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THE PROVERBS OF EVALUATION:
PERSPECTIVES FROM CSA'S EXPERIENCE
Robert F. Clark, Community Services Administration

 (
given
 as an outer 
limit. Unfortunately, 
this 
principle is 
offset by the notion that organizations should seek to reduce the number of levels through which individuals 
must report. 
In large organizations or highly scientific enterprises, it may 
be advisable to widen the span of control in order to reduce the 
number 
of reporting levels. In short, depending on 
their mission, organiza
tions face a choice between structuring a broad-based, relatively flat 
pyramid and a tall, narrow pyramid. Span of 
control 
emerges as a highly relative proposition.'
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)In 1946, Herbert Simon published an article in Public Administration Review entitled "The Proverbs of Administration."' He noted that proverbs almost always can be arrayed in mutually contradictory pairs. One example was "Look before you leap!" as contrasted with "He who hesitates is lost."
Similar examples spring readily to mind. "Absence makes the heart grow fonder" is contradicted by "out of sight, out of mind." Similarly, "Money is the root of all evil" is offset by "A heavy purse makes a light heart." Finally, "A good conscience is a continual feast" confronts the more cynical view that "Conscience is that small voice which warns us that someone may be looking."
Simon then pointed out that the field of administration is dominated by certain principles or "proverbs." For each of these, however, one can conjure up a set of circumstances which either undermine or at least constrain severely the application of the principle.
Let us take just two of these principles. One asserts that administrative efficiency depends on unity of command. Simon describes a situation in which an accountant in a school department is subordinate to an educator. If unity of command is observed slavishly, the accountant cannot take technical direction from the finance department. Evidently some "duality of command" is called for. Where two authoritative commands conflict, a subordinate should know which individual in the hierarchy he or she is expected to follow. However, on a day to day basis, employees in an organization must themselves reconcile conflicting commands from many different authoritative sources.'
The second principle is that greater efficiency is achieved with a more limited span of control. Sometimes a ratio of six or seven subordinates per supervisor is
This paper reflects only the views of its author and does not constitute a statement by the Community Services Administration.

For a field which relies so heavily on empirical verification, it is surprising how many of these proverbs have found their way into the conventional wisdom with little to recommend them beyond a surface plausibility.
Just as with administration, there have grown up in recent years what we might call the proverbs of evaluation. For a field which relies so heavily on empirical verification, it is surprising how many of these proverbs have found their way into the conventional wisdom with little to recommend them beyond a surface plausibility.
I would like to cite three such proverbs. I would then propose to examine each of them in the light of recent experience in the U.S. Community Services Administration and other available evidence.
By way of background, the Community Services Administration is a small independent federal agency
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)whose primary mission is to help "eliminate the paradox of poverty in the midst of plenty." The agency carries out this mission through a number of programs which are designed to attack the causes and conditions of poverty at the local level and promote greater self-sufficiency among low-income groups.
The programs administered by CSA include community food and nutrition, energy conservation, housing, senior opportunities and services, summer youth and recreation, community economic development, and a variety of research and demonstration programs. By far, the largest is the local initiative program, under which communities enjoy considerable flexibility in planning and carrying out local anti-poverty activities. CSA providps-grant-in-aid assistance to a national network of some(8:7.0tcommunity action agencies ank4i'communi-ty development corporations, as well as a number of limited purpose agencies. The agency has approximately 1,000 employees divided among its headquarters and 10 regional offices. The total agency budget for fiscal year 1979 was $545 million.
The evaluation function in CSA is centralized in the Evaluation Research Division, which is located in the Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation. In the regional offices, there are personnel who combine evaluation with other duties. While they report to the regional director, they receive planning guidance, technical direction and resources for their evaluation activities from headquarters.
First Proverb : The Experimental Design
The first proverb of evaluation is that methodologically the standard of excellence is represented by the experimental design. Essentially, this means the random assignment of the eligible target population to treatment and control groups and the selection, measurement, and comparison of key variables over time. In the roster of evaluation methods, experimental designs invariably take precedence over quasi-experimental and non-experimental designs:4
[image: ]The issue of which evaluation method is most appropriate is often treated as a technical problem alone, whereas it entails administrative and budgetary considerations as well. In the most obvious case, an experimental design may be desirable, but resource constraints are prohibitive. Under other circumstances, a time series design with or without controls may be preferred in order to detect the shape and direction of program trends. Unless there are unimpeachable bodies of historical records, a new data base will have to be constructed. A multiple time series design could conceivably extend the total time line of an evaluation beyond the point • where the findings will prove useful to anyone but outside researchers. Consistent with acceptable standards of validity and reliability, there are advantages to reducing to the extent possible the amount of original field data collection and focusing scarce evaluation resources heavily on he pole analytic and utilization aspects of program evaluation.

