading to the particular goal. The key to deciding whether a 

precursor should be relied upon as a surrogate for a goal in 

assessing the effectivenezss of a GSIA application at a given 

point in time and 7 if so, wbich precursor (if a chain cf precur-o 

sors is believed to lead to the goal in question) is specifying 

as accurately as possible the tine required to acnieve the var­

ious precursors and goals contained in a process model. As a
 

rule cf thumb, if it is realistic to expect that a goal will be 

achieved by the time the assessment of the effectiveness of a 

GZA application will take place8 , then some direct measure of 

the attainment of that goal should be used in that assessment. 

However, if achievement of a goal is not expected to occur by the 

time the assessment of the effectiveness of a GS1A application 

will take place, then a precursor that is expected to occur by 

that time should be used as a su:rrgate for that goal. Cf those 
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-recursors which are expected to occur by the point in time 

at which the assessmont 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 question should be chosen theas 

surrogate for that goal. 

Information about precursors, along with information on 

activities, can play another important role in assessments of 

the effectiveness of a GSIA application. Strictly speaking, 

to show that relevant gcals are achieved is not the same as 

demonstrating that a GSIA application has been effectlve. Rat.her, 

it must al3o be demonstrated that achievement of the goals was 

due to the GZ A application, i.e., that the goals would not have 

been achieved in the absence of the GSIA. Traditionally, this 

is accomplished by also observing whether the goals are achieved 

in a control group in which the innovation of concern (in this 

case, the G3IA) is not implemented. This tactic, hIowever, ia 

generally not feasible in the current context. 
A second tactic
 

for determining whether the goals would have been achieved in
 

t4e absence of the GSTA is 
to develop and apply a simulation
 

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

is not viewed as feasible in the current context. Constructing
 

a plausible causal chain of 
events which leads from activities 

to goals and providing as much empirical validat.cn of this chain 

as possible (through information on activities and intermediate 

outcomes) is a third way to ccae with the issue of whether the 

GS=A application is the cause of relevant goals being achieved. 

http:validat.cn


That is, to the extent that one can coherently account for 

goal achievement in terms of activiies and in'ernediaze 

outcomes that are associated with th GZ;A applicaticn, rival 

explanations of goal achievement become less credible.9 (This 

logic can be extended to attempts to attribute the occurrence 

of intermediate outcomes to the GSIA application when those 

intermediate outcomes are used as surrogates for terminal 

outcomes as discussed above. in such cases, one would attempt 

to account for achievement .f the intermediate out=me serv-qc 

as a surrogate for a terminal outcome 4n terms c- earlier in-e-­

medate cutccmes and activites.) 

Another important role of information concerninc ore­

cursors involves revising the set of coals which are viewed 

as appropriate. In particular, it is beinc increasi.gl, recoc­

.ized that "people decide what They want §.e., define :he ­

coals] only in light of what they think the, can ce-" (JChnstcn
 

and Clark, 1982: 18). Moreover, information on the occurrence
 

*	or non-occlarrence of a precursor, by definition, affects one's
 

perception of the likelihood that some goal will be achieved.
 

Therefore, information concerning precursors iz a potentiJallv
 

important aid for identifying appropriate goals. "n par.zcuar,
 

information indicating the non-occurrence of a precursor that
 

was anticipated to occur might sucgest that the goal correspond­

ing to this precursor is unrealistic and should be scaled -wn
 

or perhaps even eliminated. Conversely, indications that a
 

http:increasi.gl
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previously unanticipated precursor has occurred might suggest 

that additional goals be considered. 

Information on intermediate outcomes can also play an 

important role in facilitating the process of reinvention. 

Assessments of the extent to which some precursor is attained 

provide rapid and timely feedback Eo site participants con­

cerning the efficacy of their activities. Indications that an 

important precursor has not been attained by the time it had 

been expected are important signals of the need for reinvention 

in time to make the GSIA application succeed. Cnversely, 

the occurrence of a preyiously unanticipated "positive" pre­

cursor, if detected, represents an opportunity which might 

trigger reactive reinventions. Moreover, simply calling atten­

t.±on to precursors is likely to instigate a search for alterna­

tive--and perhaps better-paths to a given goal. Explicitly 

_znsidering previously overlooked paths is likely to facilitate 

planned reinventicns. 

In addition to playing an important role in assessing 

whether the achievement of certain outcomes 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 information c-ncerning 

terminal outcomes is to aid in assessing the effectiveness of a 

GSIA application. Information on precursors has four primary 



roles, namely:
 

1. 	it can serve as 
a surrogate for informaicn ron
 

terminal outcomes, which is particularly impor­

tant in cases where information concerning
 

goals cannot be obtained in a timely fashion;
 

2. 	it can help to determine whether the 
occurrence
 

of a subsequent intermediate outcome or a terminal
 

outcome was caused by the GSIA application;
 

3. 	it can facilitate learning about appropriate
 

goals; and
 

4. 	it can offaci-tate the process reinven:ion. 

Finally, information on activities help pictentia!can 
 users 

both to distill the GSZA and to determine whether the achieve­

ment of certain outcomes was due to the 	GSIA applicaticn.
 

CCMPL--.ENTARY SCURCES CF INOWL-:cGE CC'C-:NG ACT-v1T:_s. .=r-

CURSCRS AND 'CALS 

It is impcrtant to stress that knowledge abou: the act_v­

ities, precursors arid terminal outcomes associated wit.h a GSA 

application can be obtained from sources other than the PLUSS 

developed. In particular, "ordinary, knowledge" processes and 

"social learning" (Lindblom and Cohen, 1979) 
as well as standart 

reporting systems are important mechanisms for developing such 

knowledge. Thus, a P.USS should complement and supplement,
 

rather than displace, these other mechanisms. In operaioral 

terms, this means 
that a PLUSS should be selective, ra-er t.an 
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compreitensive, in ter-is of :the 
activities, precu:-scrs and 

terminal cut-riles it focuses UOcn. Tat Is, althcugh a 

lar;e number of activities, precursors and goals are relevant 

in any GSIA application, the PLUSS reed not and should not
 

attempt to provide information about all of them. Moreover, 

these alternative knowledge sources are imporntant l±nuts into 

the development of a PLUSS (see Figure 2).
 

CCNC-7JALZNG -- -:'NE--- A 'SA APPI -­- CF A.7CN 

"n Cur view, the ef-fectiveness of a C.A apl_- -r 

should be conceptua._zed in terms : : cc-4-'buton c -.e 
pex-lormance cf scme s-n'i.cant r--al-world system, such as an 

educae-Lna: system, an aqriculturzj- system or a health system. 

Recent wcrk in evaluation apd or:anzatnal effectiveness, 

however, suqgestz that basing assessmen.s cf effectiveness on 

this type of concep-ualiZatlcn is likely to make suc.h assess­

merits considerably more ccmplex and less c=ncluslve than assess­

ments of effectiveness are often claimed to be. :n particular, 

a key Lhplicatlon of this work is that i: is unrea-l-stc to 

expect to be able to obtazn a single, universal assessment of 

the e=9f ec tveness of a GZZA appl~cat_on. 

The first task which must be ac-Cmol shed if the above 

apprcac., to assessino t.he ef. ectiveness of a GS-A accIca z'_n 

4. to be Is.t.ona..ethe secfi:4ation of the bcundaries
 

of t-e "system of =ncrn." This system may be a pr~ec-,a 

-
Set of prcjects, an or anzat on, a set of or;anizations or a 
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_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

ig(ure 2 



- -

-2 0­

part of an organization. Specifying the boundaries of the
 

"system of concern" is analogous to the consideration of
 

externalities '.n cost-benefit analysis. The question here
 

is how far to extend the boundaries of the system beyond 

direct, first-order effects. In many cases researchers limit 

their focus to easily identifiable first-order effects (e.g., 

organization change within a single organization), but in many 

instances it is necessa.ry to consider secondary and tertiary 

ef.ects, especially when there is reason to believe that the 

G-iA applicat-on has potential for s-n icant effects on 

units beyond the imnediate site in which the G3SA is being 

implemented. The dfficulty here is in determninn Just how 
far to trace indirect effects and what magnitude of indirect 

effect is likely to be sufficiently consequential to warrant
 

attenticn. The appropriate boundaries of the "system of 

concern" depend in large part on one's purpcses (see Katz and 

Kahn, 1978). Since different actors are likely to have difF­

erent purposes, no single set of system boundaries is likely
 

to be appropriate.
 

Even thornier than the specification of the boundaries of 

the system of concern is the problem of determining whether a 

given system is effective. Hall (1984) proposes that organiza­
10

tional effectiveness be viewed in terns of a "contradl ± on 

model." This model is an attempt to encompasn, the insights 

prcvided by previous models cf organizational. ef'fectveness, 

http:necessa.ry
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such as the goal model, the systems-resource mcde!, participant­

satisfacticn models and 
social-function models. 
 -n particular,
 

key features of Hall's "contradiction model" are as follows:
 

1. 	Orcanizatons have multiple and c=nflictinc consitu-j
encies. 

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

pecpe af-fec ed by an organization. A -onstituency 

need not be crganized or even aware that they are 

affected by an organization. Moreover, a constituency 

can be either internal or external to the crganizaticn. 

2. 	 Craar._eiians and 

mult-p-his icity exists-on three .evels. First, a single 

consti tuency at a given point in time is likely to hold 

multiple and conflicting goals for the organi_-azion. 

Second, the goal set o' a single ccnstltuency may shif­

over time. Third, different constituencies are likely 

to 
hold different, though overlapping, goal sets. Thus,
 

if effecztveness is viewed as 
the attainment of most or
 

all of an organization's goals, an organization cannot
 

be effective, since certain goals can only be attained
 

at the expense of the acccmplishment of other goals.
 

3. 	Orcanizaticns have rn'lit-4pe and conflictinc time frames. 

In many instances 
an action that maximi:zs the attainment 

of a certain goal in the short-run will ..t maximize the 

attainment of that goal in the long-run, and vice-versa. 

Different 	tLme frames 
are 	like!,, to be £mrortant to di-­



erent constituencies. For example, Hannan and Freeman 

(1977) note that higher levels of an organizaticr often 

taxe a longer time perspective than lower levels. 

These three features imply that "no orcanization is eff>:tive 

Instead organizations can be viewed as 
effective (or inetEectIve)
 

to 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 Justi4cations for employing the 

G31A. That is, the GSIA can be seen as primarily a means for
 

managing just these kinds of problems. In particular, by 'rely­

ing on project m agement concepts, the GSIA specifies bounda­

ries of the "system of concern," limits constituencles and iden­

tifies a small set of goa.s- which are both agreeable to this 

limited set of cznstituencies and mutually compatible. 
 :n 

short, the GSIA artificially reduces the system of concern into 

a manageable system. 
while this tactic of reduction is appro­

priate and necessary for intervening into that system, it is 

not likely to be appropriate for understanding and assessing 

the \effects of such interventions. in particular, applied 

research on the effects of a GSIA application ought to aid a 

variety of constituencies (including, but not limited to, site 

participants) in judging the effectiveness of that applicaticn. 

The goals, system boundaries and time frames of concern to 

these cznsz-ItuencIes are likely to include, but not be limited 

to, those which guided the site participants during the GSZA 



applicat!on. :n short, applied research on : ie effects of 

a GSZA application cannot avoid t.he types of czmplexities 

and contradicti.ons discussed above. :ndeed, some would go 

as far as to suggest that a (perhaps the) central pur;ose 

of evaluation and, mcre generally, policy analysis is to 

highlight and provide insight into these ccmplexities and
 

contradictions (see Enthoven, 1975 and Etzicni, 1973).
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'V-c S:N AND OOAC, CF A PLUS,3 

.Ve anti;a te tliat4" Ile Spec _fi_4c PLWJ_-3 c.h11 is nost appro­
priate for a given site will not be exactly the same as the
 

PLUSS which is most appropriate for some other site. Hcwever,
 

some basic principles 
for designing and operating a PLIJS3 can
 
be identI..ed These 
 principles can be summe:rized in te-ms of
 
t.he process depicted in Figure 3. The first three steps in
 
this process axe intended to produce 
 one or more tentative sit -­
spec..fic process models of hCw :he GSZA is expected 1.o work. 

