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Abstract

The Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model (1973) and the
Stufflebeam et al. C;I.P.P. Evaluation Model (1973) are‘
examined against the backdrop of two evaluations that were
conducted by unskilled evaluators in a corporate based
setting by a large corporation. Diffefences between the two
theoretical models and the two corporate evaluations
revealed that there are factofs, not considered in the
theoretical mddels, which can impact their effectiveness
wheﬁ practically applied; ‘The Provus Discrepancy Evaluation
Model and the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model
were in some ways appropriate and both committeés would have
benefited from utilizing similar evaluation models. Failure
of these two committees to address significant aspects of
formal evaluation might have been remedied by the
épplication of formal evaluation models. Educational
evaluation models also have significant “gaps” including
personal investment of committee members, corporate agendas,
cost and financial impécts, bias and stall points (the point
Where the evaluation model ceases to be effective in the |
current context). Corporaté evaluations are an ongoing
process and require different types of evaluation models,

depending upon current need (Stall Point Theory);




. iii
Two evaluations that were conducted by task force

committees in a corporate setting were examined. One task
force committee examined how corporate training was‘being
carried out and the second fask force committee examined
adherence go how éorporate policy was being carried out.
Usingva formal evaluation model -would have provided
structure, objective clarification, and greater confidénce
in the results and recomﬁendétions'of the corporate
evaluations. The development of educational evaluation
models would be enhanced by considering the needs of the end
users of the models, making the models more dynamic by.
increasing flexibility for generai/speCific application and

'acknowledging the models’ limitations.
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CHAPTER ONE

- INTRODUCTION

The question this study addressés is what strengths and
weaknesses are revealed in two corporate evaluations when
they are judged post-hoc using two evaluation models
designed for educational evaldation, the Provus Discrépancy
Evalﬁation Model and the Stufflebeam et_al. Context, Input,
Process, Product Modél. A related question is what kinds of‘
revisions in the educational evaluation models do
applications in a éorporate settihg suggest?

This'study examines thesé two theoretical educational
evaluation modals and compares them to two evaluation models
that were, apparently, intuitively developed by evaluation
committees for evaluation programmes within a large
corporafion. An examination oﬁ the two theoretical
evaluation modeis and the two intuitively developed
evaluation mbdels idéntifies similarities and differences
" which lead to a better understanding of the evaluation

process that functioned within the context of this study.

‘Statement of the Problem

This.study examines the processes used by the twé
internal evaluation committees in order;to explore the
differences and similarities between evaluation models that

are developed intuitively by untrained evaluators and




theoretical educational evaluation models. Such a
comparison should provide insights. for both business and
educatibn.

Theoretical Models Examined

Using Worthen and Sanders (1987) text, “Educational

Evaluation: Alternative Approaches and Practical

Guidelines”, and Miller and Seller’s (1990) “Curriculum

Perspectives and Practices” as a guide, séveral theoretical
evaluation models were considered for comparison to the
intuitive models developed by the Corporatibn. - The two
theoretical models that/ were chosen for fhis study were the
Provus (1973) Discrepancy Evaluation Model and the

| Stufflebeam et al. (1973) C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model.

Discrepancy Evaluation Model

The Provus (1973) Disciepancy Evaluation Modei-was
chosen specifically because it addresses evaluation as a
“continuous information management process designed to serve
~as ‘the watchdog of program management’ and the handmaiden
of administration in the management of program development
through sound decision making” (Provus, 1973, p. 186). The
Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model suggests that evaluation
is a process which should pass through five developmental
stages: Definition, Installation,. Process (interim -

products), Product and Cost-benefit analysis (optional).
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The Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model is concerned

with clearly defining objectives and then developing é_plan
to achieve those objectives. The Discrebancy Evalﬁation
Model, simply put, examines the process of objective
attainment and measures the gaps between what the intended
outcomes and the actual outcomes are in order that changes
'may.be made in the program to narrow the gap.  This
evaluation model is concerned with inputs, outputs,
allocated resources énd objectives. The.emphasis is upon
developing an operational plan which relies upon clearly
defined specific objectives; For the preceding reaéons, the
Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model was chosen as-oné of the
two educational evaluation models to apply in a corpofate
setting. | |

C.I1.P.P. Evaluation Model

The seéond model chosen was the Stufflebeam et al.
(1973) C.I.P.ﬁ. Evaluation Model. This model is concerned
with four devélopmental stages: Cdntext,_Input, Process and
Product (hence the acronym C.I.P.P.).

The focus of the Stufflebeam et al.(1973) C.1.7.%.
Evaluation Model, unlike Provus’s objective oriented model,
is towards making the evaluation model a management-like
‘tool with the aim of assisting with the decision making
process. stufflebeam et al. (1973, p. 129) describe this

model as “the process of delineating, obtaining, and



providing useful information for judging decisibn
alternatives”. .

The literature’on evaiuatioﬁ did not reveal studies
which drew parallels between Provus’s and S£ufflebeam et
al.’s theoretical models and business management concepts.
This study has chosen tQé Provus and Stufflebeam et al.
evaluation models to use in a comparis§n~between theoretical
~ evaluation models and intuitive evaluation models which are
corporate based and are both field developed and testedf
This comparison will addréss this study’s. question with
respect to identifying some of the gaps between theory and
practical application of_educational.evaluation models'in a
corporate setting in order to learn from these similarities
and differences. |

Origins of the Corporate Evaluation Committees

The evaluation committeés within the corporation were
struck for the purpose of evaluating the corporatibn’s
Claims Training Department and the corpération’s litigation
budgeting process. This study will first examine the
origins of the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee and then the Litigation Management Evaluation Task
Force Committee. The‘wdrk,of these committees will be used
as a vehicle to test the effectiveness of the Provus
Discrepancy Evaluati@anoael}and the Stufflebeam et al.

