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PREFACE

The Regional Medical Programs Conference and Workshop on Evaluation, held in
September 1970, marks the first time that coordinators and staff members from all 55
Regional Medical Programs met to exchange views on evaluation and to assess their own

activities and programs.
A number of factors and circumstances prompted the idea of such a conference-

workshop. Most of the 55 Programs were at least three or even four years old. It was a
natural time for stocktaking. Changes had been slowly taking place within the Programs
and were subtly emerging; goals and objectives, and means and methods for achieying
these ends, were being examined; and national priorities and budgetary restrictions were
leading the Congress and the Administration to scrutinize federal programs more clgsely
than ever. This current of events emphasized the need for greater self-assessment. N

The impetus for the Conference lay largely in the Regions themselves, and most of
the Conference planning and development was undertaken by the Regions. Moreover, the
content of presentations and discussions were drawn directly from the evaluative work of
the Regions. This fact illustrates more clearly than anything else the considerable strides
that Regional Medical Programs have made in the past several years — not only in building
up their evaluation capability, but also in putting it to good use. '

The Conference was significant in its purpose, development and content. Some of

the issues posed were broad and generic to the program itself, such as is “change” really
the mandate? Others were more specific to evaluation, e.g., how much should be spent on
evaluation? Still others were directed to specific aspects of the Regional Medical Pro-
grams: What is the Regional Advisory Group’s role in evaluation?
' If there was a central issue posed by the Conference-Workshops, it must, I believe,
have been capsulated by Dr. Donald Schon’s presentation. If the whole Regional Medical
Program is greater than the sum of its parts, those specific activities supported by it — as
its proponents have long argued — then the total program must be a primary object of
evaluation or assessment. N

The Conference-Workshops provided few solutions to the great gamut of issues and
problems that were raised. It did, however, make more explicit than ever before those
questions that had to be answered. That in itself is a considerable accomplishment and an
auspicious beginning.

Any measure of the relative success (or failure) of a conference such as this one
must of course be deferred. Its major impact, its final contribution, will only emerge in
the actions and changes which will follow.

I hope these “Proceedings” will be useful to those many persons who are concerned
with, and who will carry out and evaluate, the Regional Medical Programs, their activities
and their efforts. This volume itself provides a fair index of the range of both the interests
and work of the Regional Medical Programs to date.

HAROLD MARGULIES, M. D.
Acting Director
Regional Medical Programs Service
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AN APPROACH TO EVALUATION FOR THE
REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAM

DONALD A. SCHON, President
Organization for Social and Technical Innovation

Introduction

The questions in which we are primarily interested

are these:

» What are the criteria, methods, and measures per-
tinent to evaluation of the activities of the Re-
gional Medical Program?

» How can evaluation be linked most effectively to
the planning process?

o What are the appropriate roles for those engaged in
evaluation at project, regional, and national levels?

These questions have a deceptively simple ring. They

raise, in fact, not only the special problems stemming
from the nature, context and history of RMP but several
more fundamental questions of theory concerning the
evaluation of any activity.

Section 1
Toward a General Theory
of Evaluation

Evaluation is an essential part of intelligent individual
and organizational behavior.
It is the process through which individuals or organiza-
tions perceive the consequences of action, assess their
meaning for future action, and reformulate plans and

policies.

Within this framework evaluation serves three distinct
purposes:

Justification: to defend what’s planned or what has
been done. We justify in order to assign reward or
punishment (as in “grading”), to decide what re-
sources to commit to an activity, or simply to place
an activity on a scale of excellence. In any case, justi-
fication concerns itself with identifying what has
been done, or what is proposed, and appraising it
against some standard.

Control: to monitor an on-going activity in order to
make it conform to standard.

Leaming: to change activity, to do it better. Learning
may be limited to the seléction of means to achieve
goals or to conform to standards, or it may en-
compass change in the goals and standards them-
selves.

For any program such as RMP, there are always demands
for justification, control and learning. But it is not
always recognized that these several purposes have
different implications for methods and systems of eval-
uation.

We are accustomed to think about evaluation from
the point of view of a rational manager who supervises

Action by individual

(Work) -

(Implementation in organization)

Perception of Consequences by Individual
: (Judging)
(Evaluation by and of organization)

~»  Reformulation of Action by Individual
(Planning)
(Policy formulation by management
 of organization)




the business of an organization or program. The rational
manager takes as his reference point a systems rationale
— that is, a set of formal objectives, operations for
achieving them, and methods for appraising the effec-
tiveness of operations in achieving objectives. In a
business firm, the systems rationale makes reference to
profits and return on investment; i the public housing
system, to the provision of standard housing for persons
cut off from access to the market; in the health care
system, to improvement in people’s health, in the
quality of care. or in equitable access to care.

