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INTRODUCTION

In our first chapter we explored the notion of results-oriented
management: management directed at producing demonstrable
progress toward a specific set of reahstn:, measurable, outcome-
oriented program objectives. In this chapter we review the devel-
opment of a powerful, relatively inexpensive tool for evaluation
known as evaluability assessment (or exploratory evaluutzon)
Evaluability assessment answers the question, not whether a pro-
gram can be evaluated (every program can be evaluated), but

whether the program is ready to be managed for results, what '

changes are needed to allow results-oriented management, and

whether evaluation is likely to contribute to:improved program -

performance. Originally developed |as a preevaluation approach
‘aimed at determining if programs were ready for useful evaluation,
evaluability assessment has emerged as an evaluation tool in its
own right.} _

Evaluability assessment is appropriate when there is policy or
management interest in improving |program performance and a
willingness to invest in monitoring ¢r evaluation — but policy and
management decisions have not been made defining program per-
‘formance in terms of a specific [set of realistic, measurable,
outcome-oriented program objectives. Evaluability assessment may
be conducted as a separate process or built in as the initial step in
a larger evaluatlon - '
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36 Evaluabﬂity Assessment

Evaluability.assessment_documen'ts and clarifies program intent
from the points of view of key actors in and around the program;
it explores program reality in order to clarify the plausibility of
program objectives and the feasibility of performance measures
ment; and it helps develop policy and management consensus on

" desirable changes in program resources, activities, objectives, or

the collection and use of program performance information.
Fvaluability assessment is intended to help managers and policy-
makers to select sets of realistic, results-oriented program objec-
tives and program performance indicators in terms of which they
will assess and manage their programs, thus moving their programs
to Level 1 on the resiilts-oriented management scale introduced in

_ Chapter 1 (Table 1-1). In many cases, evaluability assessment pro-
_vides information that helps managers to introduce program

changes likely to achieve improved program performance — or 1o

" communicate more clearly the value of existing program activities.

In this chapter we discuss the need for, and origin of, evaluability
assessment; describe the evaluability assessment process and prod-
ucts; and present a simple example of this evaluation approach. In
Chapters 3 and 4, we further explore evaluability assessment, pre-

senting more complex examples of evaluability assessment process,
~products, and uses. '

PROBLEMS INHIBITING RESULTS-ORIENTED
MANAGEMENT AND USEFUL PROGRAM EVALUATION

Results-oriented management is difficult to achieve in organiza-

tions not motivated by profit or return on investment, partic-

ularly when resources and program activities are controlled at
levels far removed from the delivery of services. As we noted m
Chapter 1, large public and nonprofit organizations are plagued by
problems of inefficiency, ineffectiveness, unresponsiveness, and
lack of purposeful activity directed toward common ends. Such
organizations also tend to find it difficult to communicate the
value of their activities.

Fvaluability assessment helps those in-charge of public programs
io overcome five problems that inhibit results-oriented manage-

ment and us'eful program evaluation. These problems are: (1) lack
of agreement on program objectives and information priorities;
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(2) implausibility of program objectives; (3) unavailability of
relevant information on program performance; (4) management
inability or unwillingness to act on the basis of program perfor-
mance information; (5) management inability to communicate
the value of program activities. We will now consider each of these
problems.

Lack of Agreement on Program Objectives
and Information Pricrities

In the absence of policy and management agreement on program
objectives and information priorities, those designing evaluations
tend to develop their own pictures of policy and management
information needs, usually focusing on “shetorical” program im-
pact objectives suggested by authorizing legislation or the interests
of the evaluators. Those designing management systems, on the
other hand, tend to focus on input and process.

Born and sustained in compromise, most public programs have a
large number of objectives—input objectives, process objectives,
outcome objectives, and impact objectives — whose significance
and relative importance can be assessed only with the help of
managers and policymakers. Evaluability assessment helps those in
charge of public programs to sort through the competing objec-
tives of policymakers, managers, those delivering services in the
program, those served by the program, and relevant interest
groups. Using evaluability assessment, those in charge are often
able to come to agrecement ona set of program objectives and per-
formance indicators in terms of which the program will be assessed
" and managed. (Program objectives and performance indicators can .
be changed as policy and management priorities change, as more is
learned about the likelihood of effective program performance,
and as relevant program performance measures are developed.)