C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model in a corporate setting.




Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee

Initial discussions with the Claims Training Evaluation

Task Force Committee chairmén reveaied that the

corporation’s Training Department had been receiving

criticism about being out of touch with the needs in the
field, that the method of centralized training was
finéncially inappropriate given fhe regionalvnature of the
corporation and that the training process itself was out. of
date given changes in adult education methodology and multi-
media technology.

My field notes of May 5, 1994 captured the comments of

"a senior manager who was the corporation’s Deputy Chief

Underwriter. These comments reflect that there was concern
with respect to core skill trainihg and the use of
technology within the corporation’s educétion_programme. A
sampling of these commenté is iisted below:
- ... that claims training és it existéd is out of
touch with field
- the process of insurance claims has not changed
since the 1930’s and 40’'s, i.e., the way we do
-business has not changed
- technology (as) the kernel of insurance;-has not
changed
- emphasize that this is the message of the Chief

Underwriter and the former Chief Underwriter}




Operating from this need to respond to the perceivedl
concerns- by staff and management, an evaluation committee
was struck, under the sponsorship of a senior mahager; to
determine the future of'the Claims Training Department.

Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee

The‘Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee was struck for the purpose of evaluating the
corporation’s litigation budgeting process. The budgeting
process which waé in'place at the time of this study was
established in ordér to control the expense of litigation by
‘projecting the future costé of defending legal actions.
Senior ﬁanagement, supported by data collected by the
corporation’s regibnal managefs, felt that by accurately
forecasting and assessing the .cost of defending legal
actioné, these actions could be settled earlier for less
expense by incorporating projected defence costs into the
fisk analysis process. Aiso, by incbrporating a budgeting
process for litigation, it was felt that defence counsel
would be more likely to hold‘themselves accountable for
providing an expected level of service rather than
.increasiné corporate_eXpenses through unneceséary delays and
litigation inefficiencies. |

Pre-evaluations Considerations

Senior managers in the corporation in each circumstance

had to decide whether the evaluations would be conducted




either by an internal evaluation committee or by external
consultants, or if'it would be of value tb conduct both an
internal and external evaluation in order to have a
complete, well-rounded evaluation. Senior management would
have tq take into consideration the advantages and
disadvantages With using eithei_approach or a combination of
approachea. Some of these advantages and disadvantages -
~include lévels of bias, expertise (or lack of expertise) in
the subject area being evaluated, time frames for completion
of the evaluation ahd the overall cost of each of the
various options_available.

Internal Evaluation Advantages

With an internal evaluation, evaluators having an
appreciation for the subject béing'evaluated could be seen
as an advantage. Having a close familiarity with the
- subject matter should allow for greater insight. While
there are elements of bias, when conducting internal
evaluations there are advantages to be had from the
interaction between evaluators who share a common interest.
As stated by Garaway (1995, p.87):

In participatory evaluation, the pool of

participants tends to be a smaller group. While

there is still pluralism, with the concomitant

problem of conflicting interests, there is the

added aspect of interaction which somewhat spreads
the role of adjudication among the participants.




From my experience as a manager, utilizing internal
staff for conducting‘evaluations is cost effective. Only in
special circumstances would the purpose of an evaluation
outweigh the expense of usihg external consultants. 1In
other words, the situation would need to be of .great
importance for the cost of a.dual evaluation fo be
; warranted. Internal evaluations are coat—effective in that
staff employees can be secdnded to conduct evaluations ‘and
the cost to the»corporation is limited to the loss of those
employees’ productivity. A wide range of points of view may
be brought into such an evaluation by d:awing upon fhe
diverse nature of the corporation which means that the
evaluators could be drawn from the large pool ofvemployees
available fiom’any area of the corporation.

Again, as indicated by Garaway (1995, p. 98):

Participatory evaluatidn creatés a learning

environment in which evaluation findings are

processed and accumulated by end-users in the very

process of their being gathered.

In other words, an internal evaluation has the capacity to
effect ongoing change as the evaluation unfolds which may be
of considerable advantage to an organization.

Internal Evaluation Disadvantages

There are several disadvantages to utilizing'an
internal evaluation process. Stanley and Hopkins (1972, p.

4) stated:




The extent to which a measurement or evaluation

is subjective is the degree to which personal

bias and prejudice can influence scores. It is

desirable to increase the objectivity of

testing, interviewing, rating, and similar

enterprises that often are pursued guite

subjectively.

As the Barnes Craig & Associates report (1993, p. 6) stated:

Talleygrand is credited with saying, ‘War is

too serious a matter to be entrusted to the

military.’ So too, litigation has become far

too serious a matter to be left in the hands of

Lawyers.

This study considered the role of internal evaluators
who were drawn from stakeholder groups which may have had
vested interests in the outcome of the evaluation. For
political reasons internal evaluations should be used
"carefully as personal and departmental agendas may influence
" .the outcome of the evaluation. Even with the best of
intentions and a lack of political influence, internal
evaluators may simply be too close to the subject being
evaluated and therefore blind to significant evaluation

criteria. They may also lack evaluation expertise.

External Evaluation Advantages

There are advantages‘to using an external evaluation
process. One advantagé is that specific specialties of
external evaluators could be selected in order to utilize
their expertise in a particular area when such expertise is

not available internally.
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Outlined below are the services offered in the Barnes

Craig & Associates report (1993, p. 1).

Licensed adjusting staff is drawn from both the

legal community and insurance industry. This

enables B.C. & A. to economically deliver

- [siclhigh quality, innovative solutions by

focusing the appropriate expertise on every

project and case. .