According t.- the rational manager’s model of evalua-
tion, the systems rationale is fixed and given. Justifica-

formance of the components the information is intended -
to characterize. .
All variants of the rational manager’s model and the |
evaluation systems that flow from it suffer in practice
from an overriding constraint. Characteristically, systems
do not behave as they are supposed to. Even the most
bounded organized activities result in social systems that
do not behave exclusively in terms of the rational pur-
poses assigned to them. As distinct from the rational
manager’s model, there is always a real system of actors
and agencies which interact with one another in the
ways they are found to do and with the interests they
are found to have. Their discovered interactions and

Level 1 Top Management
Level 2
~ : -
- - “—
Production Sales : Finance
Level 3 I | | | I ‘ | | ‘

tion consists, then, in assessing the impact of past or
proposed activity on established systems objectives. How
effective are these activities in meeting objectives? How
efficiently do they use resources? Control consists in
monitoring ongoing activity to make it-conform to
established standards. Learning is limited to the selection
of means for achieving objectives.

The evaluation process appropriate to the rational
manager’s model depends on the assumption that every-
body in the system is to some extent a rational manager.
People’s accountabilities for activities within the system
are supposed to mirror the systems rationale.

Within the organization or program, as within the
systems rationale, activities are organized hierarchically.
Each person is accountable for the activities of his com-
ponent, whose goals are keyed, in turn, to the objectives
of the system. The job of evaluation is to compare
accountabilities with the actual behavior of individual
components within the system. Evaluation tends, then,
to become an auditing process in which a third party
assesses behavior in terms of the systems rationale, and
sends information toward the top of the system. On the
basis of this information, decisions flow downward to
influence the behavior of the components below. At
each successive step of the way, the primary use of infor-
mation is in justifying and then in controlling the per-
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" interests may have little to do with the interactions and
interests imputed to them under the systems rationale.

The “discovered systems” of organizations and pro-
grams tend to have certain features in common. Regard-
less of systems rationale, individuals tend to be in-
terested in:. )

e their own survival in their positions;

o independence of action;

« local conditions and needs (as opposed to “cen-

tral’s” view of them);

. p_rot[ecting and extending territory;

« maintaining stability.

These interests characterize the informal, homeostatic
structure of organizations and programs. But discovered
systems tend also to be open-ended, associated with
emergent objectives and swift changes in goals which
correspond to individual interests in creativity and re-
sponsiveness. Often the rational manager’s model con-
strains creativity, responsiveness and freedom of action
in ways that run directly counter to the interests of
actors and agencies within the system.

Within any on-going program, the rational manager’s
model and the discovered system always co-exist. The
state of their relationship critically determines the
nature of evaluation.

When the two systems have little overlap and little
interaction, evaluation is limited to retrospective justifi-
cation.



Performative

Retrospective

The System of the
Rational Manager

[/ /[

[/ //

~ The Discovered
System

In this condition, the evaluation system produces
statements believed neither by the producer nor by the
consumer, which are generated ritualistically in response
to formal demand. Rational managers produce justifying
statements at regular intervals, expressed in the language
of the systems rationale, and resources continue to flow
into the system. Evaluation processes have no other
output than justification. They are used neither to
modify the systems rationale nor to force the real social
system to conform to it.

Where there is little overlap, but the rational manager
seeks to impose a systems rationale on the discovered
system, several things may happen:

1. The discovered system may respond verbally
- without other changes in behavior, by offeringpro forma
retrospective justification long on language but short on
substance, a process generally known as “conning.” The
two systems operate substantially in paratlel.

2. The discovered system may respond to the controls
that the rational manager seeks to impose by adapting to
the evaluation measures he prescribes but continuing to
" operate as much as possible as before. Measures of per-
formance are always different from performance itself.
For example, in an effort to control expenditures of the
vocational rehabilitation system, Congress demanded to
know how many ‘‘rehabilitations per year” the agency
effected for a given investment. “Rehabilitations” were
defined as job placements lasting three months or more.

As a consequence, the vocational rehabilitation system -

began to “cream” its clientele for those most likely to
graduate to job status leaving out those who were most
in need and least able to qualify; to select low-level jobs
for graduates so as to facilitate entry; systematically to
avoid distinguishing between 2 “case” and a person, SO
that a graduate who had achieved job status, lost it and
retumned to training, could be counted as another
“rehabilitation”; and systematically to avoid follow-up
of clients after three months. '

3. The discovered system and the rational manager’s
system may fight one another more or less openly until
they reach a compromise. From the point of view of the
discovered system, this is paying a price. Those in the
system do some of what the rational manager wants in
order to preserve considerable ability to satisfy the
interests of the discovered system. From the point of ‘
view of the rational manager, the discovered system is
merely distorting system objectives in the direction of its
own interests; but he has to put up with it to get any
response at all.