Implausibility of Program Objectives

Policymakers, higher-level managers, and evaluators are often
guilty of attempting to hold programs accountable for progress
toward objectives that are unrealistic because of resource con-
straints, insufficient time to demonstrate impact, or lack of knowl-
edge indicating how objectives could be achieved. ‘
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38 Evaluability Assessment

Evaluability assessment helps those in charge of public programs

to examine the plausibility of alternative sets of objectives before -

deciding on the sets of objectives in terms of which the program
will be held accountable. If program objectives appear to be unre-
alistic, those in charge can consider changing resources or activi-
ties to enhance the likelihood of progress toward the objectives —
or they can consider changing the objectives. (Rather than holding

a program manager accountable for achieving progress toward a
crime-reduction objective that appeared to be unrealistic, for

example, higher-level managers might agree to hold the manager
accountable for establishing a system for documenting the extent
to which a specific approach reduces crime.)

Unavailability of Relevant Information
on Program Performance

When managers and policymakers have not agreed on a set of pro-
gram objectives in terms of which the program will be managed
and held accountable, evaluators’ attempts to measure program
performance are often frustratingly unsuccessful. Needed program
performance data often prove to be unobtainable or too costly to
collect; needed comparison data are even less likely to be available.

Evaluability assessment helps those in charge of a program to get
the input needed to achieve agreement on appropriate program
objectives and program performance indicators; to develop appro-
priate program performance measures; and to gain the cooperation
and support needed to ensure the availability of valid, reliable data
on program performance.

Management Inability or Unwillingness to Act

Program managers and policymakers act on the basis of their
entire past lives, most of which have been lived successfully with-
out systematic information on program results. Program managers
and policymakers are, therefore, often unwilling to absorb and use
evaluation, results. Some program managers lack the authority to
take actions needed to improve program performance. In such
cases, it may be necessary to involve higher-level managers and
policymakers. ' '
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Evaluability assessment involves many management and policy
Jevels in decisions on program objectives and information priorities.
It helps those in charge to decide on intended uses of program per-
formance information when the decisions are being made to
collect the information. Evaluability assessment thus reduces the
likelihood of that all-too-familiar evaluation phenomenon “infor-
mation in search of a user.” Early and continuing involvement of
the managers and policymakers tends to facilitate the use of evalu-
ation findings.? Agreement on intended uses of information also
tends to facilitate use of evaluation findings.”

Management Inability to Communicate
the Value of Program Activities

Especially around budget time, many government and nonprofit
organizations face difficulties in communicating what their activi-
ties are accomplishing. Available data demonstrate that staff are
employed and that money is being spent, but convincing evidence
of organizational cffectiveness either is lacking or is embedded iIn
case studies that are too voluminous for easy communication.*
Evaluability assessment helps those in charge of public and non-
profit organizations to agree on outcome-oriented objectives and
performance indicators that will facilitate efficient documentation
and communication of organizational accomplishments.

ORIGIN AND EVOLUTION
OF EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT

Evaluability assessment originated in the Urban Institute’s pro-
gram evaluation research group, as a result of the group’s efforts
to identify and solve problems inhibiting useful evaluation; in
particular, problems inhibiting management usc of evaluation to
improve program performance. Reflecting on the results of past
evaluations, the Urban Institute evaluation group concluded that
evaluation is unlikely to result in program improvement unless
three conditions are satisfied:

— Program objectives, important side effects, and priority informa-
tion needs are well defined (that is, program managers have
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agreed on a set of measurable objectives and program perfor-
mance indicators in terms of which the program is to be as-
sessed and managed).

— Program objectives are plousible (that is, there is some likeli-
hood that the objectives will be achieved).

_ Intended uses of information are well defined (that is, program
managers have agreed on intended uses of program performance

~ information). - '

The “evaluability” (or “manageability”) conditions have been
stated in slightly different ways in different publications.® In this
book, I try to simplify the statements of the conditions and of the
method itself, to enhance the usefulness of the evaluability assess-
ment approach. B _ -

" Evaluability assessment developed. in three stages, which corre-
spond to the steps taken in conducting evaluability assessment as
we now understand it: (1) clarifying program intent (1973-1975);
(2) exploring program reality (1974-1977); and (3) assisting
policy, management, and evaluation decisions (1978-present).