External evaluations, in contrast to internal
evaluations, will generally provide.an unbiased,
uninfluenced perspective to the evaluation. In my
experience, when an evaluation is being conducted in an area
where the issues are volatile and emotional, an external
evaluation process is able to provide an air of fairness and
deflect hostilities from the parties who have commissioned
the evaluation. 1In this sense, the evaluator partially
assumes the role of mediator in the evaluation process. As
indicated by Garaway (1995, p. 87):

In evaluation carried dut-by»the participants, the

external evaluator goes beyond being the primary

investigator and participant observer to becoming

a facilitator. As facilitator, his aim is to help

transform a fairly natural process (evaluation

being something we all undertake, personally,’
continually) into a broadly utilizable process.

External Evaluétion Disadvantages

There are several disadvantages to an external
evaluétion. External évaluations.have a tendency to be
expensive and the results cén sometimes be challenged on thé

basis of the external evaluators’ apparently not being
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familiar with the particular nuances of the object being

evaluated. While the external evaluators hold no
allegiance,btheir non-partisan role may be cfiticised on the
‘basis that a lack of intimate knoWledge of the evaluation
object and its impact on the rest of the corporation may
result in a misinterpretation Of the data. This deficiency ’
is idenfifiedlin the Claims Traiﬁing Project Probosal (April
6, 1994, p. 3) where the project team members are described
as having “first hand experience of the information being
generated and able to ask questions as appropriate”.

A Combination Approach

A third option is to conduét bot£ an internal and
external evaluation to offset the deficiencies of both
evaluation methods. This option is not usually viable.due
to the expense invol&ed. Diséﬁssions with the Claims
Training Evaluation Task Force Committee chairman resulted
in the following summary from my notes on the strengths and
weaknesses of a dual evaluation. These notes were not shown
to the chairman for approval or comment.

In order to warrant the conducting of a dual
evaluation, the issues must be serious and the
potential results must have a wide-ranging impact
on the Corporation. A dual evaluation will be
both costly in terms of productivity and
financing, but the results are usually very solid,
with little opening for criticism if they are
conducted in a competent fashion. The usual
practice would be to conduct an internal
evaluation initially and follow that by an
external evaluation to confirm the results of the
internal evaluation. The external evaluators can
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draw upon the experience and findings of the
internal evaluation once they have conducted their
external evaluation in order to determine '
variances and explore the reasons for the
variances. The dual evaluation also has the
effect of acting as a buffer for management in
that it will deflect criticism. (April 8, 1994)

Significance of the Study

This study examines two theoretical educational
evaluation models, the Provus Discrepancy‘Evaluafion Model
and the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model, to
determine what benefits, if any, Could be had if they were
applied in a corporate setting. By studying these modeis in
a corporate setting weaknesses and strengths of the models
will be highlighted. By studying these qualities,
educational evaluators will be in a better position to
improve upon the désign of evaluation models. The
evaluatérs in the corporate setting will be able to weigh
the advantagesbof usihg a formal evaluation prbcess to
enhance corporate evaluations. |

Significance to Education. Education would benefit

'from the knowledge gained of the practical needs and
concerns of business. As well, a furthering of the
understanding of theoretical models by an examination of any
gaps that exist between the intuitive and theoretical models
will be iﬁstructive.' By studying these gaps educational
evaluators will be in a position to enhance the practial

application potential of evaluation models by avoiding
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pitfalls and designing evaluation models which add value for

the users of the models.

Significance to Business. The business world would

“benefit from the application of theoretical models, which
may be tailored to specific needs, without having to “re-
invent the wheel”. As Robbins and Stuart-Kotze (1986, p.
24), state in their management theory text:

because theory and practice are often divergent,

management is both a normative (what should be

done) and descriptive (what is actually done)

process. In other words, the practicality of the

day-to-day job often takes priority over

theoretical “how to’s”.

However, by taking theoretical evaluation models and
learning about the similarities and gaps between what is
expected to occur and what is actually occurring, relevant
“piéces” may be sifted from the process in order to enhance
the success potential of the evaluations that would

otherwise be solely intuitive.

Two questions for consideration

1. Is there a need for this study?

In business ' as in education there is an ongoing need to
improve efficiency and to forecast results accurately. As
stated by Robbins and Stuart-Kotze, (1986, p. 179):

Organizations whose management can develop
accurate forecasts of external and internal
factors have a distinct advantage over their less
successful competitors. TIf the variation
management is-attempting to predict follows some
established pattern or relationship, there are
forecasting techniques that can be valuable.
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"By looking at the variances between intuitive
evaluation models and theofetical educational evaluation
models it is possible for those differences and similarities
to be explored and new lines of thought developed for
educational evaluation purposes. The corporate based
evaluation practices can be expected to show weaknesses in
the educational evaluation models by virtue of the fact that
gaps become apparent when applied to different populations
and settings; in addition the education models may offer a
perspective that has not been‘abparent to business.

2. How is the study delimited?

This study examines only two theoretical educational
evaluation models and two. intuitive corporate based
evaluations.

This study has not explored the éossible effects of an
evaluation team upon the application of evaluation models,
nor has it considered the possible influence of committee
composition upon results. | -

- While there is a'strong business component to this
study, there will be no discussion of business procesées.
It is not the intent of this study to developvstrategies for
business management. |

Limitations of This Study

Two intuitive models were developed within a large
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corporation and there could be variances among large

corporations or between large corporations. and smaller
firms. Given different types of bﬁsiness,‘different types
of evaluatibn processes méy be requiredf

AThe participant observer role may create an element ofv 
bias in this study. If this study were to be replicated
using an' impartial observer, different observations may be
made.

At times, my dual role as participant and observer was
in conflict. As a participant in both commiftees/ I had
certain responsibilities which could have influenéed my
objectivity as an obserVer. In the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee, I co-authored the final
‘report and T acted as chairman Of the presentation.
committee. As chairman, I led the presentation committee in
delivering the results to the Manager of Human Resources
Developﬁent. In this role I was expected to defend the work
of the Claims Tgaining Evaluation Task Force Committee and
in particular the methodology, results and conclusioﬁs.