_ iThe next steo idenzi es the infoaZ'on w ihn L.SSthe wtill 

provide at varcus pints i tme. The final step is the 

act.a.... 
 pcessIng, interorei-ng arid repcrting of 

the data. 

he process represented in 3 isFigure iterative. That 
is, after proceedng t.rough the process initiat4y, ±t is 

necessa-y to return to certain points in the process frzm time 

to time and revise the PLUSS. Hcwever, not all steps should
 

necessarily be repeated during all iterations. For example, 

it might be desirable to return t: steps 3 and 4 on a qua-ta_-.r' 
basis, to step 2 on a semi-annual basis and to step I anon 

annual basis. 

Thus, the PLUSS develoced in a part-icu~ar sita will cn­
stantly evolve in two respects. Fist, the set of activities, 

precursors and goals Included in %he sie-s'.e&W c .rcess 

model of t.e GSMA .i l.kely to be revised periodiczaly ,n re­

sponse to th.e ident-i.4cat-On o previously unforeseen orecur­
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sors (opportunities), the detection of unachieved precur­

sors, shifts in goals and changes in the "action plan."
 

The information produced by the PLUSS is, of course, expected
 

to play a major role in these! rev.sions, 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
 

during the early stages of the GSIA applicatton, the PLUSS
 

should collect information regarding certain activities and
 

precursors, while during later stages a different set of
 

acI.vities should be focused on 
and efforts to collect infor­

mation concerning some precursors should be replaced by efforts 

to collect information regarding selected goals. 

A central principle of a PLUSS is that by involving
 

various users (especially site participants and potential
 

target system adopters) at various points in this process,
 

the utility of a PLUSS can 
be greatly enhanced. Nonetheless, 

certain obstacles and drawbacks of user involvement should be 

kept in mind. These obstacles and drawbacks, along with some 

means of avoiding them or overcoming them, will be discussed 

in the next sect:j of this report., 

IDENTIFYING TERMINAL OUTCOMES
 

The set of terminal outcomes identified will ideally include
 



all goals that various constituencies believe to be rele­

vant. The contradiction model of organizational (system)
 

effectiveness discussed above suggests that the list of
 

such goals will be large and diverse. Stakeholder surveys 

(Lawrence and Cook, 1962) are likely to be a useful tool
 

for identifying relevant goals. The first step in such a 

survey is to develop a list of stakeholders. A "snowball" 

approach is likely to be appropriate here. That is, an 

initial list of stakeholders, perhaps consisting of those 

with a (kncwn) formal connection to the system of concern 

and those identified by DPMC staff, cadre and other site part!­

cipants as being relevant stakeholders, would be generated. 

Each member of this initial list would then be asked to 

ident_.y other actors whom they perceive to be stakeholders 

in the GS:A application. These "second-round" nominees 

would then be asked, in turn, to identify others whom they 

perceive to also be stakeholders, and so on. To keep the 

l.st of stakehclders manageable, at one or more points in 

the "snowballing" process, the list of stakeholders generated 

micht be pared down. This might be acccmplished by having
 

those identfied to date as stakeholders (or a subset of 

those individuals) rate the "importance" vis-a-vis tht ar­

ticular GS-A application being considered of the other indi­

llst.viduals on the Alternatively, only those who are iden­

tifled by at least some minimum number of others as being a 
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stakeholder might be retained on the list. 

After having established a list of stakeholders, the
 
goals which each stakeholder believes to be important com­

pcnents of the effectiveness of the system of 
concern must 

be identified. The most straightforward approach to use here 

would be a simple interview or written questionnaire. A mod­

ified Delphi process is a potentially worthwhil- variant which
 

should be considered as well. That .s, after the Initial set
 

of questionnaires/interviews 
are completed, a feedback report 

consisting of an edited list of all goals specified wculd be 

distributed to each respondent; the respondents might then 
be given the opportunity to add goals to the list. They might, 

in addition, be asked to rate (say on a five-point scale) the 
im.ortance of each goal to them. Other suggestions on identi­

fying stakeholder3 and their goals are contained in Goodman 

and Pennings (1980).
 

IDENTIFYING RELZVANT PRECURSORS 

For each goal identified, one or more plausible chains
 

of precursors leading to that goal should be constructed. In 

addition to the linkages between precursors and goals, link­

ages among precursors need to be specified. Consensus on each
 

chain is not necessary at this point; indeed, in many respects
 

It is preferable that alternative plausible chains be identi­

fied. in particulax, identifying alternative plausible Chains 
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of precursors, which is directly analogous tc "thecretica! 

triangulation" (Denzin, 1970), can reduce the likelihood
 

of overlooking important precursors, i.e., failing to detect 

significant opportunities and problems. For one, a PLJSS 

cannot be "programmed" to xllect information concerning 

the occurrence/non-occurrence of a precursor unless it is
 

explicitly identified. This is not to say that the 
occur­

zen j-Aicn-cccurrence of a precursor can only be sensed if a 

PWUSS is "programmed" to scan for that event; alternative 

sources or ointcrnaicn (most notably, .nfor-al serendiPitous 

observation) might also enable site par:-ician:s to detec­

whether that precursor occurs . The point is that the Uikeli­

hood of accurately detecting the occurrence/non-occu:rence 

of a precursor is increaqed if a PLUSS is 4-r-crammed" to 

scan for that event. Moreover, the power a: serendipitous 

obse-'vation to accurately detect whether a precursor occurs 

is increased when a possible precursor is a priori explicitly 

identified, since explicitly identifying a precursor is likely 

to make it more salient to obse.rvers. 

Various forms of structured group processes, e.g., 

nominal group technique and "brainstorming," may be useful 

for this task. Nominal group technique (Delbeca et al., 1975) 

is a st--uctured group process intended to result in balanced 

participation among group members. 7n the present context 

it would proceed somewhat as follows. ndividuals are zrzucn­
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together in a conference room. At the beginning of the 

meeting they do not discuss the GSZA application with each 

other. Instead, they are asked to write ideas they might 

have concerning chains of precursors Leading to the rele­

vant goals. At the end of a short period of time (say ten 

minutes), each individual, in round-robin fashion, presents 

one chain of precursors from his or her list. A recorder 

writes that chain on a flip-chart that is in view of all 

participants. Round-robin recording on the flip-chart
 

continues unti all private lists are exhausted. Durinc 

this recording process, there is no discussion of the 

specified chains of precursors. At the end of the recording 

process, the plausibility of each chain of precursors is 

discussed. Additional t±,e might then be devoted to individ­

ual, silent generation and revision of chains of precursors. 

Round-robin recording of these new and revised chains of 

precursors would then occur, again followed by discussion 

of the plausibility of each chain. Any number of such three­

part cycles (generation, recording, discussion) may, of
 

course, occzr. It should be ro-ted that consensus concerning 

the plausibility of the various chains of precursors should 

not be 5ought. 

A familiar process for generating ideas--in this case, 

chains o precursors leading to a goal--brainstorming is really 

nothing more than an effort to stimulate creative thinking by 



exp.1ic-tl- disavowing any 	 censorshn i ox ideas (Csborn, 

1957)o Brainstorming can be conducted e4 ther i4 grcucs 

Or y individuals who then pco! :heir ideas. There is no 

Clear relationship between group size or group interaction 

patterns and the quantity or quality of ideas generated 

(Lewis et al., 1975). Porter and associates (1980: 7) pro­

vide the following guidelines for brainstorming: 

1. 	Criticism of any sort is barred, both of one's 

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

such as "that's ridiculcus," are avoided. 

2. 	Cuantity of ideas is the pri.nary objective. 

3. 	Unusual, remote or wild ideas 
are scught; 

free-wheeling is welcome. 

4 CombinatI-ns, modifications and improvements on 

previously expressed ideas are encouraged. 7t 

is 	 therefore imcortant that eve/ i dea offered 

be kept visible to the participants to generate 

add lltonal ideas. 

if brainstor-mng is 	 to be used in this context, it must be 

followed by an 
assessment of the plausibility of the various 

chains of precursors generated. 

Whether or not some sort of 	 formally structured group 

process is used to 
construct plausible chains of prec-urscrs
 

for a given GSIA appl.cation, it is ikely that this task 

can benefit frm making participants in this task aware c. 



plausible chains of precursors constructed in connection
 
with other G31A applicazions. In 
 some cases, chains of
 
Precursors devaloped 4n cznnection 
with other GSIA applica­
tions will be transferable to the GSZA application at hand
 
with only minor mcdifications. 
 In other cases, even if a
 
direct transfer is inappropriate, awareness of chains of
 
precursors constructed in connectior with 
other GZSA appli­
cations may provide useful "sparks" to par~tclpants in this 
task, even 4f the relevant goals are somewhat ieren'. 
On the other hand, however, making partiipants in this task 
aware of chains of precursors developed in connection with
 
other GSIA applicazi:ns might resul 
 in barriers to their
 
creativity by creating a "focus" 
 ("tunnel vision") effect. 
In the present context, this effect refers patic pantsto 

rastr ct ing their fortsf- to attemnt to identify plausible 
chains of precursors for the GSIA application at hand 
to
 
those which are directly descended from one which has been 
developed in connection with some previous GCSTA application, 
even if a radically different chain might be 
more appropriate 
for the :5ZA application at hand (see van de Ven anc Delbec;, 
1971). To obtain the possible acvantages of making part-ci­
pants in the 
task of generating plausible Chains of precur­
sors for a GZIAgiven application aware of chains of orecur­
sors which have been developed in connection with -revious 
GSTA applications while minmizing the potential dangers of 
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doing so, paric±pants in this task should be made awa:e 
o chains ofA precursors whic.6 
have been cnnstru-,cted in
 

ccnnectcn with other GSA applications somewhere in the
 
middle of 
the process (whether it is formal or informal)
 

of generating plausible chaIns of p:ecusoars 
 for the GS:A
 

application at hand.
 

DE.*:'NZNG ACTTV'_TTES 

In step 3 the tentative sit-Specific process mcdel(s) 

of 'he GZA apcl-cation is completed by ing relevant 

ac-vities included in the GZIA application and tneir lInk­

ages to various precursors and goals. A key issue here ±
 

whether or not to attempt to identify an exhaustive !ist of 
activities included in t!:e GZTA application. -xte-rence in 
studies of manager al job behavior, which we believe I be 
directlv znalogcus to the task of de':erming activities in­

cluded in a G5IA application, suggests that 
an exhaustive
 

approach is weak in ter-ms of its ability to distinguish Ji­

.ertant aspects of managerial behavior (Campbell et al., 1970).
 

Thus, it appears that, in light of the need to help users dis­

till the G3zA, a more purosive, selective approach is mee 

appropriate. 

One possibly appropriate technique, which has been used 

successfully in studies of managerial behavicr to pinpoint 

the more important elements of lob .0,behavior, is thee Crical 



Incidents Method (Flanagan, 1954; Campbell et a!., 1970). 