Evaluability assessment originally focused on the need for agree-
ment on the objectives and performance indicators in terms of
“which program performance would be assessed. The initial focus
was on understanding the decision environment; identifying rele-
vant managers and policymakers; documenting the expectations,
assumptions, and priorities of program managers, policymakers,
and relevant interest groups; bounding the program to be evaluated;
and identifying the performance indicators (types of evidence)
in terms of which the program would be assessed and held
accountable.

Evaluability assessment soon added a strong emphasis on gétting
evaluators into close contact with program reality before final
decisions were made on program objectives and performance
measurements. This second focus was on understanding program
operations; estimating the likelihood that program objectives
would be achieved; and clarifying the feasibility and cost of mea-

suring program inputs, program activities, and program outcomes.
 When examined in terms of the three evaluability criteria (agreed-
on program objectives and performance indicators, plausible
objectives, agreed-on uses of information), many programs appear




pootly designed — not ready to be managed for results and not
ready for evaluation work aimed at documenting and improving
performance and results. Rather than labeling such programs as
unmanageable or unevaluable, evaluators added a third evaluability
assessment focus: helping those in charge to change the program
to enhance the likelihood of results-oriented management and use-
ful program evaluation. Here the evaluators identified — and
helped managers to choose from among — program change op-
tions, each of which specified a set of plausible program objec-
tives, a set of agreed-on program performance indicators, and one
or more intended uses of each type of data to be collected.

Over the years since 1977, evaluability assessment has been
implemented on a broad scale, included in standards and policies
for conduct of program evaluation, modified, and improved. Dur-
ing this period evaluability assessment has come to be seen not as a
rigid set of procedural steps but as a spirit and method directed at
results-oriented management and management-oriented evaluation.
In this phase, evaluability assessment has emerged as a member of
a family of relatively inexpensive evaluation processes that man-
agers and policymakers can use to set plausible, measurable pro-
gram objectives; to identify changes in program activities that will
contribute to improved program performance; and to identify
evaluations, monitoring systems, and information systems that
will contribute to demonstrably effective program performance.

Evaluability assessment has been incorporated into the policics
and activities of the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, the U.S, Department of Education, the Auditor General
and the Comptroller General of Canada, the Evaluation Research
Society of America, and many other organizations. In many
instances, evaluability assessment occurs not as a separate activity
but as the initial step in a larger evaluation. :

THE EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT PROCESS

In this section we discuss the evaluability assessment process in
more detail, presenting a simple example of the use of evaluability
assessment in clarifying program objectives and in identifying op-
tions for program evaluation and for program improvement.

Do e e e T
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Clarifying Program Intent, Side Effects
of Interest, and Priority Information Needs

The initial focus of evaluability assessment was — and is -— on
establishing agreement on management and policy information
needs. Here the evaluator documents program objectives, expecta-
tions, causal assumptions, information needs, and priorities of
relevant managers, policymakers, and interest groups, clarifying
the performance indicators (types of evidence) in terms of which
the program will be assessed and managed.

Believing that evaluators often attempt to serve too many au-
diences (and therefore serve none well), Pamela Horst and her
colleagues suggested that evaluators first identify those managers
“and policymakers who have the most influence on relevant pro-
"gram and policy decisions and then document the program design
from their points of view.® | | |

Here the evaluators use three sources of information: (1) pro-
gram documentation (the program’s authorizing legislation; legis-
Jative history; program regulations, guidelines, and annual reports;
budget justifications; research, evaluation, and audit reports;
speeches; organization charts; grant applications; and the like);
(2) interviews with small numbers of program managers and policy-
makers in the executive and legislative branches of government;
and (8) interviews with representatives of small numbers of rele-
vant interest groups. On the basis of information from these
sources, the evaluators develop two scts of products that promote
fruitful dialogue between managers and evaluators. These prod-
ucts (program -design models and. lists of currently agreed-on
program performance indicators) document the extent of agree-
ment on program Objectives among policymakers, managers, and
interest groups, and document the types of information that could
be developed in terms of agreed-on objectives and performance
indicators.