In the Litigation Management Evaluation Task force
Committee I authored the report and was a member of the
presentation committee. In both cases,.I had a'persOnal and
professional interest in the success of the committees’ |
results. However, this conflict did not arise in either

committee until after the data had been collected and
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analyzed by the full membership of each committee. During

the course of each evaluation, I was not aware of the role
that I would take in authoring reports or presenting
findings. The final reports of each eommittee were
submitted for'review by the committee members prior to being
made public. | | |

The rank and>position of the Claims Training Evalmatiom
Task Force Committee and Litigafion~Management Evaluation
Task Force Committee members may have played a fole in the
functioning of each committee. Given different committee
members with different status within thelcorporation, the
results may have been different.

The time framee allowed for each committee may have
influenced the approach taken by each committee. For .
example, the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee
was given approximately three monthsiwithin which to coenduct
its evaluation of the Claims Training Department and present
the reaults to senior management. The Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee, on the other hand, was
under ne such time restriction. In fact it had no.time
restriction at all. Varying the time frames by either
extending or restricting the time periods allowed for
evaluation may have produced different results.

The method used for data collection was that of

participant observer. The participant observer role may
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have influenced the workings of both the Claims Training

Evaluation Task Force Committee and the Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee. Also, as
participant 6bserver, it was pdssible to move too easily
from my role as participant observer into‘my role as an
active participant on the committees.

There may have beeﬁ an impact on the functioning of
both committees by external perspnal and political
influences. The impact of external influences will be
discussed in Chapter Five. This factor is significaﬁt when
examining evaluation programmes in corporate settingé and is
not taken into account in either'the Provus Discrepancy
Evaluation Model or the Stufflebeam et al; C.I.P.P.
Evaiuation Model. The potenfial is significant for
corporate based evaluations to be affécted by personal and
corporate agendas and other external factors which may or
may not be apparent to evaluation committees. This aspect
underscores the whole of the evaluation process. It is a
factor which potentially .could put the members of an
evéantion committee at risk and, as will be diécussed[ can
apparently shape the focué of the evalgation process.
Summary

This study will.use two theoretiéal educational
evaluation models, the Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model

and the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model. These
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models are applied retrosepectively in a corporate setting

in order to reveal strengths and weaknesses of the models.
These strengths and weaknesses will be considered from the
perspective of what can be added to the‘general knowledge of
educational evaluation. In addition, thesé studies'will-be
used to provide insight into enhancing evaluations conducted‘

in a corporate setting.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE ON EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION

Chapter Two will provide a brief‘overview of the
history of Education Evaluatidn with a particular emphasis
upon the Education Evaluation Models of the 1960’'s and
1970"s. Models from this time period were chosen as it was
the beéinning of a new era in edu¢ational evaluation. This
brief history is presentéd as a high level overview and is
intended to provide general background inférmation. The.two
models used in this study, the Provus Discrepancy Evaluation
Model and the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model,
will be discussed briéfly in order to highlight their
strengths and weaknesses. Other evaluatibn models will also
be briefly outlined. |

History of Evaluation in Education

Evaluation, as a component of the education process,

was not prevalent until the latter half of the nineteenth

century. According to Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 12},

evaluation in American education priér to the mid nineteenth
century was :essentially non-existent. The direction taken

by education was influenced by religious or political

‘policies as opposed to competency, need, etc. As stated in

Worthen and Sanders (1987; p. 12):

Prior to 1837, political and religious beliefs
dictated most education choices. Communities were
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happy to attract and hold teachers, regardless of ‘
their competence, and if a teacher did prove
incompetent in those days, formal evaluation was
relatively pointless anyway - the school just
closed for lack of students.

The foundation of data collection for educational
purposes has been attributed to Henry Barnard, Horace Mann
and William Torrey Harris.® They worked for the state
education departﬁenté of Massachusetts and Connecticut, as
well és.the United States Education Bureau, where they
deVeloped data collection processes for amassing information
which could be used to make decisions regarding educational
policy. |

Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 12) indicate that during'
the period 1838 to 1850, “Hdrace Mann submitted 12 annual
reports to the Board of Education of the Commonwealth of
Maséachusetts”. These reports cdntained concerns with
‘respect to a ﬁumber‘of afeas, fanging ffom outsidé
supervision to the selection or construction Qf_cufriculum,
materials. No mention was made as to how the daﬁa were
collected, according to Worthen and Sandérs.

During the latter portion of the nineteenth century,
Joseph Rice conduéted an assessment of iafge school systems
across.the‘United‘States. This assessment was conducted
with the aim of establishing whether or not his theory of

the inefficient use of school time was correct. As Worthen:

»and Sanders (1987, p. 13) state:
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He used these data to support his proposals for
restructuring spelling instruction. His tests of
arithmetic, on the other hand, revealed large
differences among schools; consequently Rice
proposed the setting up of standardized
examinations.

Edward Lee Thorndike, at the beginning of the Twentieth
Century, proposed that measuring developmental change was an
important facet of the educatiQn prdcess. Measurement took
the form of testing, which became the accepted means of
evaluating schools.

Guba and Lincoln (1989, p 24) make the féllgwing
comménts on the use of teétingf

The utility of tests for school purposes was well
recognized by leadership personnel. The National
Education Association appointed a committee in
1904 to study the use of tests in classifying
children and determining their progress; the
association appointed three additional committees
by 1911. 1In 1812, the first school district
Bureau of Research was established in New York
City. :

Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 13) state:

The testing movement was in full swing by 1918,
with individual and group tests being developed
for use in many educational and psychological
decisions.