The initial step in this method Is to identify a large 

number of "critical incidentsu which in the current con­

text are activities crucial for achieving a certain out­

come (goal or precursor). Traditionally, critical incidents
 

are identified from retrospective behavioral accounts ob­

tained from those close to the system being studied (e.g.,
 

managers). in the current context, the body of relevant 

past experience available at the tiaie the 3ite-specific .0 

cess model is formulated is not !ikely to be large enough 

to allow a sufficiently large number of critical incidents 

to be identified. Thus, for a PLUSS it will be necessary to 

replace or at least supplement lists of "critical incidents" 

obtained through ret-rospective behavioral accounts with 

"critical incidents" identified by having site part-icipants 

specify a priori the activities that they believe will be 

especially critical for the achievement of outcomes (pre­

cursors and goals) specified. Again, "brainstorming" and 

nominal group technique might be useful tools for this task. 

At.er a large number of critical incidents are identified,
 

they are abstracted to form categories of activities which are
 

represented in the process model and also form potential foci
 

of PLUSS-based observations.
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SPEcrFY:NG INFORM T"AON TC =E C-A-E: THRCUCH THE PrJ2,3 

The next step shown in 3 entails the de:. oirure 

of the information to be obtained throuch PLUS3.the Thjs 

step consists of three related components, namely: 

a. determining which goals, precursors and categor­

ies of activities the PLUSZ will provide informa­

tion about;
 

b. specifying the time limits for collecting infor­

mation on each of these elements; 

c. specifying datathe collecticn tecnn--e(s) to 

be used to obtain information ahcu: eac.t Of 

these elements (e.c., suriey, interview, direct 

obse.-.ration; see "Measurement Techniques for a 

PL4JS3," below).
 

The previous three steps are 
likely to result in 
a long
 

and diverse lis: 
 of goals, precurscrs and categories of 
activities about which a PLL3 miht be called upon to oro­
vide information. However, willit rarely be feasible to 
rely upon the PLUSS to provide information regarding all of 
these elements. Fortunately, tne existence of information 

sources other thethan PLUSS to provide reevant information 

generally elm-. thenates necessity of relying upon the PLUSS to 
provide informat Ion regarding all of the elements included in 
the process model(s) specified. Thus, it will be necessar-/ to
 
screen the list of gcals, prec-rscrs and Catecories of ac-ivities 
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which exists at the end of step 3. In doing so, a number of 

criteria might be taken into consideraticnt including: 

1. 	 the perceived importance of the element; 

2. 	the extent to which applied research can
 

provide credible infurmation concerning that 

element and the cost of doing so (see "rrors 

in Performance-Sensing and Learning" and 

"Measurement Techniques for a PLUSS," below); 

and 

3. 	 the extent to which alternative sources of in­

formation concerning that element are available, 

and the credibility of those alternative sources. 

Researchers and site participants should generally collaborate 

in performing this task. 

It is not necessary for any given goal, all of its asso­

ciated precursors and all related activity categories to be 

either included in or excluded from the PLUSS as a class. 

That is, even if no information concerning a given goal is 

sought through the PLUSS, information concerning some pre­

cursors and/or activity categories associated with that goal 

might still be included in the PLUSS and vice-versa. 

Specifying time limits for collecting information on each 

element selected for observation through the PLUSS involves 

more than simply deciding on start-up and termination pcints. 

It is also necessary to decide how frequently, and at what 

times, in.formation concerning a given element is to be obtained. 



Of particular concern in this recard is that, since both 

precursors and goals are defined in terms of chances of
 

state, for each outcome (goal or precursor) considered in
 

the PLWSS, a choice must be made as tc whether the PL!JSS 

is to be relied upon to provide information concerning .Ie 

attribute of the system associated with the outcome prior 

to the change in state (orior state), after the chance in 

state (ex-.ost state) or both. Obse:-.racions of some attri­

buce o-f the prior state of a system are often referred to 

as "lbaseline" measurements. Our noticn of a PLO'3S contains 

immortant implications concerning baseline measurements whlch 

may run counter to conventional wisdom. "-st "comrehen­

sive" baseline measurements (i.e., a baseline neasurement 

associated with each and every goal and precursor) are not
 

necessary. Rather, since we see a PYSS as focusing on only 

a subset of all activi tes, precursors and goals of concern, 

at most baseline measurements for the focal precursors and 

goals are needed. Moreover, for some focal outcomes,
 

sufficient information concerning the prior state of that 

aspect of the system may be available from sources other
 

than the PLUSS, thereby eliminating the need for baseline 

measurements corresponding to that outcome. Finally, it is 

not necessar/ for all baseline measurements to be taken at 

the initiation of a GSIA application nor must all baseline 

measurements be taken at the same point in time. Rather, it
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is only necessary that the baseline observaion of the
 

attribute of the system associated with a given outcome 

be taken prior to the occurrence of the event of interest.
 

The time each event is expected tz occur should be specified 

in the process model of the GOSA application. Indeed, the 
later the baseline measurement is taken, the lower the like­

lihood of extranecus events (history, maturation; see Free­

man, 
Rossi and Wright, 1979) confounding assessments of 
the 

impacts oC the GSIA. 

It is also important to emphaslze that users (even 
within a single subset spe are likely to have 

different interests and, hence, place different values on 

various types of information. This highlights the impor­

tance of "st;,xeholder analysis" (Lawrence and Cock, 1982; 
Mitzroff et al., 1979) within this step. The issue here is 
the determination of interested parties and, in turn, in most 

instances, assessments of their interests and information 
needs. A .'tUSS, as opposed to basic research, is intended 

to have instrumental value, but instrumental to whom? A 

variety of approaches to stakeholder analysis have been sug­

gested by Mitroff et al.. (1979) and by Goodman and Pennings
 

(1980).
 

OBTAINING, INT--RPRET"_NG AND REPOR.NG DATA ON 7:.E G31A 
APPUCA T: ON 

The final step in the process sketched in Figure 3 is the 

http:REPOR.NG


actual production of PLUS outputs (infcrmat - on). :t is 

ipcrtant to emphasize tat non-ZLUSS i-puts, suoh as 

"ordina:-, kn- qiedge" (LIndblcm and Cohen, 1979) and values, 

play a key r:ze in this step in two respects. F irst, in 

unstructured, complex situations, such as those in which a 

PLUSS will be employed, applied research can only provide 

insight into relevant concerns; it cannot yield SolutIons or 

'"self-evident prescriptions" %Elmore, 1975; also see Blum­

stein, 1979 and 31.il, 1979). That isPLUSS-based data 

cannot be itereed_.in a stmaightforard, tecnical manner 

since, as Rieker (19E0: 225; emphasis in original) noted, 

"the data never pcirnt zo one and only one course of action, 

recomendation, or conclusicn." Rather, a number of alter­

native .mni _catIons rnay fzllow from a given set of PLUSS­

based data. In making the leap from such data to valid 

"action recmendaticns," such elements as values, cther 

forms o. kncwledge, assumptions one is wIllIng to make and
 

risks one is willing to take necessarily play a vital rle 

(Rieker, 1980). 

Second, as noted above, insights into the cccurrence of
 

relevant outcomes (goals and precursors) and activiti.es in­

cluded in a GSIA application can be obtained from in:cnaticn
 

hee 

sources otner than the applied researh component of :he 

PLUSS. These alternative sources include casual and serendlo­

' 
6heitcus obsez-atlon and routine reporti systems. 

http:activiti.es
http:itereed_.in
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insights obtained from these alternative sources are espe-

Cially notable--e.g., because they 
are surprising or indicate 

the need to revise the process model formulated (which may, 

in turn, indicate the need 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-PLJSS-based insights in order to avoid in­

formation overload should be stressed. 

A second point to be emphasized here is that the re­

porting task encompasses the greatest opportunity to influence 

the credibility of PLUSS outputs. In particular, as is dis­

cussed further in "Deter-minants of the Credibility of PLUSS 

Outputs," below, characteristics of the sender 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 ISSUES IN ThE DES!0N
 

AND OPERATb0N OF A PLUSS
 

7-HE AND PLUSSUSER-INVOLVEMENT IN DESIGN OPERAT10N OF A 

Rationale 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:-involvement in applied research, in general (see 

Conway et al., 1976; Johnson, 1980; Lawrence and Cock, 1982; 

Pondy, 1975, Reisman and deKluyver, 1975; Rich, 1975; U.S. 

General Accounting Office, 1977), coupled with unique aspects 

of the GSIA and the purposes a PLUSS is intended to serve. 

Spec fically, user-involvement provides users with a sense of 

ownership of the information obtained from a PLUSS, thereby 

increasing the likelihood that such information will be used. 

-Moreover, user-involvement in the design and operation of a 

PLUSS is consistent with an orientation to management improve­

ment, such a3 that embodied in the GSIA, which stresses collab­

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 and time
 

frames, the "loose-bundled" nature of the GSIA, the complex 

and pcorly understood mechanisms by which the GSIA "works" and 



context-specific variations in those rechanisms--crcyides 

additional grounds for the importance of user-invo!veme.nt 

4n the design and operation of a PLUS. in particular, this 

unstructuredness and complexity implies that the choices that 

must be made in designing and operating a PLOSS cannot be
 

made on a purely technical basis. 
 Rather, such choices nec­

essarily depend heavily on non-analytic (subjective and
 

value) considerations which researchers are not uniquely 

qualified to provide. Thus, user-involvement is important 

as a means for helping to ensure that the ncn-anal~ic inpu.ts 

rel ec upon in the design and operaticn of a .TLC:5 are reason­

able to users; this, in turn, is a necessary (but not sufficient) 

c=ndition for th informa-icn provided by a PLUSS t= -it well 

with users' information needs. To make this point more specific 7 

let us consider again the steps in the process sketched out 

in Figure 2. With respect to step 1 (":dentify goals"), we 

have seen that the question of whether a particular goal is 

relevant cannot be deter.ned in an absolute sense; rather 

goals can only be defined as relevant on the basis of their 

saliency to some constituency. Thus, user-involvement in 

this step is an important safeguard against including irrele­

vant goals and excluding relevant ones in this step. With 

respect to step 2, users are likely to possess significant bits 

of "ordinary knowledge" (Lindblom and Cohen, 1979) concerning 

the particular system in which the G3IA appli.ation is occur­

ring. Consequently, users can identlfy important precu-rsors 

http:user-invo!veme.nt
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that might otherwise be overlooked while also pointing out 

precursors which are unrealistic or unnecessary in that 

context. The criteria suggested in step 4 for selecting 

those elemenits on which the PLUSS is to focus are largely 

subjective. Thus, user-involvement can help ensure that 

these criteria are applied in a manner that Is consistent 

with the priorities and perceptions of users. In step 5, 

we have argued. non-analytic inputs, tncluding values, 

acceptable assumptions and levels of risk, heavily influence 
the inte-.reta._on of PLUSS-cased i.nfc aon. Values, 

acceptable assumptions and levels of risk are properly the 

domain of t.oe user. Moreover, as noted above, users are 

often likely to have significant pieces of "ordinary know­

ledge" that are not available to the researcher, but can 

±nfluenc the i; erpJetation of PLUSS-obtained data. 

The final pair of rationales for user-involvement in 

th.e design and operation of a PLUSS are logistical in nature 

and concerned most directly with actually obtaining measure­

ments (step 5). Specifically, user-involvement is a means 

of "leveraging" limited resources that are available for thIls 

task. Secondly, user-involvement. can in many cases provide 

acc-ss to data--especially through records and personal obser­

vations-t'at would otherwise be dfclor LmPoss-ble to= 

obtain. 



pracAical Considera t i ons Assoc:,-ted Wit-, User-!nvclverent 

'While the apparent advantages of user-invcvenent 4n ".no 

design and o-peraticn of a PLUSS are impressive, there are 

certain potential problems associated with user-invclvement. 