In CSA, we employ multiple methods and multiple measures in the conduct of program evaluations. We are probably too eclectic (and therefore non-scientific) in the eyes of the social science community, but we have found such flexibility to be necessary. Our "clients," the agency program managers, usually want the answers to a large number of questions about program effects; we endeavor to accommodate their interests consistent with a credible analytical framework. At the national level,
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)we have undertakn what mitt	descrififive 
assessments of certain_ progams. Whileheyr employ standard data collection protocols, they in effect yield comparative case studies across a sample of project The—objective is to make heuristic judgments about
about overall program effects within a limited time period and develop recommendations about program policy, management, regulations, funding criteria, and technical support. At the same time they provide a basis for designing a more rigorous impact evaluation subsequently.
Whether they do or not, there is a widespread belief that evaluation findings are not being used by those for whom they are intended.
Where the program data base is amenable, we conduct more experimentally-based evaluations aimed at determining the national impact of programs. A pre-test, post-test design with controls is most feasible when evaluation is built in at an early stage in the development of a demonstration program. Even in such cases, field data collection can extend over one or two years, a fact which bears on the potential utility of the findings. In a current study of a rural home repair demonstration program, which is serving as a pilot for a potentially larger operational program, the final results will not be available until after the legislative reauthorization cycle is well underway. Consequently, we will have to rely extensively on interim reports in providing information and policy advice to senior agency officials. While it is not likely that the final results will differ significantly from the interim, there is an undeniable element of risk.
[image: ]It is tempting to say that, all things being equal, the experimental design is preferable. The difficulty is that, in administrative settings, things are rarely "equal," in the sense that rigorous experimental evaluation corresponds neatly with the content and timing of pblicy-maker needs. Nor can one argue that the solution is to approximate the experimental design as nearly as possible. The selection of methods and measures tends to be much more situational, depending on the questions to be addressed and the schedule of decisions to be influenced.
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)These considerations suggest that there is a counterpart to the first evaluation proverb. While the experimental design may be_preferred intheory, multiple methoas and multiple measures often yield more usable results,_
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)Second Proverb: Program Manager Involvement
The second evaluation proverb is that greater credibility is assured when program managers are intimately involved in the design, conduct, and interpretation of an evaluation. This proverb has great appeal, since it promises to help reduce the legendary tension between researchers and action personnel. Beyond its potential incompatibility with the first proverb, this one, applied uncritically, can generate counterproductive effects.
In the first instance, program managers and other users of evaluation findings are not passive. They will act to project their needs into the evaluation whether or not they fit tidily with the proposed methodology. The positive aspect is that the evaluation gains a more precise sense of direction. The latent negative consequence is that, it c_an_begin to lose ,ifillaliti4113Ciic ITOgram managers who are not cognizant of the limitations of evaluation may expect from it the answers to most of their problems. In an effort to be accommodating, evaluators can continue incorporating issues and questions for study to the point that their reach exceeds their grasp.
Under OMB Circular A-40, Management of Federal Reporting Requirements (May 3, 1973, revised), the Office of Management and Budget reserves the right to review and approve data collection instruments which are sponsored by a federal agency and which are administered to 10 or more human subjects. In designing the survey instruments for one particular evaluation, the evaluation contractor with our encouragement drew heavily on the concerns and experiences of the program manager. As a result, the survey instruments contained a large number of open-ended questions. When the package of instruments was submitted to OMB, it was rejected on the grounds that open-ended questions would place too great a burden on respondents and would yield answers of questionable analytical value.
This experience indicates that the interaction between evaluation and program personnel should emphasize a narrowing rather than a broadening of the analytical perspective. In the final analysis, the professional judgment of the evaluator should prevail. Further, one ignores at one's peril the presence of the "silent partner" at these deliberations, namely the Office of Management and Budget. It is not enough for evaluation and program personnel to agree on the focus of a study. They must also endeavor to anticipate the reaction of OMB on the question of public burden.
It is also true that involving program Jrranagers in all Owes of anfiyaluation takes tune.. The consequence of this appears rarely to be taken into account in the literature. The net effect of such involvement is to extend the total time line of an evaluation. Involvement requires the coordination of schedules, the exploration of issues, the building of consensus, agreements on course of action, and follow through on commitments. From the standpoint of the evaluator, involvement is repaid by the enhanced willingness of program managers to cooperate in the data collection phases and to use the 