Though the early school system surveys had relied
mainly on criterion-referenced tests to gather
group information in school: subject areas, the
1920’s saw the emérgence of norm-referenced tests
developed for use in measuring individual
performance levels. . :

In the forty-five year period between 1920 and;1965,

greater emphasis and a focus upon the development of testing




‘ _ : 22
processes occurred. As Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 14)

state:

The development of standardized achievement tests

for use in large-scale testing programs was a

natural outgrowth of this trend (State-wide

testing). During this period, “evaluation” was

" most often used to mean the assigning of grades or
summarizing of student performance on tests.

vRalph Tyler proposed, in 1932, an objecfives—based
approach to educational evaluation and developed measurement
tools to support his concept. Wolf (1987, p. 3) observes,
“In the 1930’ s, iargely as a result of work by Ralph Tyler,
evaluation was being formally conceptuélized ana a fledgling
technology was developed.” The objective-based approéch
involved defininé objectives and examining outcomes to
determine whether or not objective achievement was
successful.

According to Worthen and Sanders (1987), the 1940's and
1950’'s were essentially a period where previous educational .
evaluétion concepts were applied. Objectives for education
were debated, agreed upon and implemented.

~Throughout the mid 1950’s and 1960’'s educational

evaluation, which was based upon Tyler’s approach, was

further developed. Bloom et al. published in 1956, Taxonomy

of Educational Objectives: Handbook I: Cognitive Domain.
“"Bloom’ s Taxonomy”, 1is referenced by Worthen and Sanders

(1987, p. 16) and focussed upon defining:
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" in explicit detail a hierarchy of thinking skills
applicable to various content areas. This
document continues to be a standard tool both in
testing and in curriculum development; design and
evaluation.

A major development in the United States in 1964 was’
the enactment of the Civil Rights Act which was followed by
the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
({ESEA) 1in 1965.

According to House, (1995, p. 15}:

Prior to 1965, evaluation was a minor activity, a
sideline engaged in.by academics as extra
consulting work. Then came the Great Society
Legislation in the United States. With the
passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act in 1965, everything changed. Senator Robert
Kennedy insisted that an evaluation amendment be
attached to the education bill, and evaluation:
became a federal mandate that spread to other
soc1al programs.

The effect of these acts was an outpouring of money
into education to support education programmes for
disadvantaged youths and educational research. As a
control over this expenditure of funds, evaluation
programmes became mandatory in order to hold educators and
researchers accountable for how the funds were spent. As
Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 17) state:

Translated into operational terms, this meant that

thousands of educators were for the first time

‘required to spend their time evaluating their own

efforts. Project evaluations mandated by state

and federal governments have since become standard

practice, with evaluation emerging as a political
tool to control the expenditure of public funds.
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The late 1960’s was a transition period where educators

had to develop extensive evaiuatiQn programmes in brder to
comply with the federal‘mandates'of 1964 and 1965. Wolf

(1987, p. 4) describes this period as one where:

The political popularity of the evaluation
requirement quickly spread to other social
legislation so, by: the end of the 1960’s, it was
commonplace to require systematic annual
evaluations of social programs.

Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 17) identify a poignant
~quote of Guba (1967, p. 312) that comments upon the
effectiveness of the evaluations tHat arose from the passing
of this legislation.

None of these product evaluations will give the

Federal Government the data it needs to review the

general Title III program and to decide how the

program might be reshaped to be more effective.

(Guba, 1967, p. 312)

The above quote identified a grave concern that the.
‘then current evaluation programmes were inadequate to
evaluate education programmes and provide meaningful data
with which to satisfy the federal mandate. Operationally,
there were no adeduate guidelines for evaluators, which led
to evaluations being created and}conducted by inexperienced
people. Wolf (1987, p. 4) further comments that:

- The period from 1965 to the early 1970’s was one of
considerable confusion. A great deal of activity

occurred under the heading of evaluation. Much of the
work was highly questionable. ’ ' ‘
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From 1967 to 1973 new strategies for evaluation were

formulated, and several evaluation models were developed.
Greater emphasis was placed upon evaluation, and evaluation
as a field of study was, byvnecessity, created. With
various evaluation models surfacing, debate arose as to the
appropriateness and general application of these models. In
1967 the United States government created the Centre ‘for the
Study of Evaluation. This was followed, in 1972, by the
creation of the National Institute of Education (NIE).

Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 19) state that the:

NIE focused one of its research programs on

evaluation in education, supporting field research

that added to our knowledge of evaluation

methodology, and also funded research to adapt

methods and techniques from other disciplines for

use in educational evaluation.

In the years following the creation of NIE, there has
been a considerable amount of research and development of
eduéationalvévaluation. Educational evaluation has become a
field of study in its own right, and it continues to explore
new methodologies and applications. As Worthen and Sandérs

(1987, p. 20) observe, educational evaluation:

must continue to grow and adapt to changlng
conditions and demands.

The resulting decrease in demand for evaluation of
large scale, federally supported educational
programs has led some commentators to make gloomy
predictions about the future of evaluation in
educatlon and related areas.




. 26
The shift from large scale evaluations to evaluations

at the local level is one method of adapting educational
evaluation to meet.the needs of local governments and échool
boards.

Wolf (1987, p. 5) summarizeé the then current state of
“educational evaluation in contrast to the late 1960’s to mid
1980’ s below.

Evaluation is now seen to be a more open and

ongoing process intended to yield information that

will lead to the improvement of educational

programs. This latter view is in marked contrast

to the view of 10-20 years ago when it was felt

that the results of evaluation studies would be

the most important determinant of continued

support.

In my opinion, educational evaluation will continue to
be an integral part of the “business of education” as long
as the demands for respohsible education and judicial use of

- public funds remain'political and'public concerns.

Education Evaluation Models Used in This Study

As stated in Chapter One, the two evaluation models
chosen for this study are the Provus Discrepancy Evaiuation
Model and the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model.
Each model has -advantages as well as limitations.

Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model

Advantages. The Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model

has the advantage of using a straightforward concept which

is basic to evaluation. That is, it clearly identifies what
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it is that will be evaluated by concentrating upon defining

objectives. The balance of the evaluation is then focussed
upon a comparison of actual outéomés‘with stated objectives.
This is a very clean concept that is easy to follow and
should produce definitive‘results. This overviéw
overéimplifies the actual model, but does cabture the

essence of the model’s major advantages.

Limitations. The Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model
is limited in that it has been criticized for being too
narrow in focus. Worthen and Sanders, (1987, p.
73),Indicate that evaluation models such as the Provus
Discrepancy Evaluation Model with an objectives oriented
approach have their critics. They summarize these concerns
in nine points as listed below.

The objectives-oriented evaluation approach:

1) lacks a real evaluative component (facilitating
measurement and assessment of objectives rather
than resulting in explicit judgements of merit
or worth). :

2) lacks standards to judge the importance of
observed discrepancies between objectlves and

performance levels.

3) Neglects the value of the objectives
themselves.

4)IgnoresAimportant alternatives that should be
considered in planning an educational program.

5) Neglects transactions that occur within the
program or activity being evaluated.

6) Neglects the context in which the evaluatlon
takes place.
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7) Ignores important outcomes other than those
covered by the objectives (the unintended
outcomes of the activity).

8) Omits evidence of programme value not reflected
in its own objectives. '

9) Promotes a linear, inflexible approach to
evaluation.

Given Worthen and Sanders’  (1987) comments, it is
apparent that this type of evaluation model has severe
‘limitations which could affect the value of the results
obtained. In my study, the Provus Discrepancy Evaluation
Model is considered from the perspective of its application
in a business setting. What may be seen as limitations for
use in education may have practical advaﬁtages when used in
an environment where the focus is generally upon dbjeqtive

attainment.

Stufflebeam et.al. C.I1.P.P. Evaluation Model

Advantages. The Stufflebeam et al. (1972) C.I.P.P.

Evaluation Model is a management-oriented evaluation
approach. Worthen and Sanders (1987) indicate that this
approachvis designed to serve the needs of management in the
decision making process. The focus of this approach is auch
that evaluation can start at the outset of a programme and
provide ongoing‘information which will aid in the
development of the programﬁe. According tb Worthen and

Sanders (1987), this approach takes advantage of
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opportunities as they arise and allows management to make

informed decisions at the time those decisions need to be
made.

A particular adVantage of using the Stufflebeam et al.
C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model is that it places the objectives
of an evaluation in context. This allows for a more complex
evaluation to be conducted. That is, relevant data may be
collected to support questions which have a greater
cbmplexity.

As Wortheﬁ and Sanders (1987, p. 84) state:

The C.I.P.P. Model, in particular, is a simple

heuristic tool that helps the evaluator generate

potentially important questions to be addressed in

an evaluation. '

The management—oriented approach to evaluation

supports evaluation of every component of an

educational program as it operates, grows, or

changes. It stresses the timely use of feedback

by decision-makers so that education is not left

to flounder or proceed unaffected by updated

knowledge about needs, resources, new developments

in education, the realities of day to day

operations, or the consequences of providing

education in any given way.

An example of this process occurred in the Litigation.
Managément Evaluation Task Force Committee proceedings. The
committee ascertained that there was no compliance with
Bulletin CDB894 and then used that information to refocus
its mandate. By refocussing its mandate, the Litigation

Management Evaluation Task Force assumed ownership of the

development of a new litigation management strategy.
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Limitations. This type of management-oriented

evaluation model is limited in that it serves the needs’of
fhe decision makers and may restrict or impede the
evaluator’s exploration of other issues that arise through
the courselof thé evaluation. While some of these potential
issues may be important, they will be overlooked in favour
of complying with the objectives and directions of the
decision makers. |

This leads to a second weakness in that this typé of
evaluation may be subject to political or personal agendas
which could shape the outcome of an evaluation: There is
concern in this study that this wvariable is active dué to
the presencé of political and personal influences within and
surroundihg both the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committée'and Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee. This variable was not specifically tested and
would therefore act as a limitation on the generalizability
of this study. This issue will be dealt with further in
Chapter Three;

Another limitation is the cost factor related to
conducting ;n evaluation of this type in its entirety. As
Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 85) state, “if followed in its
entirety, the management-oriented approach can result in

costly and complex evaluations”.
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Other Education Evaluation Models Considered

The following educational evaluation models were

considered for use in this study.

1. Tylerian Evaluaﬁion Approach
2. Hammond’s Evaluation Approach
3. U.C.L.A. Evaluation Model
4, Stake’s Countenance Model

Each model will be briefly discussed in order to provide'a
background of alternative evaluation models.

Tylerian Evaluation Approach. Ralph Tyler, during

the late 1930’s énd early 1940’'s, developed an educational
evaluation model. This education evaluation model was
intended to look at programme objectives and determine
whether or notithey had been attained.

This model is very linear, which makes it-éimple to
understand and apply. It consists of seven basic steps.

Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 63) identify these seveﬁ steps

below:
1. Establisﬁ broad goals or objectives.
2. Classify the goals or objectives.
3. Define objectives in behavioqral terms.
4. Find situations.in which achieﬁemenf of objectives
can be shown.
S. Develop or select measurement techniques.

6. Collect performance data.
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7. Compare performance data with behaviourally stated
objectives. ‘ : :

In comparing objectives with performance outcomes, it is

- possible to determine the success or failure of the
programme. Early identification of variances between
objectives and performance outcomes allows for ongoing -
modifications to be made in order to enhance the potential
for programme success.