These may represent barriers to actually obtaining user­

involvement and/or liabilities in the sense that..user-invcle­

ment i! obtained, may have negative impacts in the larger 

organizational unit. Some of these problems apply to user­

involvement in the overall process depicted in Figure 1;
 

s-ec-ii steps within the prccess.
others p.i.marily apply to 


:n this section we shall identify some of these liabilities 

and problems, indicate the condit4ons 	4n which each is likely 

some means of avcidingto be especially salient, and suggest 


or cOping witch them. 

=erhaps the most serious potential :rcblem associated 

with user-involvement in the design arid operation of a ?LJS3 

is that it places a high level of additional demands on the 

time and effort of users. These additional demands are likely 

con­to be a particularly serious problem under the follcwing 

ditions:
 

-users resemble the managers described by Mint-berz
 

(1973: 51) in the sense of being called upon "...tc
 

pe.or-m a great quantity of work at an unrelentinc 

pace;" devoting time and energy to the develoomen: 

of a PLTUS5 will entail high cppcr-'_unity t-sa 



for such users;
 

-a low level of interest on the part of users in
 

cbtaining useful information fro. the PLUSS.
 

means z.ng is
On .. of mlnim this potential problem to involve 

"user representatives" rather than all users directly in the 

design and operation of a PLUSS. The notion of a "use: rep­

resentative" is intended to be somewhat sdimilar to "boundary 

spanners" (Tushman and Romanelli, 1983; Tushman, 1977; 

Roberts and O'Reilly, 1979). These are individuals who "are 

strongly linked both within the unit...and to external sources 

of informattion" (.shman and Romanel.i, 1983: 13) and act to 

channel information to the unit from external actors (e.g., 

researchers). A major difference betueen our concept of a 

"user representative" and the more traditional notion of 

"boundary spanner" is that we envision "user representatives"
 

as serving a two-way, rather than one-way (env±ronment to 

or;anization), ccmmunicaticn function. It should also be 

noted that "boundary spanners" are infornal roles. Formal 

designation of "user representatives," however, may be de­

sirable in scme situations. 

User-involvement in obtaining PLtSS-based in.formation 

(step 5) is likely to be especially difficult 6o maintain. 

For one, user-involvement in this task places additional 

demands on h.e t.me and effort of users over a continuous and 

extended period of time. In addition, user-involvement in
 

this task may be viewed by users as a threat to their cntrol 



over tneir work environment or as :cssi*.y csmzm :sic 

ccnfidertiaiitv of certain infforma:icn (cccnranet a.., 

1980; Morell) 1979). Some pcssible mechanisms f:r :ain­

taining user-involvement in obtaining PLiSS-based Inf -Ma­

tion include:
 

.make data collection forms easy for the user to 

complete (e.g., a format similar to one which they 

commonly use for other purposes; see MI:chell, 1979); 

.provide material rewards (eg., cash, tinme of-, re­

mnitted tuition) for icoperationi data ca:herinc 

(Morel!, 1979) ; 

.Incude data items 'hat are 1izelv :z -e usefu 2. 

the user outside of th..e PLUSS, per se; 

•thorcucCcmmUniCat.ion 	 to users of :he curzcse and 

nature of the PLUTS3, how it wi41. benefit them, and 

hcw their individual con:tibuticns will fit in; 

.frequent reports of interim results; 

..users are more likely to respond to the request 

of other users to assist in da -aZ ,athering than 

they are to requests czming directly frcm a researoher; 

hence, those users who believe the inforr atcn soucht 

to be imcrtant should be enlisted to cbtain -he o­

operation of other users (Rothman, .980). 

Because the chiccas that must be made in designing and 

operating a PLU5S depend heavily on ncn-anay-ic (sub'ectIve 



and value) considerations, different users are 
likely to
 
have di:fferinq ccnceptions of the specific features of an
 

"ideal" PLUSS in a given context. While in some cases it 

may be possible to 
develop a PLUSS that satisfies all of
 

these conceptions, in general,we would expect such 
a system
 

would be 
too expensive and cumbersome to be within the realm
 

of feasibility. 
 Thus, in most cases user-involvement will
 

require that hard choices be made concerning the relative
 

priority to be given to 
user A's vs. 
user B's informaticn
 

needs.
 

The final 
potential problem of user-involvement that will
 

be considered here is especl.ally pertInent to step 4. 
This
 
is the tendency for users 
to seek an all-encompas ing PLUS3, 
i.e., a P9LJSS that provides information abcut every goal, 
precursor and activity set ident£iied (see Clark, i979). 

This highlights the possible need to "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. Zn soie 
cases tentative targets for either the absolute number or 
proportion of goals, precursorq and activity sets about which 
the PLUSS will provide information might be specified in step 

4.
 

MEASLAVIENT T:iNIQUES FOR A PLUSS
 

The pur-oses and nature cf a PLUS3, combined with the ccn­
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tex-s in which i: is to be employed, dictate that an eclectic 

set of Zec.niques be employed to obtain information concern..
 

inc an 
act4vity category, precursor or goal. The set of data 

collection tec.hniques employed in a PLUSS should be drawn 

from a wide-ranging set of tools, including inter-views, sur­

veys, direct obserz/ations recorded in field logs and uncbtrj­

sive measures. 

Designing interviews and surveys for use in a .LUSS is a 
fairly straightfor~ard task whicn will not be dCiscussed in 

dep:h here. The reader is :eferred to standard works in t:-ese 

areas such as Weiss (1975), Lin (1976), scucnard (2976A), and 

Smith. (1975). 

Field Lccs 

while field logs will necessarily play a central role
 

most PLUSS's, we believe that in this ccrtex: the czmnmoniv­

practiced version of fIeld logs is Inapprocriate. Inpartic­

ular, in this cmmonly-practlced version, field logs are de­

tailed running records of all meetings, interactions, etc. 

tha- the fieldJorker obser-es4 (For an example of this ap­

proach to a field log, 
see Smitlh, 1975, Apcendix G.). infcr­
mation pertaining to variables of concern is then sifted cut 

frcm these lcgs. While there are situations In which this 

type of field log is appropriate, we do not believe that 

field logs iccroratedin a .PLUSS should generally *e of t"s 
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form. The primary reason for 
th; is that maintaining
 

detailed running records is generally exceptionally burden­

some 
and unrewarding to fieldworkers--characte:istcs which
 

are particularly detrimental in cases where site participants
 

are responsible for maintaining field logs. 
 instead of the
 

traditional running account form, field logs incorporated
 

into a PLUSS should primarily consist of observations that
 

are organized a-ound a small, pre-speclfled subset.. of the
 

goals, precursors and categories of act.vities referenced in
 

the sita-spec.-fc process model of 
the GSIA application.
 

74eldworkers would only be re-uirad to 
enter lfcrmaticn per­
taiing to that 
subset of goals, precursors and categories 

of activities into field logs, although they might be per­

mitted, even encouraged, to selectively enter other observa­
tions. i 

Unobtrusive Measures
 

In selecting data collection techniques to be employed
 

in a PLUSS, unobtrusive measures 12 
should not be overlooked.
 

Unobtrusive measures 
(also termed non-reactive measures) can
 

be defin-d is means of obtaining data about human behavior
 

without the cooperation, knowledge or awareness 
(and perhaps
 

even the presence) of those who are being studied (Guba and 

LUncmln, 1981; Webb et al., 1981). Unobtrusive measures are 
valuable because they eliminate "reactive measurement errors," 



i.e., the confounding effect on the data obtained of a 

research subject's knowledge that he iz.... _---t--4 

a research effort. A second, and perhaps more significant, 

virtue of unobtrusive measures is their potential value 

in "triangulating" other types of observation techniques 

(e.g., surveys) (Bouchard, 1976B; Guba and Lincoln, 1981). 

There are four commonly cited classes of reactive 

measurement errors. 1 3 The first of these, which is commonly 

labelled the "guinea pig effect,reers to the subect e­

having in a way in which ne dces not nr.ai!, behave in 

order to make a certain impressicn on the researoher. Cbcse­

ly related to the "guinea pig effec:-" is "roje selection, 

in which -he respondent selects one of many lt.-e" selves 

to display to the researcher. The third major type of re­

active measurement error is"measurement as change agent," 

which refers to the introduction of "real chances" in what 

iS being obser-ved due to the measurement process itself. 

"Destructive testing" is a classic example of this effect 

in the physical sciences and engineering. The effect cf 

"preambles" in questionnaire or in:er-view items on the know­

ledge and attitudes of respondents is another classic ex­

ample of this effect. The final major class of reactive 

measurement errors is "response sets," 4.e., the effect of 

the picsition or wording of a question in a questionnalre. or 

inte_-r-iew or the positlon or wording of :ossible responses 



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

Webb et al. (1981: 57) note tnat "respondents will more 

frequently endorse a statement than disagree with its 

opposite." Another example of the response set effeZZ, 

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

tlie position-(left-to-right) of an array of consumer goods 

on respondents' assessment of their quality. 

Trianculation
 

In some cases there may be no single data source which
 

can yield sufficiently valid information concerning some 

goal, precursor or activity category of concern. -'his may 

indicate that the PLUSS should not (cannot) be relied upon 

to provide information concerning that goal, precursor or 

act Ivity category. However, in some cases "triangulation," 

i.e., combining multiple data sources, 
can be used to pro­

vide sufficiently valid inforrnmtion. ! 4 Two forms of tri­

angulation-between-method and within- mtho -- are of 

C=ncern here. 1 5 The former refers to using multiple methods 

(e.g., surveys along with unobtvusive measures) to obser:-e 

a given variable, while the latter refers to multIple variants 

of the same basic method (e.g., multiple unobtrusive measures, 

multiple pencil-and-paper scales to measure some attitude, 

multiple observers) to obsez-ve a given variable. T-7Ae ra­

tl4onale benind triangulation is mcst clearly stated by Webb 



(1970: 450):
 

"Every data-gathering class--interviews, questicn­
naires, cbservation, perfcrmance records, .physical 
evidence--is potentially biased and has specif-ic 
to it certain validity threats. Ideally, we should 
1±ke to converce data from several data classes, as 
well as converge with nu1-iole variants from within 
a single class." 

While trianculiatcn can often increase the validity and 

credibility of infor ation produced by a PLUSS, certain
 

caveats should be noted. Ii-St, tr.angulation obviously
 

adds to the overall cost o4 data collection. Second, a
 

key concition for trianculat:cn to signfican v increase' 


the valldItv of in-or-aticn ga:" ered is that he weakness
...
 

c each data scurde employed must corresccnd to the 

strengths of another (Jlck, 979).16 Third, while criancu­

lation incredses tne validi'ty cf c1-ervacicns of a variable, 
it does not counteract 'other threats to validity in d._wing
 

causal inferences such as histor, and maturation. 4nall,1 

few practical guidelines for interpreting data collected 

from mulltple sources exist. That is, the basic ra-icnale 

underlying triangulation suggests that i- the results cf 

the different data sources employed are consistent with each 

other (converge), co-nfIdence in the validity of the findincS 

are presumably strengthened. While on the surface it mizht 

seem relatively straightfcr-.ard to determine whether the 

results of different data sources employed converge, in 

practic this task is often a prcbc .matic one -or hin :ew 



guidelines exist. Moreover, the results of multiple Zata
 
Sources ma- diverge rather than converce. 
 Lin some cases
 

these contradictions are irresolvable. 
 In ot.'ier cases,
 
however, divergence "can...turn out to 
be an opportunity
 

for enriching the explanation (of a phenomenon)" (Jick,
 

1979: 607). 
 Again, however, there are few guidelines for
 

reconciling divergent results. 
 (See Jick, 1979, and Trend,
 
1978, for case ztudez 
of th.e process of such reconciliaticn.)
 