Program Design Models

Program design models (or logic models) present the program de-
sign (the resources allocated to the program, intended program
activities, expected program ouicomes, and assumed causal link-
ages) from the points of view of managers, policymakers, or key




interest groups. An important part of the development of program
design models is identification of intermediate outcome objectives
that lead from program activities to intended program impacts.

In a typical technical assistance program, for example, program
documentation and interviews with program managers and policy-
makers reveal agreement on a program design like that presented
in Figure 2-1. (Technical assistance programs are typical of a large

class of information programs intended to influence the behavior .

of organizations. The “technical assistance” may, in any given
instance, be program regulations, guidelines, manuals, or inser-
vice training.) |

Program design models like Figure 2-1 present the key events in
the intended program and the assumed causal connections among
those events. With the agreed-on program performance indicators
to be discussed next, program design models focus attention on
management-oriented evaluations that might be relevant: Occur-
rence of the expected results could be tracked in a program moni-
toring system or management information system; the assumed
causal connections could be tested in one or more evaluations.

In evaluability assessment, evaluators do not hypothesize the
program design. Instead, evaluators extract the program design
(in particular, the events expected to lead from program activities

to intended impacts) from the key actors in and around the .

program — and ensure that the program design is acceptable to key
program managers before a full-scale evaluation is undertaken.

Management’s program design, which may evolve during the course

of an evaluability assessment, is the framework for decisions on
the collection and analysis of program performance data. -

In many programs, managers and policymakers agree on the in-
tended program in all important respects. In other programs, how-
ever, there will be conflicts among managers and policymakers
over the program objectives. Aslong as some¢ of those in charge of
the program are interested in a particular objective, the objective
is likely to be included in program management’s (revised) program
design and in subsequent program monitoring or evaluation.

Agreed-on Program Performance Indicators

In most programs, management has a system for monitoring pro-
gram activities but has not clearly defined the intended outcomes
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and intended impacts of program activities. In a typical technical
assistance program, for example, program documentation and
interviews with program managers reveal agreement on perfor-
mance indicators for the first four events in the program design
(see Table 2-1). Technical assistance program managers typically
monitor program activities by comparing actual program activities
with those specified in some type of management-by-objectives
- _(MBO) system, and monitor products produced and disseminated
by comparing draft and final products with those scheduled to be

]

Table 2-1 Technical Assistance Program: Management’s Agreed-on Program

Performance Indicators

Events
1. Resources are
allocated and
expended

2. Staff and con-
tractor
activities

3. Products are
produced and
disseminated

4. Products are
accepted by local
agencies

5. Products are
used by local
agencies

6. Changes occur in
health care system .

Agreed-on
performance indicgiors

1a. Stalf years allocated
1b. Staff years expended

1¢. Confiract funds allocated
1d. Contract funds expended

9a. Planned vs. actual schedule
of staff and contractor
activities

%a. Product produced: draft,
final

3b. Product disseminated

4a. Product was considered
useful by local agencies

ba.

ba.

Data sources
la. Budget
1b. Work measure-
ment system
lc. Budget
1d. Accounting
system
2a. Program
~records

3a, Program
- records
3b. Program
records
P —

6a. ——

Source: Adapted from Joseph S. Wholey and others, Evaluability Assessment for the

Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development, DHE W: Bureaw Program III:
Developing and Disseminating Discretionary Technical Assistance Products (Washington,
D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1877), pp. 10 and 32. :
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produced and disseminated. Managers of technical assistance pro-
grams usually do not get systematic data on the extent of their
success in meeting the program’s outcome and impact objectives,
however. Instead, they rely on informal, unsystematic feedback to
get clues as to the program’s effectiveness.

Exploring Program Reality

The second focus of evaluability assessment is on program reality.
Here -the evaluator documents the feasibility of measuring pro-
gram performance and estimates the likelihood that program
objectives will be achieved. Believing that evaluators too often
attempt measurements and comparisons that later prove to be
_ infeasible or too costly, Joe Nay and his colleagues recommended
- that, as a step toward the design of evaluations or information
systems, evaluators spend some time documenting the program
activities actually under way.” By documenting flows of resources,
flows of clients (or other entities of interest), and flows of pro-
gram performance information, evaluators learn what program
performance information could be developed in a full-scale evalua-
- tion or management system; and they can estimate tHe likelihood
that program objectives will be achieved. Examination of program
operations may reveal that program reality is far from the pro-
gram design envisioned by those at higher management and policy
levels. _ _ :

Using existing documentation (program data systems, project
reports, monitoring reports, research reports, evaluation reports,
audit reports) and- site visits to a small number of projects; the
evaluators determine the extent to which intended resources,
activities, and outcomes are likely to materialize. At this point,
three intermediate products may be developed: models of resource
flows, process tlow, and information flows. These products, which
usually are not presented to management as such, provide informa-
tion that the evaluators can use in developing and defending their
findings.