Hammond’s Evaluation Approach. R. Hammond (1973)

developed an evaluation approach which followed the Tylerian
approach vety closely with one exception/innovation.
Hammond’ s evaluation model consists of six steps. Worthen

and Sanders (1987, p. 68) identify these steps as listed

below.
1. Defining the prograﬁ.
2. Definihg the descriptive variabiesv(using his
cube) .
3. Stating objectives.
4. Assessing performance.
5. Analeing results.
6. Comparing résults-with objectives.

The major difference between Hammond’s Evaluation Model
and the Tylerian Approach is that Hammond has added a third

dimension to the evaluation approach. Hammond’s cube (as
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noted in step 2 above) is a tool which may'be used by the

evaluator to generate a number of questions that may.be
explored in the evaluation. In essence, it consists of
three dimensions (instruction, institution and behavioural
objectives) whichlare broken down into smaller divisions.
Where these smaller divisions interéect within the three
dimensional cube relational questions are generated or
suggested. If all factors apply to a given evaluation, a
maximum of ninety cells are available to generate questions
about relétionships. The number of factérs available are
reduced in each dimension in accordance.with_their
applicability to the evaluation undertaken. Worthen and
Sanders (1987, p. 68) state that the vélue of Hammond’s
evaluation approach is as.“a valuable heuristic tool the
evaluator can use in analyzing the successes and failures of
an educational activity in achieving its objectives”.

U.C.L.A. Evaluation Model. M.C. Alkin (1969)

developed an evaluation model that closely parallels the

Stufflebeam et al. (1973) C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model.

Worthen and Sanders {1987, p. 81l) make the following
observation.

Both the C.I.P.P. and U.C.L.A. frameworks for
evaluation appear to be sequential, but the
developers have stressed that such is not the
case. For example, the evaluator would not have
to complete an input evaluation or a systems
assessment in order to undertake one of the other
types of evaluation listed in the framework.
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While the application of the U.C.L.A. Evaluation Model

may not necessarily be linear, the actual structure is
essentially the same as the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P.
Evaluation Model. Tabie 1 presents a cbmpatison of the
stages of both the U.C.L.A. and Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P.

Evaluation Models.

Table 1

U.C.L.A. and C.I.P.P. Evaluation Models = Comparative

Processes
U.C.L.A. . C.i.P.P.
Stage Process - Stage . Process
1 Systems assessment ‘ 1 Context evaluation
2 Program planning 2 Input evaluation
3 Program implementation
4 Program improvement - 3 Process evaluation
5 Program certification 4 Product evaluation

The basic difference between the models is that the
U.C.L.A. Evaluation Model does: not require one stage to bé
‘completed before passing bn to the next. It allows the
evaluator to “cycle” from one stage to another, continually
revising and reviewing as the need arises.

Stake's Countenance Evaluation Model. R.E. Stake

(1967) developed his concept that evaluations should consist
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of two basic components, “Description” and “Judgement”.

These two components were proposed as the two countenances
of evaluation. The purpose of this model was to provide the
evaluator with a tool for organizing and analyzing data.
Worthen and Sanders (1987, p. 130) describe the workings of
the Stake’s Countenance Model below.

The evaluator would analyze information in the

description matrix by looking at the congruence

between intents and observations, and by looking

at dependencies (contingencies) of outcomes on

transactions and antecedents, and of transactions

on antecedents. Judgements would be made by

applying standards to the descriptive data.

Stake’s Countenance Model provides the evaluator with a

conceptual framework as opposed to an evaluation formula.

Rationale for Selecting the Provus and Stufflébeam et al.

Evaluation Models

The Provus and Stufflebeam et al. evaluation models
were chosen for this Study for the following reason. I
wantéd to use évaantion models that were not complex in
structure in order to keep the study simple. The more
dimensions that are added to this study the more complex it
could become and this might cloud some bééic issues. The
Tyler model was too linear and the balance of the models
considered added too many dimensions for this study to
’consider. The Provus and Stufflebeam et al. evaluation

models seemed to fit in well with the corporate environment
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and both of these models seemed to be capable of providing

information that could be of value in a corporate setting.

Education Evaluation Research Sources

Several sources wére consulted to determine if similar
studies to mine exist and to identify critiques of the
Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model and the Stufflebeam et
al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model.

Aside from direct access to the textual material, as
listéd in the bibliography, an internet search was
conducted. This search used Yahoo as the search engine and
was conducted through fhe.U.B.C. Library Web Page.

The seérch parameters were restricted to the féllowing
key words and phrases.

1. Provus

2. Stufflebeam
3. Discrepancy Evaluation

4. C.I.P.P.

5. _ Evaluation
6. Education
7. Education Evaluation.

In total, one hundred and twenty-four records were
Séarched and hits occurred in one hundred and thirteen of
these records. On examination of the one hundred and
thirteen hits, thefe were no instances of studies‘whichAwere

of a similar nature to my thesis. There were six hits under
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‘the Provus search and three hits under Stufflebeam. None of

these nine hits appeared from théir synopses to Critique the
models or their appliéations, but were instances where the
"models were referenced in relation to other studies.

Only one hit was achieved under Discrepancy Evaluation.

This hit was Discrepancy Evaluation For Educational Program

Improvement and Assessment, (1928) [sic] by Malcolm Provus.
(

Results of Documentation Search

While the search I cénduéted was by no means
exhaustive, it is reasonable to conclude tﬁat this study
appears to be unique in iﬁs focus.