results in program policy making. If involvement contributes to a delay in the generation of results, however, it may diminish their value for those same program managers who must make decisions within certain time frames in response to other outside pressures and demands.
These caveats aside, there are several clear advantages to involving program offices and, where feasible, local project operators in the establishment of evaluation parameters. For example, CSA has undertaken an evaluation of 51 State Economic Opportunity Offices (SEGO); at our request, the national SEGO association set up an evaluation committee with which we communicate on various phases of the evaluation. This arrangement yields two benefits, one from their standpoint, one from ours. From CSA's standpoint, the existence of a formal committee means that there is a designated entity with which to interact on evaluation issues; this reduces the incidence of random comment or isolated complaint. From the SEGO standpoint, there is greater confidence in the intent and soundness of the evaluation design and more incentive to use the results constructively.
Scriven has proposed the notion of meta-evaluation, which means simply the evaluation of evaluation.' It appears to be true that no involvement of action personnel in the evaluation process diminishes an appreciation for the findings and undermines their utility. On the other hand, total involvement can delay the production of findings in a timely fashion and again adversely affect their utilization. A question for meta-evaluation might then be: What type and degree of involvement by program managers is most consistent with the timely production and effective use of evaluation findings? In V addition to problems of design and method, more attention must be paid to the administrative and budgetary context within which evaluation planning occurs.
The second proverb, therefore, cannot be applied injudiciously. It too has its counterpart. The involvement of non-evaluators is desirable; however, carried to extremes, it can adversely affect the quality and timeliness of evaluation findings.
Third Proverb: Focus on Decision Making
The third and final evaluation proverb is that evaluation results should affect specific and discrete program decisions.' It is not often that evaluation planners begin with the proposition that Evaluation X should yield findings by such-and-such a date for Program Manager Y in order to influence his Decision Z concerning Matters A, B, and C. Whether they do or not, there is a widespread belief that evaluation findings are not being used by those for whom they are intended. The test which is applied either explicitly or implicitly is whether or not the evaluation led to program decisions concerning authorization, design, appropriations, regulations, funding criteria, administrative practices or technical support.
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)In CSA's experience, evaluation exerts an influence on decision making, though perhaps in ways not always anticipated. In one case, the agency requested comments on an evaluation in progress from an outside consultant. These comments included data on the population at risk and therefore eligible for program benefits. At the request of the director of the agency, the comments accompanied by the population data were transmitted. These data were drawn upon by the director in her discussions with the Office of Management and Budget in support of a new program authority. This along with other factors was helpful in securing approval for the program, which was included as part of the president's budget for fiscal year 1980. Meanwhile the evaluation itself is proceeding; in its final form it may or may not exert an equivalent effect on agency program decisions.
In another case, a regional office withdrew funding from a large urban CAA which on most counts was in compliance with agency regulations and which delivered services in a reasonably efficient manner. The evaluation had concluded that the CAA was administratively sound but programmatically deficient. While delivering services efficiently, it was falling short in its more vital mission—to advocate for low income persons, to mobilize community resources, to involve low income groups in its programming and to foster community-based planning around poverty issues. This evaluation demonstrated that an organization could function well administratively, yet fail to act as a true community action agency.
The question of the utility of evaluation findings is emerging as a field for empirical inquiry. As a form of meta-evaluation, it contrasts_ with the speculative, often pessimistic tone of observers like Weiss,' Wholey," and Davis and Salasin.' ° For instance, Weeks distinguishes between conceptual utilization and instrumental utilza-tion." The latter refers to the direct application of findings to specific program decisions; the former pertains to the cumulative influence4 of findings from several studies in shaping the thinking in a problem area.
Based on a survey of 57 local projects in California, Weeks finds a high degree of instrumental utilization. He is also led to expect that at the federal level utilization would be more conceptual than instrumental. Weeks underscores the unintended beneficial side effects of evaluation, which include, at least at the local level, the clarification of program goals and a greater curiosity about what works and what does not."
Summary: Proverbs and Their Counterparts
It is perhaps timely to recapitulate. The proverbs of evaluation, like other proverbs, appear to serve us better when they come in contrasting pairs. For each of the three proverbs we have been examining, there exists a counterpart.
Proverb Number 1. Methodologically, the standard of excellence is the experimental design. On the other hand: Multiple methods and multiple measures often produce more usable findings.