Resource Flows

By making rough estimates of the flows of resources to program
activities (on the basis of budget documents, contracts, MBO SYys-




terns, or work measurement systems, for example), the evaluator
begins to move from program rhetoric to identification of the
priority objectives in which appreciable resources are being in-
vested. In the Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Develop-
ment technical assistance program, for example, it turned out that
few resources were going into determining what problems existed
at local level or determining what solutions work at local level
(see Figure 2-2).

Process Flow

In a typical technical assistance program, program docwmentation,
interviews with those who operate the program, and interviews
with those served by the program reveal a flow of technical assis-
tance products among “states,” like those illustrated in Figure

2.5% of man-months Needs
o
0% of contract § _ assessment
Division of - 11% of man-months _ Collection of
Planning - : = existing
Methods and 0% of contract § ‘information
Technology '
—356 man-months
~$1,873,000 50% of man-months Production and

developm ent of
new information

Y

68% of contract §

37% of man-months Dissemination

32% of contract § of information

Figure 2-2 Technical Assistance Program: Resource Flows (Source: Joseph 8. Wholey
and others, Evaluability Assessment for the Bureaw of Health Planning and Resources
Development, DHEW: Bureauw Program III: Developing and Disseminating Discretionary
Technical Assistance Products (Washington, D).C.: The Urban Institute, 1977), p. 22.}
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2-3. Process flow- models like Figure 2-3 present the states in
- which an entity of interest can be, and the flows of that entity
among states. The process flow model displays the points at which
program performance measurements could be taken.

Information Flows

In a typical technical assistance program, the evaluators’ explora-
tion of program reality reveals systematic information flows like
those displayed in Figure 2-4: ' '

— Management systematically collects information on products
produced and disseminated. '

— That information is used by management to control staff and
contractor activities. '

— Information is not systematically collected on whether the
technical assistance products are accepted and used by local
agencies, or whether use of the products results in expected

changes in the environment.

Plausibility Analy&es

To assist decisions on the set of objectives in terms of which a
program is to be managed and held accountable, my colleagues
and I added an analysis of the plausibility of program objectives.8
Based on what has been learned from program documentation,
from interviews with program managers, policymakers, and rep-
-resentatives of relevant interest groups, and from site visits, the
evaluators estimate the likelihood that each objective will be
achieved at an acceptable level of accomplishment. These plausi-
bility analyses have changed evaluability assessment from a pre-
evaluation process to an evaluation process. :

In many technical assistance programs, for example, exploration
of program reality reveals that there are serious problems in
getting products produced and disseminated — and even more
serious problems in getting those products accepted and used.
The summary presentation in F igure 2-5 conveys these judgments
succinctly.,

The plausibility analysis represents the evaluator’s judgments on
the likely success of the program — Judgments based on available
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Key: ————w = Assumed causal connection,
(M} = Agreed-on performance indicators,
— o = = Flow of performance information.

Figure 2-4 Technical Assistance Program: Cuwrrent Information Flows

information and subject to later revision. Even on the basis of a
small amount of information, it is often possible to conclude that
success is unlikely or is highly uncertain. When such judgments are
presented.to managers or policymakers with supporting evidence,
those in charge can use the information in decisions on possible

changes in program design or information system design.

Assisting Policy and Management Decisions

The first focus of evaluability assessment was on program intent; -
. >

the second, on program reality. The third focus is on management
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acceptable level of performance.

(~) = Event is unlikely to occur at an
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(?) = Performance is inconsistent—or kely
Jevel of performance is unknown.