In none of these dissociated cases is there any interest -
in producing or using information that runs counter to
the strategy of evaluation as justification. Where the
systems are operating in parallel but without much
contact, there is common interest in avoiding informa-
tion that threatens dissociation. In the other two cases,
there is common interest in information that supports
the systems rationale; since justification rests on the
systems rationale, and resource allocation rests on justifi-
cation. The discovered system is content to generate

- information that conceals how great the discrepancy is

between the goals of the rational system and.the be-
havior of the discovered system in order to protect the
resource allocation they need to continue doing more or
less what it is they want to do. .

However, where the whole activity is conceived as a
learning system, then relationships between rational and
discovered systems can be fundamentally different from
those just sketched. The opportunity for learning is

- primarily in the discovered system. The discovered

system offers the most vital basis for reformulating
systems objectives and redesigning systems theory.
Discrepancies between the rational manager’s system and
the discovered system as perceived by its inhabitants
become the basis for- progressive modification of the
system’s rationale, of modifying the real interests of

3



individual participants, and of developing relationships
between the total activity and its constituencies.

It is critical that an evaluation system aspiring to an
important role in intelligent mariagement recognize
rather than bury discrepancies between systems rationale
and the discovered system. The evaluation system itself
must become a vehicle for continuing interaction and
continuing mutual influence of the two. Its ability to
support intelligent, direct interactions between the
rational manager’s system and the discovered system
becomes a central function and a central criterion of
adequacy in an evaluation system oriented to learning.
While these considerations are important at all times,
they become essential in a period of development or
instability, when new kinds of activity must be devised
to meet established objectives more effectively and when
program environment changes so as to lead to shifts in
objectives, as well.

Leéming-Oriented Evaluation in
Discovered Systems Hooked
to Rational Systems

When planning begins to incorporate a mutual modi-
fication of objectives and activities, evaluation includes
much more than mere measurement of the extent to
which activities conform to specification. The evaluation
system that is oriented to learning has special features:

o The conceptual framework for evaluation has to
include a description of the discovered system as
well as the rational manager’s statement of systems
rationale. This includes a description of key actors
and agencies, actual relationships and modes of
interaction among them, and the several interests
of all of them. It must include also a description of
the real (if informal) evaluation system as dis-
covered — the information that actors in the
system in fact produce, are interested in pro-
ducing, and how they use it.

¢ An analysis of discrepancies and overlaps between
the systems rationale and the behavior of the dis-
covered system. This analysis takes account of the
differing perspectives of actors in the system.

o Strategies for responding to discrepancies between
the discovered system and the rational manager’s
system. Mere analysis is not enough; learning must
be capable of application.

These factors focus on gathering accurate information
about the discovered system. The discrepancy between
the rational system and the discovered system, or the
response of the discovered system to the rational
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manager’s efforts to control it, may mean that the
rational manager is simply precluded from learning
what's actually happening in the discovered system. But
the rational manager may be able to bargain for this
information by exchanging information about resources
and ongoing administrative changes to which he is privy
for accurate information about what’s really happening
in the social system. Even more powerful, when central
rational management gains some freedom to modify
systems rationale to take account of real local interests
and activities, the basis for withholding or distorting in- -
formation may disappear. The way may then be clear for -
central rational management and local people to bargain
effectively and directly over changes in systems ration-
ale, local behavior modification, and information flow.
As in all such cases, the bargaining will depend on estab-
lishing and maintaining good faith. '
Several additional consequences for the evaluation
system flow from these considerations: _
¢ Information intended to modify behavior must
flow upward to influence systems rationale as well
as downward to bring the discovered system into
line with pre-existing systems rationale.
¢ The evaluation information that is gathered should
be limited to amounts, complexities, and preci-
sions determined by the capability and willingness
of actors within the system to learn from it, as
experienced in actual practice. Nobody in the
system should be presented with more information
than he can handle, nor information laid out in
more precision or complexity than he can respond
to. Analyses should not present actors with a
greater breadth of alternatives than are real for
them. As a corollary, the evaluation system needs _
to be able to detect the changing capability and
willingness of actors to use information, and
should itself be capable of responsive modification
in turn.

o The evaluation process should be structured to-
accomodate the different kinds of learning ap-
propriate to different roles and levels within the
system (rational managers, project pushers, evalua-
tors, planners, etc.).

¢ The learning objective should also determine the
content, extensiveness, duration, and accessibility
of information in the evaluation system memory.
This requirement places high priority on accessi-
bility and retrieval capability on behalf of many
different levels within the system in addition to
that of the rational manager.























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