Proverb Number 2. The greater the involvement of program personnel in evaluation, the higher the credibility of the results. On the other hand: The involvement of non-evaluators in the research process can compromise the quality and timeliness of results.
 (
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)Proverb Number 3. The test of good evaluation is its effect on specific program decisions. On the other hand: The cumulative influence of evaluation research, including side benefits, is real and significant, even if not easily traceable.
CSA's experience suggests that while the first in each pair of evaluation proverbs reflects a sound academic orientation, the second is better attuned to operational realities. There is little doubt that governmental agencies suffer from a dearth of trained social scientists capable of performing first-rate evaluation research. It is equally the case that even trained evaluators cannot carry out their function effectively, unless they are prepared to adapt their methods to contextual, structural, and programmatic conditions. Additionally, governmental agencies need to devise systems which not only lead to the production of evaluative information, but which facilitate its flow from those who produce it to those who can best use it.
[image: ]At both the academic and practitioner levels, evaluation needs to be examined as a subsystem, which acts interdependently with other public agency subsystems. In addition to research, attention must be focused on research administration. Evaluation will continue to be regarded in many quarters as an expensive frill unless and until appropriate linkages can be forged between it and other governmental functions. Every step in the evaluation cycle needs to be analyzed in order to eliminate those which unnecessarily create delay in the timely communication of useful findings, analyses and recommendations.
In an era of fiscal conservatism, evaluators must .concentrate on realistic evaluation planning within a socio-political context. They must be prepared to account for the expenditure of public funds on evaluation research rather than direct program services. By endeavoring to reconcile the proverbs of evaluation within the constraints imposed by governmental structures, they are more likely to generate valid, timely, and useful information. The result in turn will be better-designed, better-managed, most cost-effective policies and programs. Such a result would reinforce evaluation as an intellectually challenging enterprise as well as a fiscally sound investment.
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GOVERNMENT CORPORATIONS AND THE EROSION OF ACCOUNTABILITY: THE CASE OF THE PROPOSED ENERGY SECURITY CORPORATION*
Ronald C. Moe, Congressional Research Service

 (
As more and more public functions are assigned to mixed public/private enterprises, the admini
strative structure of the federal executive estab
lishment is threatened with political and func
tional disintegration.
) (
NOVEMBER/DECEMBER 1979
)After a 10-day retreat to Camp David, President Jimmy Carter returned to the White House on July 15, 1979, to deliver to the nation an introspective assessment of his performance to-date in office and to outline a strategy to remedy the worsening energy problem. A major component in the president's "new" energy program to make the United States less dependent upon foreign oil imports was the proposal to establish an Energy Security Corporation (ESC). In the president's words:
To give us energy security, I am asking for the most massive peacetime commitment of funds and resources in our nation's history to develop America's own alternative sources of fuel—from coal, from oil shale, from plant products for gasohol, from unconventional gas, from the sun. I propose the creation of an energy security corporation to lead this effort to replace 2.5 million barrels of imported oil per day by 1990. The corporation will issue up to $5 billion in energy bonds—in small denominations so that average Americans can invest directly in America's energy security.'
Five days later, on July 20, 1979, the president sent a message to Congress providing an outline of the proposed corporation, which included a statement that the corporation would be authorized to borrow up to $88 billion from the Treasury between 1980 and 1990. No administration bill was introduced specifically proposing such a corporation, rather the strategy adopted was to influence the direction of legislation to promote synthetic fuel development already under consideration in several committees.
While scientists and environmentalists debate the relative pros and cons of alternative sources of fuel to be
*The views expressed in this article are those of the author, not necessarily of the Library of Congress.

promoted by the corporation, and economists contemplate the probable impact upon the economy of such a massive redirection of the nation's precious capital resources, public administrators characteristically will remain reticent to discuss or analyze the possible impact that the proposed corporation will have upon the structure and operations of the federal government.
In recent years there has been a marked increase in the number of government corporations and government-sponsored enterprises. The decision to propose a government-sponsored corporation to promote synthetic fuels, therefore, does not constitute a departure from recent practice. What is new, however, is the emerging tendency to insulate these government corporations and government-sponsored enterprises from effective accountability to political executives. As more and more public functions are assigned to mixed public/private enterprises, the administrative structure of the federal executive establishment is threatened with political and functional disintegration.
If public administrators were so inclined, they should ask certain questions about the proposed corporation, such as:
Ronald C. Moe is a specialist in government organizations at the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress. He has served in various positions in the executive branch and academia.
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