ERRCRS IN ?EFFCRMANCT-Z1N51NG AND LEARN:IG 

In crder to make app-ropr±ate chcies cc .cerning the des:_
 

and operation of 
a PJZ2, a clear unders anding of t'he des-cn
 
criteria to 
be applied in such chcices is c--cial. The tra­
dit-onal design criterion used in applied social 
science is
 
whether the data =rovide accurate answers 
to the questions 

posed. :n the case of evaluation, 'thscriterion :educes to: 
do the data provide accurate esti
4mates of the extent to which 

a spectiied intervention has influenced a given set of depen­
dent variables? 
 In other caser (e.g., surveys), questions
 

of concern are of the following general form: 
 what are the
 
levels of a given set of variables at a given point in 
time 

and what are tht relationships among those variables? 

This traditional design criterion is, in our view, overly 
narrow for use in the design and operation of a PLUS. 
 In 
this section a broader view, based on the notion cf er:ors 



in performance-sensing and learning, is presented as an 

alternative design criterion. in this view, a "-cod" 

PLUSS is one which minimizes the extent to which various 

errors in performance-sensing and learning are committed. 

As we shall see, providing accurate answers to questions 

posed does not necessarily eliminate errors in per.!ormance­

sensing and learning. Factors such as whether the correct 

questions are addressed (,Mitroff and Bcncma, 1978), time­

liness and credibility also affect errors in per-formance­

sensing and learning. In particular, we consider six major 

types cf possible errors in :erformance-sensing and learn­

ing. Two of these types of errors are asscciated with dis­

111ring the GSIA, three are associated with renventicn and 

the sixth is associated with assessing the effectiveness of 

a GS:A applicaticn. We" also consider major sources of these 

errors and, where possible, suggest means of avoiding these 

sources of errors. 

The two types of possible errors associated with dis­

tilling the G.SIA are as follcws: 

1.1: 	 failure to recognize activities which are
 

included in a GS"A application;
 

1.2: 	 believing that an activity is included in a 

GS:A application when, in fact 7 it is not. 

Potential errors associated with reinventicn can be collec. 

&.!elylabelledas problem-sensing (Kiesler and Sproull, .19) 

and opportunity-sensing errors. The three types .f errors in 



.h4s cate-ory are: 

1Z-.: 
 failure to detect the non-ocurrce of 

necessa:r! precursors to a goal ("problem 

st-inulus") in time to 
-espcnd appropriately
 

(take corrective action);
 

11.2: 	 failure to recognize an "oopocrtunity"--i.e. 

the availability of precursors which, if 

achieved, would eliminate the need to aclhieve 

some other precursors--An time to take advan­
tage of it;
 

Z:.3: 	 erronecusly el.eving that a precurscr is 

necessary for achieving a goal and has not
 

ocurred (i.e., needles l, defini4ng a sit­

uation as a problem). 

The final type of pcssib!e e=rcr of ccncern to us (_-.l) 

is the failure to accurately assess the e-fecti'veness of a 

GS7A appication in time to meet various organizaticnal
 

deadlines.
 

While t!ere are numerous sources of suc.h errors, six 

are of particlar concern in the context of a PLUS.. The 

relatlonshiPs .etween these sources of errors and the t-roes 

of errors discussed abcve are summarized in Figure 4. 

The source of Per-foriance-sensnnq and learning 

errors is inclusion of super.lucus elements (goals, pre 

curscrs and/or act.vity categories) in a pr-cess nn­

clud.nq super-f!luous precursors in a process model can lead 



Sources 

Errors 

INCLUSION OF SUJPERFLUOUS 

EILEMENTS IN A PROCESSOI)EL 

'TUJNNEL VISION" 

LACK OF TIXELINESS 

DATA CONTAMINATION 

LACK OF CREDIBILITY 

INFORMATION OVERLOAD 

1.1 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1.2 

X 

x 

X 

11.1 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

11.2 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

11.3 

X 

x 

X 

111.1 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

Flqtre 4 



to error type -7.3 since if a specieied precursor has not 

occurred, it generally will be interpreted as representing
 

a problem- however, if that precursor is, in fact, not 

c"ucial for the achievement of 
some goal, interpreting such
 

a situation as a prcblem would be erroneous, Including super-.
 

luous goals in a prt'.ces5 model can also lead to 
error type 

11:.1. If, fo e;xample, data indicate that the goal in 

question has been attained, the natural result would be an 

increase in the perceived effectiveness of the GSIA appli­

cation. If, however, this goal was, in fact, not relevant
 

to any stakeholder, this increase in the 
 perceived effective­

ness of the GSIA application would be unjustified. Finally,
 

including superfluous act-ivity categories in a process model 

can lead to error type 1.2, although accurate data on the 
occurrence of act-vitles in these catecories would enable
 

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

'act, no activities in these categories have actually been 

performed. 

The second source of performance-zensing and learning 

errors is labelled "tunnel vision" and is the mirror-image 

of the previous source of errors. This source of errors, 

which involves failing to consider relevant elements in 
a 

process model, can lead to error types 1.1, 11.1, !-.2 and 

IZ-1.l. A nu:-er of suggestions for avciding these problems 

have been presented in "Overv±ew theof Design and Opera­

tion of a PLUSS," above. These include the use of stake­



holder analysis, ncminal group technique and hbrainstor-.­

ing" in steps 1, 2 and 3 of ­ - The regularly 
scheduled ouPortunities for revising the ;LUSS 
are also
 
expected to guard against: th;:T source of errors. "Theoret­
ical trangulatjon,, (see above), In the sense of retaining 
alternative plausible chains of precursors to various goals,
 

is also primarily intended as a meens of avoiding this
 
source of 
error (see Mitroff and 'nshoff, 1979). Finally,
 
encouraging Observers 
 to be alert for and report relevant
 
serendipitous findings 
 can help avoid this problem.
 

Laclk Cf timeliness, 
 the next source of cerformance­

sensing and learning errors, 
 can lead to errors I.1 Z.1.2, 
and 111 .. This is a compelling ar;ument in support of the 
above-stated prescription to be very selective in terms of
 
the scope of information 
 for which the PLUSS is to be re-

Iled upon. zeliarice on informal, 
 verbal ccmmunication 
rather than solely on formal, written reports (Ccx, 1977; 

Kiesler and Sproull, 1982) can also contribute to avoiding 

this problem. 

The next t-o sources of Performance sensing and learning 
errors--data contamination and lack of credibility--are 

Pct=ntially asscciat,.d with all six types of errors we have 
identified. "Data contamination" refers to the factors 

which cause data to be distorted pictures of reality. Tn­
cluded here are the standard threats to 4ayidity commonly 



considered in evaluation research (see Cook and Campbell,
 
1979; Freeman, Rossi and Wright, 1979) 
and other forms of
 
applied social science (see Webb et al., 
1981; especially
 

Chapter 3). 

As used here, credibility is related to, but distinct
 
frcm, truth and validity. In particular, by truth we 
mean an actual state of affairs. In this sense, trith is 
an objective reality (t:hough we cannot always know that
 
objective reality). Validity has taken on 
several meanings,
 
but here we use the 
term as 
it refers to the logical rela­
tionship among propositions. Conclusions are valid if they
 
flcw logically from assumptions. 
 Thus, a conclusion may 
be true and valid, false and valid, true and invalid, Or 
false and invalid. Credi±illty involves t1he acceptance 
or the assessment of the plausibility of an a 
-art-on. 

Truth and validity are neither necessary nor sufficient 
conditions for the acceptance of research findings. 
 Also,
 
it should be noted that credibility is a variable (unlike
 
truth and validity) that is determ.ined by social and psy­
ctaological factors and can take different values for
 
different individuals. 
To put it another way, one man's
 
cup of knowledge is another man's poison. 
 In the next
 
section of this report, literature that sheds light on this 
source of errmrs and how it can be guarded against is c.n­

sidereda in depth. 



The final source of errors in per-formance.sensing and 
learning, information overloa, is lkel,, t. result in 
users' distorting and ignoring pieces of informra"ion. Be­

cause the specific bits of information which will be i,­
nored or distorted will vary widely, overload can lead 
to
 
any or all of the six t',pes of errors identified. This
 

source of errors represents still another rationale for
 

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

DETERMTNANTS OF T'HE CRED!BILTY CF PWSS OUTPUTS
 

Applied social research is notorious for its inability
 
to 
promote consensus and, thus, ccnsiderations of the social
 

and psychological determinants of credibility are perhaps 
more important here than in any other realm. 
 To help us
 
use studies on the determinants of ..
;search acceptanceawe
 

begin with an elementary conceptual model.
 

Zn the transimissicn of a PLUSS-based information we can 
identify a receiver and a sender of information. The re­
ceiver may be a specific client, a broad community of users,
 

a narrw community of specialists or the general public.
 
The sender may be the researcher and his associates, a syn­

thesizer of research, or a "gatekeeper" (Allen, 1977). We 
can also identify a medium for the information, such as a 
formal research report, a verbal presentation, a popular 

account and 
so fcrth. -n 
reality these categories are often 
overlapping and closely inter-related. This is es-ecially 
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the case in a PLUSS where the users helo frame :he re­
- a.nd its medium of Presentation. 
 Nevertheless,
 

these categor:ies are 
useful in organizing S:udies of
 
credibiity. 
 ?Igure 5 presents a basic mcdel, the model
 
used here to organrze findings, and Figure 6 presents
 

a more complicated model that IS more realistic 
for a 

PLUSS.
 

In Figure 6 it is recognized that the receiver (es­
pecially when the receiver 
 is a client) often influences 
the sender. 
The receiver not only influences the sender
 

by direct interaction 
but also, in many cases, by the 
very choice of sender (especially when the sender is a 
contract researcher or trainer). _y the same token, the 
receiver often influences the medium either by maatinc 
a-specific medium (i.e., tachnlcal report, informal Verbal 
presentation) or by influencing the zender's choice of 
medium. 
Likewise, the medium influences the choice of 

sender. Unfortunately, little of the research pertaining 

to determinants of credibility has focused on those features 
represented in Figure 6 but deleted from Figure 5. The 
discussion presented below organizes research on the basis 
of the three elements common to both models. Table I 
summariZes the determinants of credibility within each 

category which are discussed. 
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF FACTORS AFFECTITNG CRSDIBILZTY OF 
PLUSS OUTPUTS 

CLARACTERISTICS CF MEZIUM 

-Jargon
 
-Amount, Type and 
 Form of Presentation of Data 
-Readabi l± ty 
-Negative vs. Positive Information
 

-Relevance
 
-Correspondence with Receiver's Day-to-Oay Experience 
-Proximity and Accessibility of Media 

CARACTER.T:C.S DCE' SENDER 
-Personal Characteristics
 
-Professional and Occupational Characteristlcs 

CHARACTERISTICS OF RECEIVER
 

-Per,;cnal Characteristics
 
-Pro±cssional and Occupational Characteristics 
-Organizat. i nal Position 



Credib±~i'v And Characteristics Of 
!he Medium
 

The effects of media Characteristics on Confidence­
inspiringness is of special importance in 
a PLUSS because
 
it is this set of determinants that is most often manipul­
able. 
Applied researchers 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 section, a number of
 
studies 
are reviewed which have examined the effects of 
media characteristics on credibility or closely related
 

variables.
 

Jargon, Use of Data and Readability
 

"he effects of Jargon, 
use of data, e.nd readability on
 
credibility are more easily assessed than other determinants
 
in controlled experiments. 
A number of experimental and
 
laboratory studies dealing with the form and structure of
 
information as it relates 
to credibility and 
use of results
 
are revi.3wed by Braskamp and his associates (1982).
 