Figure 2-5 Technical Assistance Program: Plausibility of Program Objectives

use of evaluability assessment information to improve program
design, program performance, and use of program performance
information. Using the information gathered and analyzed in the
first two evaluability asscssment steps, the evaluators are now in
position to work with management, clarifying the implications of
what has been learned and exploring options for-program change
and program improvement.

The Evaluable-Progrdm (Status Quo Option)

One option is always the status quo option, which would leave the
program as it currently exists. The evaluable model of the program
presents, in summary form, an evaluation of the program design in
terms of three evaluability criteria. The evaluable program is that
portion of .the program which is currently manageable in terms of
a set of realistic program objectives and agreed-on program perfor-
mance indicators. For our technical assistance program, for ex-
ample, the evaluable program would include only the first three
events in the program design: allocation of resources to technical
assistance, staff and contractor activities, and production and dis-
semination of technical assistance products. Objectives 4, 5, and
6 would be missing from the cvaluable model because objectives
4, 5, and 6 are unrealistic and because agreed-on performance
:ndicators have not been identified for objectives 5 and 6.




52 Evaluabiliiy Asseésment

Policy, Management, and Information Options

The evaluability assessment is typically a powerful critique of the
program design. In terms of the three evaluability criteria, few
government programs look good, at least initially. The evaluators
now help management to explore possible changes in the program
design that could improve the likelihood of demonstrably effective
performance. |

Believing that the collection of program performance informa-
tion should always be related to an intended use of the infor-
mation, and believing that priority should be given to collection
of information likely to improve program management and pro-
gram performance, Richard Schmidt and his colleagues worked
with key managers and policymakers to explore program change
options implied by the evaluability assessment findings.” Three
types of program design options were developed and explored:

1. options for changes in program resources or objectives (now
called ““policy options”) ' |

2. options for changes in program activities (“management

~ options™) : o

3. options for changes in collection and use of program perfor-
mance informatipn {“information options’),

Working with management, evaluators explore the implications ot
the status quo and|other program design options, gathering and
presenting new data if necessary to facilitate management deci-
sions on program regources, program activities, program objectives,
" or collection and us¢ of program performance information.

Results-oriented fechnical assistance program managers would
probably find the status quo unacceptable. Results-oriented
managers would probably want to achieve and demonstrate
progress toward outcome or impact objectives; for example,
objectives 4 and 5{ local agency acceptance and use of technical
assistance products] Deciding to hold the program accountable on
such outcome objectives would be a “‘policy’” choice that would ~
in turn imply sel¢ction of both information and management
options.

Table 2-2 presenfts information options for technical assistance
programs: performpnce measures that results-oriented managers
might use to assess and manage a technical assistance program.
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Indicators
7 Possible new
Events performance indicators Date sources
4. Products are 4a. Product was received by 4a. Telephone
accepted by potential user _ survevys -
local agencies 4b. Product was read and under- 4b. Telephone
‘stood by potential user surveys
4c. Product was considered useful 4c, Telephone
by local agency ' SUrvVeys
4d. Product presented significant 4d. Telephone
knowledge or capability that SUrveys
potential user did not already
have
5. Products are 5a. Decision was made to use prod- Ha. User docu-
used by local uct in local agency operations mentation
agencies 5b. Effort was made to use product  5b. User docu-
in local agency operations mentation
bc. Product was successfully used 5c. User docu-
in locdl agency operations mentation
6. Changes occur in 6a. Use of product led to expected 6a, User docu-
health care results : , mentation
system -

Source: Adapted from Joseph S. Wholey and others, Evaluability Assessment for the
Bureau of Health Planning and Resources Development, DHEW: Bureau Program II:
Developing and Disseminating Technical Assistance Products (Washington, D.G.: The
Urban Institute, 1977}, p. 32. ' -

Here the evaluators suggest a set of possible performance indica-
tors that appear relevant to policy and management information
-needs and could be translated into feasible program performance
measures. Table 2-3 illustrates the types of program outcome data
that results-oriented managers might use in managing a technical
assistance program . ‘

Management selection of any or all of the performance indica-
tors in Table 2-2 would represent management’s intent to assess
and manage the technical assistance program in terms of the types
of outcome and impact objectives often cited in legislative/budget
justifications. Selection of one or more of these new performance
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Table 2-3 Technical Assistance Program: Hypothetical New Performance
Data ' '