Two studies (T1hompson et al., 
1981; Brown et al., 1978)
 
address specifically the issue of jargon's effects on 
the
 
credibility of information. 
 In the initial study (Brown 
et al., 1978], educators read reports about tasting in 
publiz schools and were asked to 
rate the reports i-Jre-ja
 



-to clarity and agreement with the rese:- .. s' recommen­

dations. Th t er..... -. dentical in content except 

that one set used more technical jargon and another set 

used more data. The jargon in the report included tech­

nica terms about different types of achievement testing. 

Brown and his associates found that jargon affected ratings 

oif the technicality and difficulty of the report. This
 

finding is, however, of questionable significance in light
 

of the close relation between the experimental variable
 

(the technical jargon) and the dependent variable (assess­

ment of the technical diff-:culty of the report) . Mc 

teresting was the finding t.nat the subiects rated the 
4ar­

con-Icaded recort with 
no data suDcort most difficult tc 

understand (even more dfficilt than the reccrt that in­

cluded iaron and data) 
and the iarzcn-.ree. data-sumcrteo
 

recort was 
rated the most easily understood. Sicnifican-lv 

the amount of jargon or.data had no effect on the subjects' 

agreement with the recommendations in the report. 7t sho",Id 

be noted, however, that this latter finding is not consis-

Lant with several studIes which have found a relationship
 

between the use of data and agreement with Informat n
 

(Gifford et al., 1979; Wdright, 1974; Porat and Haas, 1969).
 

The study c-nducted by Thompson and associates (1981) is 

a .ollcw-,up study to the 3rcwn and associates study. :n the 

liter stud, educators and business :erscns read educat-cnal 
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research studies which were variously jargon-loaded or
 

jargcn-free and data-free or data-supported. 
 They rated
 

reports void of jargon and data the most believable rel­

ati\ve to the other three combinations. They gave con­
sistently =oor ratings to reports which contained language 

inconsistent with the level of data presented; that is,
 
an absence of jargon was p-eferred for data-free reports, 

but iarcon was actually greferred (even withcut a chance
 

in messace content) for the recorts that included data. 

Severa2 writers have sucgested that more readable reocrts 

are r.re likely to be positively evaluated and used 
(Aga~rala-Rogers, 1977; 
Wind1e and Sates, 1974; 
Levitor
 
and Hughes, 1981). The findings of Thompson and asso-iates 

seem to mitigate (though not contradict) the assumption 

that readability has consistently positive effects. The 
readability of the report should be appropriate for the 

level of tec1hnical treatment and the sophistication of 

data analysis. 

Nct all data are created equal. In a study of the 
effects of different typcs of statist1cal information, 

L4renzen and Br-askamp (1978) found that cost-benefit infor­
mation was rated by administratorz as more helpful than 

either other forms of statistical information or polltical 
inforation. This finding obtained for a variety of de­

cision problems and regardless of the icsition of author±tv 



or tenure of the administrator. 

Brcwn and Newman ( orthccming) examined teachers' and
 
administrators' resconses 
to recommendations as a function
 

of the amount of data and the form of presentation of data
 
in otherwise identical re-orts. Those who read reprts
 

including percentages and graphs were strongest in their
 

agreement with the findings of the report; those who read 

reports with Percentages, graphs, and statistical 
inference
 

statements were 
least supportive of the recommendations. 

-Necative and Positi e Inforation 

in a study that has important implications for a PUSS 

Licatis and his associates (1980) found that Positive and 

negative informaticn have different intensities of effects 

on ratings of usefulness and credibility. It is only a 

mild oversimplification to say that their study shows that 

negative infOrmation ?as more cotential for harm than csi­

tive information has for ccod. 

The study was based on reactions to an educational fl
 

The researchers showed the f=1m to 
204 graduate students wno
 

were ranecmly assigned to grou~s which noreceived critical 

review of the film, pCcsitive review, negative review, Or 

mixed review. Some sub-groups received reviews before view­
ing the film, others received them after'ward. The resear-o-ers 

found that pOstive infcrmatlo inflated -udgments ac t 



filth but not nearly to the degree that negative inforrma­

tion depressed Judgm-entc. It made ni.Cdifference 
whether
 
the review was received before after the
or showing of the 

film.
 

The authors conclude that the results of the study
 
succest "extra 
care in reporting necative information,
 

oarticularlv when oblect of
the the evaluation has many 
stronc coints and the decis..on makers lack first-hand con­

tact with whatever is evaluated" (Locatis et al., 
1980: 822;
 

e-;hasis added). 
 The authors suggest that researchers may 

wish to take care to fully describe results and highlight
 
4

positive information so as to offset the pcwerful effects 
of negative information. 

The conclusions from the study by Locatls and associates
 
merit close attention but there is some question as to the 
study's generalizability. The viewing of a 5ilm may noc be
 
the same as, 
say, the reading of a research report and 

graduate students may be more amenable to influence by neg­

ative information than persons closer (andto more fanm-liar 
with' the object of study. Nevertheless, it is worth noting
 

that several studies (Carter, 1971; Floden and Weiner, 1978)
 

have come to similar c=nclusions about the stronger effects
 

of me-gative information.
 

A somewhat different set 
of findings were cbtained in
 

a study mentioned above. Brown and Newman (fort.hocming) 
found when a researcner's recommendatcns were supportive of 



the program (i.e., positive), the researcher was rated as
 

more technically proficient and a 'better =mj.-unicato: t6­

the researcher making negative :_-commendaticns. This does
 

not, however, contradict the findings obtained in studies
 

such as that of Locati.s and his associates because the 

subjects in the Brown and Newman study worked in the pro­

gram that was evaluated 
 and had a clear stake in the outcome 

of the evaluation. 

Relevance
 

Several st-udies relate perceived needs of message re­

ceivers (usually clients) to use oi information and assess­

ment of credibility. Nielsen (1975) compared prcgram man­

agers' needs for -nfCma-Cn wi the information actually 

rece.ived frm applied evaluative research. There was ion­

sirterable divergence which is somewhat surprising in light 
of the fact that the sender of the information had, in most 

instances, contracted with the receivers for a s:ecific 

package of information. 

David (1978) found low use of applied research by school 

districts and concluded that the lcw rate of use was a 

funct.1on of the low relevance of the informa t-on content. 

in another study, Resnick and his assciates (1979) !cked 

at research re;orts .-ith vary!ing degrees of :ercsived rele­

vance and found that cerceived relevarcne was a mal~crdeter­



minant of both use and favorable assessment of research.
 

The study also investigated the relevance 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. Other 

studies (Pelz, 1979; White and Murnaghan, 19731 Weiss and
 

Bucuvalas, 1977) have come 
to similar conclusions. 

It also appears that the credib!!itv o " research is 

affected by the decree of correscondence between the re­

search findi: s and receivers' day-to-day ex=erience con­

cerning the topic of the research (PattOn et a!., 1277; 

Caplan et al, 1975; Weiss and Sucuvalas, 1977). Results 

that are counter-intult.ve face much stronger resistancz 

than research findings that support existing views. -Ifone 

views PLUJS-baed information as either an improvement 

on.or a useful alternative to, individuai Experience,w.4, 

finding cannot be treated lightly. The tmolication is that 

a PLUSS may often be doomed in any attempt to overthrow 

existing well-entrenched views. 

Proximity And Accessibility Of Media 

One of the more consiztent findings in information and
 

communication research is that the accessibilitV of an infor­

mation channel is one of the most important determinants of 

information use. The finding has been obtained in exzeri­

http:counter-intult.ve
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mental studies (Giffford et al., 1979; Guetzkcw and Simon,
 

1357) as well as 
field studies of scientists and encineers
 

(Gertsberger and Allen, 1968; 
Pel= and Andrews, 197, and pub­

lic agencies (Boze.,an 
 and Cole, 1981; Mccwan and-Loveless, 1981)
 
It is not surprising that the accessibility of an infor­

mation channel is an important determinant of use, es'pec­

'ally amonG busy managers (Blandi and Brown, 1974). More 
interesting is O'Reilly's (1982) finding that accessibilitv
 

of information is even more important than cualitv (and, 

relatedly, that quality and use are poorly correlated). :n 
his study based on sux-lev data obtained frcm 163 workers 

in four branch locations of a county wel.fare agency, 0'Rei!!y 

found that while the relative imortance c qualitv and 
accessibility varied according to the intended use of the 
information, accessibility mas consistentiv more imcortant 

in explaining use. He att-4butes this finding to 
the fact
 

that users incur costs in seeking cut quality infor-mation 

not readily available and 
that the users were under preszure
 

to process large numbers of cases under severe time c-n­

straints. Bczeman and Cole (1981) acCour for similar find­
ings in public agencies by noting that information-seek4ng 

behavior is likely to go unrewarded and, if 4t detracts 

frcm ocerations and routine activities, may even result in 

punishment.
 

'Another consistent finding is that information .. at is 
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transmitted by informal communication (especially face­

to-face discussion) is more widely preferred, more often 

used and, sometimes, viewed as more credible (seel' or 

example, Marquis and Allen, 1966; Bacharach and Aiken, 

1977; Crane, 1972; Bozeman and Blankenship, 1979). An 

especially relevant study by Stevens and Tornatzk. (1980) 

examined the effects of formal and informal communication 

in 37 drug abuse programs and found that for t.sks that 

are uniform and handled by "bureaucratic" structures, 

formal communication is as useful as informal communica­

tion in twromoting change. However, in tasks t.hat are non­

uniform and informal, face-to-face ccmmunicaticn is much 

more effective In promoting chance. These .-ndings are 

-
supporti4ve of earlier studies in different settings (U-­

wak, 1961; Fa.Iraeather et al., 1974; Taylor and Utterback, 

1975).
 

Credibilitv And Sender Characteristics
 

Research on the effects of sender characteristics on the 

perceived credibility of information is ubiquitous. Opinion 

researchers have been drawn to the topic but industrial
 

engineers, information scientists and psychologists have
 

made subst,.ntial cont.butIcns as well. Unfortunately, 

when the sender is a researcher (rather than an opinion 

leader, "gatekeeper," or advert'-ser) tere is less infcrma­



tion abcut the effects of sender charact-eristics on cred­

ibility. Most of the more .-elevant research can be sub­

sumed under to categories: personal characteristics C4 

the researcher and professional cha:acteristics of the 

researcher.
 

Personal Characteristics 

The credibility of information provided by applied re­

searchers 
 varies as a function of the personal characteris­

tics Cf the researcher, even if the conten: of the informa­

tion is constant. One of the variables that often has an 

e-ff-ect cn credibility is the sex c4 the researcher. -n cne 

study (Newman et al., 1979) business and educaticn students
 

and business and education professionals were asked to read 

applied research reports which were identical in every re­

spect but one: for one randomly chosen sub-group a male
 

name and picture were provided for the "researcher" and 

for the other sub-group a female "researcher" was idnti­

fled. Both the students and the professicnals were more 

likely to agree the of the malewith findings researcher 

than the female researcher (though the findincs were identi­

cal). .The sex of the students and professionals had no 

apparent ef.fect on their bias toward the male "researcher." 

However, sex bias was reduced by f amiliarity with the io~c 

of the research 4inplying that secndal =cnsiderations, such 

as sex-based bias, more often ccme into play when t-here is
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greater uncertainty regarding the information.
 

A great many studies conducted by ps-vc.holocists pro­

vide evidence that the cogni1tive style of the message 

sender affects not only the message itself but also the 

credibility of the message. However, few of these studies
 

seem generalizable to the question of the c:edibility of 

applied research (Weinberg, 1979; Staw and Ross, 1978). 

One study that is especially relevant argues that the 

applied researcher's choice (implicit or explicit) of 

dec-sicn-making model is relevant to the likelihocd that 

1%4s or her research findings will be -iewed as su::iciently 

credible to affect organization change. DeYoung and Conner
 

(1982) suggest that applied researchers with an essetia!!, 

rat-onal view c-6f orcanization decision-makinc are in acst 

insta.ces less likelv tc have research results Zut into 

action than those who have an incremental view of crganiza­

tion decision-making. 

In a study that adapts many of the findings from studies 

of engineers and scieitists, Bozeman and Cole (1981) found
 

that a group of program managers in a technically-oriented 

public agency were likely to seek information from colleagues 

within the organization and especially from those indi­

viduals who were more highly trained in technical fields 
and who were themselves more active in seeking infnrmatcn 

from a variety of media. A subsequent study (ozeman and 



Mciowan, 1981) corroborated these findings for a much
 

larger and more differentiated sample of public managers.
 

Professional And Occupational Characteristics 

The professional and occupational attributes of the 

researcher often affect perceptions of the credibility of 

research. In one experiment (Braskamp et al., 1978) 

teachers and administrators were asked to rate research 

findings produced by a "researcher" and "evaluator" and
 

a "content speciallst." The content of the report was 

held constant. Teachers and adminiszrators rated the report
 

as more credible when attributed to :he researcher than 

when attributed to the evaluator or content specialist. 

Both .rofessional credentials and prtufessicnal activ­

ities are relevant in assessments of credibilitv. In a 

pioneering st,,dy, Hovland and Weiss (1951) found that he 

status of professions was a highly sIgnificant detern nan: 

in evaluations of expertise and credibility. Bozeman and 

Cole (1981) found that public managers placed a higher 

value on the information provided by colleagues who were 

more involved in professional activ±ties such as atten­

dance of professional conferences and holding profeszicnal
 

memberships. Others have come to similar conclusicns in
 

research conducted in a wide variety o settings (see, .or 

examole . - ­ ng, 1978; Glaser and Taylor, 1971; Gerts;ercer 

and Allen, 1968). 
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One of the more important factors mediating 
the effects
 

of professional and occupational status on 
the receivers' perception of the quality of inflormacion pro­
vided in the past by 
the same source (O'Reilly, 1982; Zrnud,
 
1978). Hcweverp 
these findings are complicated by variance 

in individuals' propensity to assume risk.
 

Credibi!!v and Receiver Characteristics
 

Receiver characteristics impinging on 
credibility can 
be categorized in much the same manner as sender character­
istics, but to personal and professional categories we add 
a thir-dc--o-ganizational position. 

Organizational Positon 

In one of the most comprehensive studes of the effects 
of audience (receiver) characteristics on assessiments of
 
credibility, Braskamp and his associates (1978) examitned 
teachers' and school administrators' ratings of information 
provided by 
an external applied researcher and 
an internal
 
applied researcher. 
The administrators rated information 
provided by an external researcher as more useful than did 
the teachers but there was no difference in ratings of the 
usefulness of infornation provided by the internal researcher. 
The professional experience of the recipient corr-elatedwas 
to assessment of written research results. Students in :ne 
fields of business and education rated the applied research 



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

fJindings than were the teachers and administrators.
 

There is considerable research 
 on the information needs 
of managers and there is 
some evidence that managers have
 
different views than technicians and non-faanagement profes­

sionals of what conztitutes useful and credible inforaation.
 

Cox (1977) contends that management thecr-y, and especially
 
Mintzberg's (193) studies of 
the nature of managerial work,
 

can facilitate efforts to provide managers with more u4eful 
and cred ble infor-ation. Scecificallv, he suggests: (1) 

data from applied research will almcst never be the sole 
source of inforation about a program and, from the managers' 
point of view, it is unlikely to 'e the most important; (2) 
manacers' interests are specific and concrete and research 

directed at managers shoaLrd g enerally have these same charac­
teristics; (3) managers have a casual attitude tCward validity 
and technical problems analysisof and if research is to be 
useful ,it should identify but not dwell 
on technical problems;
 

(4) informal - communication is preferred by managers and 

if information is to be usefulit should be repcrted succinctly,
 

simply, informally and frequently. Bunker's (1978) analysis
 
complements the suggestions provided by Cox. Bunker seeks to 
identify the uses of applied evaluative research for managers 

and contends that five managerial functions are sez-ved by such 
informaton: c!arificaticn of obectrves, oriti al assessment 
oi "nher ted" ideas and poiis defin-i:cn cf local ccer­

ating practices (including identification of unique fea.ures), 
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detection of the fit be:ween actual operations and program 

desicn and assessment of the fit of program concepts and 

operating patterns with key social values. Bunker implies
 

that informat±on 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

fIuence assessments of the utility and credibilitv o4 re­

search. 7n general, Individuals who are mcre ac-iveiv 

engaged in processing information are mcre receptive to 

researcl-based information and those who are users of data­

based information are more likely to accept researc.h find­

ings that are counter-intuitive. Persons who process little 

information and are not data-oriented are more likely to re-

Ject research findings that are not in accord with t eir 

personal experiences (Leviton and Hughes, 1981). 

In a study focusing on decision-complexity and individuals 

approaches to decision-making, Weiss (1982) found that older 

and nore experienced public managers were less likely to 

view externally-generated information as credible, less likely 

to use it, and as a result, perormed more poorly on unstrx-c­

tured decision problems.
 

T'do other studies examined the ea..... 

tion of rec-ivers to determineits ef-ec:s on assessment of in­
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formation received 
(Brown and Newman, 1980; Newman and 

Brown, 1980;. Externally-criente educators (as measured 

by a standard locus of c-ntrol 
scale) preferred applied
 

research that included specific reccmmendations for action. 
By contrast, internally-criented recipients preferred to 
draw their own conclusions and make their own recomnendations 

after reviewing the applied research results. 

Professional and Cccupational Chara.teristics
 

In their study of the effects of research recipients' :rc-
Xessional experiences on reactions to wrizten apclied research 
repcrts, Newman and associates (1979) found that stuidents in 
the fields of business and education rated the findings more 
highly than did working professionals in thcse fields. The 

extent to which the effects of age, ex-erience and kncwledge 

conlound those ffindings is unclear. in another study (Haw­
kins et al., 
1978) of the effects of professional and occupa­

tional characteristics on 
assessments of utility and cred!&­

bi±&c'f information, differe.-ces according to occupation 

were uncovered. Persons in different cccupations used dif­

e.tcrItera in judging the utility cf various t-ypes of 
information. Staff members of human service agencies were 
more impressed with assessments of staff competence, planners 
were more favorably disposed to i rmatizn ahcut managerial 
efficLency an, judicial -rcbaticn perscnnel responded more 
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favorably t: information about client impact. Interest­

ingly, none of the groups placed a h gh prio:it o on 

information about the Cost of programs and agency operation. 
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L-IKING CASES 

Thus far, we have treated the PLUSS develozed in conjunc­

s
tion wit1.h one G5ZA application as being_ independent of PLUSS 

developed in conjunction with other GSIA applications. In this 

section we address issues associated with linking PLUSS's de­

veloped in conjunction with various GSIA applications. We start 

out by considering the traditional goal and techniques of linking 

case studies. We then discuss some reservations we have concern­

ng the feasi'iityi, and apprcpriateness of this t-aditional coal. 
We conclude by suggesting an alternarive purpcse of linkinc case 

studies in the current context and discuss ncw -nis alternative 

purpose might be achieved. 

Tradit onally. social scientists link various case studies 

in an effort to develop a generalizable theory to account for 

some closely related set of .henomena. A theory, as the term is 

used here, consists of a small set of a:curat.e explanations cf 

the phenomena of concern, along with a specifica:ion of the con­

ditions under - explanation (Moh:, 1982,-ch each applies. 

utilizes the term theory in a similar sense.) 2wo basic types 

of approaches for linking case studies in order to develop a
 

generalizable theory of certain phenomena--the case-sur-.1ey method 

and the case-comparison approach--have come to the forefront in 

recent years. while both are somewhat prlmi:ive and not vet 

clearcuz ard sCecifi: Cuidelines,sufficiently documented tc form 

-here have been rapid advances and numerous applications of these 

t4o approaches in recent years (see Louis, 1982; Yin, 1981). It 
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snculd be nozed -'at in bOth apprcaches a series of- -Case 
analyses are ypiva!,! acnduc'ed simuaneous'y (i.e., n ar­
alleI streamn) and, when crrnleted, use as inputs into cross­
case analyzis. Thus, cross-case anal' '5c typically4 s not begun 
until all Within-case analyses have been cCmpleted, thereby 
1imiting the extent to which the various within-case analyses 
1f1ed" inco each other. Since G-:A apolications occur secuen­
.ial!y (both within a given target system and among target 
Systenz), this c.Waracteristic would recuire :ha: :hese two 
-IPPrc'Ias to cross-case analysis be adapted if used to Link 

Qf the t.4aajar approaches to cross-case analysis, the 
Zase-surey methcd (Lucas, 1974; Yin L'1) is :-e mcre igy 
s:tuc-ured. Lucas 
(1974) summarizes 
this apProach as foIlcws: 

" he analyst prepares a set af cuestionstihe to determineOresence and in tens-ty of cmmo characters CST
events, and Outcomesstudies. The possibleccntained i.n each of the caseanswers to the cues:icnscarefully structured areand defined so that the analyst,after readinc the case materias nethe most appropriate response. The answers thesequestions are determined in
of the cases the same manner for eachthat have been selectedresults ca.n then for study. Thebe put in a macnlne-readable fcrm andanalyzed.1,
 

The case-survey method, it 7hould be noted, requires a relatively 

large number of cases. 

Different variants of the case-ccmpariscn apracn rey,
in one form or another, on relatively informal pattern recocni­
t.icn 
(see Smith and Robbins, 19S2; Huerman and Crandall, !9P2;
 



Yin, 1981; Yin, 1982). That is, various sincle-case explana­

tions (within-case analyses) are arrayed in some fashion and
 

the researcher attempts to identify common patterns among the
 

single-case explanations. 
The key in the case-comparison
 

approach is to 
develop procedures, involving both process-type
 

procedures and means of summarizing and displaying single-case
 

results, to stimulate pattern recognition (Louis, 1982).
 

When the general statement of the traditional coal of link­

ing case studies is phrased in terms associated with the current 

context, the szecific form this :raditicnal goal takes -s some­

w4at as follows: "develop a generalizable theory to account for 

the success (or lack of success) of the GSIA.1' Put in these 

terms, we have serious reservations about both the feasibilitly 

and appropriateness of the traditional goal of linking case
 

studies in t1-he 
current context. Let us 
first discuss our reser­

vations concerning the feasibility of this traditional goal. WVe 

will then turn to the appropriateness of this goal. 

There are vwo major barriers to developing a generalizable 

theory to account for the success of the GZIA. First, while in 

abstract terms there appear to be substantial commonalities 

among GSIA applications, there may be too much diversity in
 

terms of operational measures (in a research sense) involved
 

in various cases. For example, while coals in all site-specific 
process models might be generically labelled "achievement. o 

development objectves," the operational definitions of 
these
 

goals will vary suhstantally among sites. "Cross-site" analysis
 



would be aimed at uncovering a generalizable :<hot to accoun: 
cr the achievement (or non-achievement) of :hese =cals, but, 

In tact, because achievement o: the respectvre coals in various 
sites are essentially different phenomena, It 
is unl l iat
 
the same theory applies to 
all of these cases.
 