Product Product
Neo. I No. 5
Number of appropriate ' : '
local agency staff surveyed 1002 2_00b
4a. Product was received by
potential user - _ 90% 40%
4b. Product was read and understood ' ' '
by potential user . .70 30
4c. Product was considered useful ‘ '
by local agency . . 60 ' 10

4d. Product presented significant

knowledge or capability thét_

‘potential user did not already

‘have . - 50 10
5a. Decision was made to use prod-

uct in local agency operations 40 )
5b. Effort was made to use product

in local agency operations 40 ‘ 5
%c. Product was successfully used in

local agency operations " - 20 2
A%ample survey responses are subject to random error of approximately 10 percent-
age points.

bgample survey responses are subject to random error of approximately 7 percentage
points. '

Source: Adapted from Joseph S. Wholey and others, Evaeluability Assessment for the
Burean of Health Planning and Resources Development, DHEW: Bureau Program Hr:
Developing and Disseminating Discretionary Technical Assistance Products (Washington,
D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1977), pp. 34-35.

measures would not, however, do much to improve program
results.

Results-oriented technical assistance program managers might
wish to change the program by adding new activities designed to
enhance the likelihood of progress toward the program’s outcome
and impact objectives. Possible new program activities of this
kind (for example, documentation of best local practices as bases
for development of useful technical assistance products) would
now be presented as “management options.”




b Ik -
progrﬂm design options toO managexs and key statf 1n a series ot

memoraﬁda, _individual briefings, and decision-making meetings.
An initial meeting might cover program design models and agreed-
or program Per_formance indicators (Figure 2-1 and Table 2-1);a
second meeting, t‘h.e plausibility of program objectives (Figure
9_5) and the f easﬂ)ﬂlty of relevant measurements and comparisons;
4 third meeuns, the implications of the status quo option and a
number of options for changing the program design to enhance the
1ikelih00d of effective program performance or to better docu-
ment program accomplishments.

The evalua_bility assessment proceeds by successive iterations,
with the initial specification of program design models, agreed-on

epformance measures, and program options all subject to revision
on the basis of additional information.

ONCLUSION

To meet public needs and rebuild public confidence in govern-
ment, government managers must achieve demonstrable improve-
ments in the per'fOrmance and results of the programs for which
they ar¢ r-esPon51ble. Though improved government performance
will apot in 1ts<.31f restore public confidence in government, it is a
ecessary step in the process.

Evaluabilijty assessments help managers to establish realistic
Outcome—ormnted program objectives by bringing together infcnrj |
qation on the expectations, priorities, and information needs of
poliCYmakf:rs’ managers, and relevant interest groups; and by
b1 viding mform?d estimates of the likelihood that various objec-
fives will be achzeve(f!. Evaluability assessments help build a con-
cen sus on program f)bjf:ctives and priorities that is stable en'ough to
outlast changes in individual managers or policymakérs. Evaluabil-
agsessments focus managers’ attention, in particular, on “inter-
ate outcome objfactives” (outcome objectives that lead from
pro gral,n_acn"ltles to mtend.ed program impacts), thereby facilitat-
ing @ ghift from process-oriented management to results-oriented

' agﬁment-

Evajuability agsessinents also facilitate needed changes in prd-

ity
medi
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gram activities by identifying prograin obgleztwesoggzze Odjfzr;l:
plishment is unrealistic or yncertain — 2% eiviﬂe there is still
portunities to improve program performaﬂc : |
time. _ \

Over the years since 1977, evaluabillty a*{s;esssr;l)znt I;:l;?er?te?;
tested, refined, and extensively used. in --thed.l.géo fpar 1
Health and Human Services hetween 19_78 an ,’ of ex?,mé)_.e ’
:eva.luability assessments of moge than twenty Programs r;: sulte . m
changes in program design or changes inC"ueCtmT}/ use‘.o p rogralm
performance information in most of the ,p.r(:gramsf dss::Isseb..l-tn
Chapter 3, we present examples of managem;,ncgi:: foe:thi?r ! Jlrc?j
assessment in setting realistic, m_easurable 0 jet_ on th I:E :
grams. In Chapter 4, we present manag€f5’ reactions on the usetul-
ness of the evaluability assessment approach" -
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