A problem similar to 
the one involved here has-been en­
countered in at 
least two other areas 
of researc. -n the area
 
of organizaticnal effectiveness, 
the idiosyncracies present in
 
ocerationa! definitions of effectiveness that ap.roriate
are 


for va.7ious oarizations (even thcugh each 
can be lec44..mate 

zermec effectiveness) are generally recnized as a major ;."­

pedi.ment to che develocme.r-t c: genea:neori 
 of cr-an­
2za:ional effectiveness 
 Hannan and Freeman, 1977). 
 The secr.4
 
area which is instructive in 
this regard is innovation. Time
 
of adocticn and exzent of 
use are two cperaticnal variables
 

used 
to represent the concept innovatcn. Wihile bc.th can be
 
.Lgi timately included under the same umbrella -erm they are
 
too heterogeneous 
to expect the 
same factors to dete.,mine varia­

tions in both of these variables (Mohr, 1982).
 

The likely non-existence of a single :hec.y 
to account for
 
multi Ie Phencmena which can be given the 
same label but are,
 
in o.erational 
terms, considerably different can 
also be i4!uz­

-rated by considering the phenomenon "becoming temY rari~v
 
disabled., 
 f we are considering two individuals who hnalle
 
become temporzrilv disabled, we 
night at -ist exoect :z find
 



a single theory that fits both cases. Suppose, however, that 

in the first case the disability is due, say, to a broken 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 second Major barrier to developinq a generalizable 

theo,-z to account fcr the success of the GSA is the extreme 

contex t-specif:_c nature of causes of social Phenomena (see 

Cronbac." 1975; Guba and Lincoln, 1981; Mohr, 1982). That is, 

an explanation of some phenomenon--whether physical or social-­

is always valid only under certain condi:ionso The rub is that 

the validity conditions for-explanations of social phenomena 

are often ext.uemely elusive. Zstablishing these conditions, 

at best, requires a large number of cases; conceivably, It is 

an impossible task to do so. For one, these val'dity ccnditions 

depend on a large number of backeground variables. Second, an 

explanation of a social phenomenon often holds only over a 

narrow range of each background variable. Third, designating 

the various background variables asZl, Z2 , Z3 , etc., the range 

of Zl, say, under which an explanation of some social phencnemonen 

i5 valid may depend upon the values of Z2, Z3 , etc. Final!y, 

some of these backgrcund variables may b unmeasured, often 

because their importance is unrecognized. 



Cur reservations concerni c- the. p=crp-.a-aeess of ae 

to deve.oo a generalizable :neor/ :o :-unt for :he success 

of the GS:A, aside fz-cm the feasibi'lI of n nue _<4ng, 

stem rom the recognition that, unlike many other social 

science research endeavors, in the 
current cCntext theory 

development is not an end in itself. Rather, theory davelcc­

ment should be seen as a pcssible means of achieving a zrac­

mat-c goal, namely, faci itating the e:ec- ye and efficient 

application of GSIA.the More scecipicaly, the main :urcse 

f .linking
cases in the current coan.x: is to enable zi- :a"­

- - pant-5 in any one GSIA applica-"cr to bene:-: :rom ex~erien­

cos cbtained in other GSMA applicat-ns. iwi. a 

-SA application as a "learing sequence," link-inc za-es mi:ht 

best be viewed as an effort to "use previous ex-erience to 

facilitate and acCeJerate this learning" (Johnston and Clark, 
1982: o- 220). Accelerating learning regarding data collection 

technicues -andinstruments 
as we!l as substantive kncwledze 

concerning the G.IA is of concern here. 

Thile a valid theory which accounts cor the success cf 
G--A applicatins would contribute to the coal of enablinq site 

partcipants in ani one GSIA application to benefi5 - - exeri­

ences obtained in other GSIA applicaticns, .we wish to pro.Ccse a 

simpler, more Feasible and quicker, if. ess , ean!5 

dcing so. n particular, we believe that the best way to ::abe 

s::e :art zi=ants in a CSA apPlication te benefit f.om exneri­

ences obtained in other GZ. applications is to ov" ac 



site participant with access to a conc~se "Catalog" of infor­

mation regarding previous G-3A applications and the PLUSS's 

developed in conjunction with them. This catalog might be 

figuratively (and perhaps literally as well) thought of as
 

consisting of two loose-leaf binders which 
are continuously
 

updated. 
 The first loose-leaf binder would contain substantive
 

informatlcin concerning previous GSIA applications, while the
 

second would contain instruments used in the PLUSS's developed
 

to date. 

The basic "unit of entry" i , :he section of thJe cataloc 

a.imed at conveying substantive information concerning previous 

GSIA applicat.cn. would be individuat applications. Each entry 

would consist of two parts. The first would summarize, perhaps
 

in flowchmart form. the key activities and outcomes which occurred 

(or are expected to occur) during, or as a result of, the GSIA 

application being summarized. This would, in other words, 

simply consist of the "latest" process model of that GSIA 

application. This portion of the entry for each GS*A application 

should contain cross-ceferences to instruments used to obtain 

information concerning the activities, precursors and goals re­

ferred 
to in the process model which are contained in the "in­

strument" section of the catalog. 
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The second portion o che entr,/ zor each ScA apoli cation 

wculd consist of a brief narrative summary of the se-.nc and 

background of that GQ-A application. The purpose of this 
is
 

to enable those looking at a process model of a previous GS:A
 

application :o 
gauge the degree of fit between the context
 

in which that previous GSIA application took place and the
 

context In which the reader finds himself. Tlhe decree of fit
 

betwe-e these 
two contexts, 
in turn, provides an indication o.­

whether it is appropriate to extra-olate parts cr all Cf the 

process model of the G5A -Iplination desc-.zed in 
the catalog 

entrv to the GCSA application in which tne user is =artii"atin g 

(see Guba and Lincoln, 1981; Johnston and Clark, 82). 

Where two or mre GS-A applications shart' a common 
Pat-e-rn 

n ters ."z the activities-and outcomes in ccerational tes 
invove 4~ 1n those appliCations and the relaticnsni4s among them, 

the entries for those applicaticns snould clustered.be The 

process Cf identifying such clusters would be ve-/ similar to
 

the "case-comparison, approach described above, alzhouch here
 

the comparisons would be conducted sequentially. That is, 
each
 

time a new G:.-% application is added 
to the c:talog (or the 

process model of a GSIA application already contained in the
 

catalog is modified), 
its process model would be compared to
 

existing entries 
in4the cataIog and clustered with existinc
 

enties, __ appropriate. The advantage Cf formi.nC 
such cluszers
 

is tc make te catal-c .Cre 
succ: to the ,ser (:hcuC =rzba;l. 

not in the .- ysical length of the zatalcg)o Given the two 
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possible barriers discussed above to developing a generaliz­

able theory to account for the success of he GS:A, we would 

expect there to be a large number of clusters, most ccntan~nc 

only one cr t-o cases. It should be noted that this section 

of the catalog is likely to be useful for transferring know­

ledge obtained in GS:A applications to other sites almost 

immediately (although we would expect it to become increasingly 

useful for this purpose as the number of entries it contains 

increases). Moreover, if the barriers discussed above to 

developing a generalizable theory to account for tne success 

of the GSIA are not as sev-.re as we saggest they are, th-s 

section of the catalog in the lonc run will form :he basis 

of such a hecry. 

The most appropriate basic "unit of entry" n the sect n
 

of the catalog aimed at transferring data collection instriments 

among PUSS's is single techniques or instrumentS. Zn most 

cases a copy of the instr-ment (questionnaire, intez-iiew 

schedule) will suffice. In other cases (e.g., most unobtru­

sive measures) it may be necessary to prepare a thumbnail descri.­

tion of the inst.-ment for inclusion in the catalog. The key 

to success for this section of the catalog is a directory orcan­

ized by activities and outcomes that indicates which existing
 

instruments include i:ems to provide iinformation about that
 

activi:v or outcome.
 



FCCTN4OTES 

iManagement, as used here, refers to 
the process of organizinc,

directing and coordinating activities and the use of 
resources
 
to achieve desired ends. 
 See USAID (1981) for a similar defin­
ition.
 

2 T'"he DPMC is housed within the Technic l Assistance Division of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Office of International 
Cooperation and Development. 

3 We wish to emphasize that these two characteristics are not 
necessarily the most salient for applying the approach nor the
 
chief determinants of its success. Rather, these are the two 
most salient characteristics in considering the design and
 
conduct of applied reearch on the approach. In other words, 
our comments on applied research are believed to apply to man­
agerial innovations which share these Lwo attributes. 
4 de will use the term site to refer to that segment of the in­
tended overall target system in which th. attempt to implement
the GS A is occurring at a given point in time. Thus, "rt­
ization" entails attempting to implement the GSIA in an in­
creasingly larger site. 
 In many cases the intended overall 
target system is not (and need not be) explicitly specified.
Rather, all that is known is 
that the intended target system
is larger than the current site. Moreover, saying that an 
intended target system is largaL than the cur:ent site does not
imply that the GSIA will necessarily be extended beyond theturrent site. Rather, what is implied is that the GSIA will 
conceivably be implemented in A larger portion of the overall 
intended target system if it is found to be successful in the
 
current site.
 

DPMC efforts in Portugal provide a good illustration of

"partialization." Initially, the GSIA is being applied within 
a portion of a single project (PRCC<.LFER); it is conceivable

that, if it is found to be successful, attempts will be made 
to extend the site to encompass the entire PRCCAL:-R project ant
ultimately, perhaps, to all government interventions into the 
Portuguese agricultural sector. 

5 -his would include responsible DPMC personnel and consultants 
as well as host-country personnel.. 

6The terminology used here is adapted from Mohr (1973) 
and
 
Deniston et al. (19E8). 

7,.n some cases, of course, a given outcome may be both a pre­
cursor and a goal. 
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SCf ccurse, in dete mnlng '.hethe: £ ,~ :etli.exe
 
a goa r precursor will be
assessment of the eifectivenes acieved by h.me tine : e 

,of 0.ZA app!ica=cn 'i!!take place, a reasonable .marinof 
error shcuid be allcwed for. 
9Downs (1981) presents a s.mij._ argunent in
text. a di nt con­

10Hall's disctssin and the dscussion presented here are
phrased il terms o 
organ 
zaatical efe:!':eness.
' th discussions apply directly Hceve ,to :he more generl c=ncepz
of system effectiveness.
 

-Th-is fort. ctf 
a field !cq is derived f:om Yin
invclves obser-,_t.cns that (I.S. -I
ar 
 ' ..'c .a 
 . c r s9­
=e"s z .--'-'Zu ed cb e v etrn , " r- . -= L e -z - cms
ndescribes :h.er,
precursors andiems-. (gocals,L_ however, .nclude -c:':-­ac. ,i:./--­

items (ccarSecs i 
 ur case) and
-e
proccsead respcnse :ate-cries. he :'i ehere invclve ore_-i 

4.c rems but ccen-ended 
-
szcnses.
 

12We~bb 
et al. (1981) is 
t."e revisae ed-i:-lon
daddy" of 4crk of tIe "grand­in :his area.
More -.ournard (1979' .. V44es
e over-ia 
 with 
some exam.~es
Wiebb nct :cn:anedel al. inOt.her usef2 references include We'b and(1-79), Plaherty et al. .e!ck(1973) and :Sec.,rest (1979).
 
i3The fcllCwing discussion is based !a:ely on 
. ebb
14 ebjo e t al. (19a 1) , 

et al. (1981).Jick ( 1979) , T7re.d (!978) enzin (970), 

and Sai.th (1975) 
are key references 
C this topic. 
A hird fori-- -hecretia. triancuL,.iCn--±sdiscussed else-Where in 
this repor":-­

! 0 Th'us .e 
a -ticT as a "JaCk Scr,a
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