Summary

Chapter Two has presented a review of the hiStory of"
educatiqnal evaluation and has discussed the models used in
this study. Some potential alternative models were alsd
discussed ahd potential sources of further information

through an internet search were presented.
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"CHAPTER THREE

- METHOD

Chapter Tﬁree will discuss the methodology used in this
study. The methodology will be presented from two
perspectives. The first perspective will exXamine the
methodologles used by both the Claims Training Evaluation
Task Force Committee and the thlgatlon Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee. The second perspective
will present the method of data colléction that I used in
order to allow for potential replication of this study.
Chapter Three will also discuss the makeup of the committees
involved in this study and my role as. a participént
observer. The methodologies used by both committees will be
presented and reléted to the two educational models chosen
for this study, the Proﬁus Discrepéncy Evaluation Model and
the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model.

Task Force Members

Two evaluation task forces within a large corporation,
the Claims Training and the Litigation Managemént Evaluation
Task Force Committees, were examined.. Eléven members (six
managers and five field staff) énd a secretary, who would
act as recorder only, comprised the Claiﬁs'Training

Evaluation Task Force Committee. The nine member Litigation

Management Evaluation Task Force Committee was comprised of
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five claims managers, one claims examiner, three lawyers,

and a clerk who would act as recorder only. -

Role of the Participant Observer

In both committees I functioned as a participant
observer and did not take an active role-in the actual
design of the evaluation, but participated in their
actiﬁities. Both committees were advised in their initial
meetings that I would be acting as a participaht observer
for the development of my'thesis and that I would also be a
contributing member of each committee.

As a participant in both committees I was expected fo
téke an active role in the workings of thetcommittees, In
the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee I co-
authored-the final report and in'the Litigation Managemenﬁ
Evaluation Task Force Committee I authored the final repoft.
I acted as chairman of the presentation committee for the |
Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Commiﬁtee. As chairman
‘I led the presentation team in delivering the results to the
Manager of Human Resources Development. In this_réle I was
expeéfed to defend_the work of the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee and in particulaf the
methodology, results and conclusions. I was a member of the
presentafion team Litigation Management Evaluation Task

Force Committee, but I did not assume a lead role.
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The guidelines for the operation of each committee

varied slightly, but it was understood by all committee
members that title or rank within the cofporation did not
-play a role in the committee. ‘Tor example, at the initial
meeting of the Litigation Manageﬁent Evaluation Task Force
* . Committee on October 18, 1993vthe Chairman of the committee

set out the “Rules of Conduct” as follows:

2) No idea is a bad idea.
3) All suggestions will be approached with an open

i 1) Rank has nb privilege. We are all equal partnere;
ﬁind. - Only constructive criticism will be

allowed.

4) We will remain neutral in the face-of vested
interests.
5) ' Creativity will be respected.
6) Decision making by consensus.
7) All are equally responsible for the success of the
project. o

Participants in the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force

Committee Investiéation

The Claims Tfaining Evalﬁation Task Force Committee
operated under the spensorship of a senior manager who
comﬁissioned the project. The Task Force team members
consisted of an office manager,‘a claims manager (the

participant observer), and a regional manager as field
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management_representatives. Also representing management

‘was a head office support manager, an organization
_development.manager and a systems manager who would act as
facilitator. The five staff members who made up the balance
of the committee represented a croés section‘of field staff .
members who were directly impactedlby Claims Training. A
secretary was also involved as record keeper.

The focus groups and individuals interviewed were
selected by the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee to ensure cross divisional, regional and
geographic représentation. They were chosen to represent
- each of the interested groups who were affected by the
training which wasAconaucted by the Claims Tfaining
Department.

Criteria For Focus Group Selection

The Claims Training Evéluation Task Force Committee
decided that there would be one focus group chosen as a
.fepresentative of each work group affected by the Claims
‘Training Department. Each focus group consisted of'15
members and each selected member was sent an E-mail which
outlined, in genéral terms, what the purpose of the
committee was, but did not provide specific questions or
guidelines with respect té what would be asked in each focus
group session. The focus groups were balanced for gender,

regional representation and length of service.
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Each focus group was asked the same questions for

consistency between groups. The members of the focus groups
were seated in a confereﬁée room and asked specifically
prepared questions in a roundtable format. Their answers
were captured by individual committee members in private
notes and by the committee secretary. The secretary’s notes
were documented in MS Word, printed and projected on an
overhead projector for the participants to view during each
focus group session. Each focus group session was held to a
two hour_interview period and each group was interviewed
only once. |

Task Force Procedures

The project team chairman announced in the first
meeting of the Claims Tréining Evéluation Task Force
Committee on April 8, 1994 that the best méthod of obtaining
an accurate aésessment of the claims training situation was
to reView the historical documentation which existed
regarding previous assessments of the Claims Training
Department and the recommendations that were made. No other
options were discussed and the Claims Tfaining Evaluation
Task Force Committee Chairman set the direction for the
committee. Following the historical review, the project
team received a series of preséntations by managers who

either had a vested interest in the future of the Claims

~Training Department, or who were‘affectéd directly by the
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product of the Claims Tfaining Department. In addition, the

project team interviewed the recipients of training by the
Claims Training Department by way of focus group sessions.
The presentations and focus group sessions were conducted
within the context of the three objectives prescribed in
senior management’s mandate for the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee. The three objectives set
out by senior management are listed below.
1. To determine the best organizational structure for
providing the ttaining.
2. To determine what claims training is needed.
3. To determine who could best deliver what claims
training.

Methodology: Claims Training Evaluation Task Force

Committee - Historical Background

Six documents were reviewed by the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee prior to the commencement.of
the ptesentations“and interviews. These documents were
selected by the chairman of the Task Force for review by its
members .in order to provide an historical perspective. The
documents reviewed by this Task Force were:

1. Claims Manpower Planning: Training Sub-committee,
January 1991.

2. Strategy for Claims Training Redevelopment: Gateway
Systems Services, June 1991.

3. Claims Task Force on Training & Development: Report
No. 1, August 1991.
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4. Claims Task Force on Training & Development: Final
Report, November 1991. :

5. Joint Task Force Report on Claims Issues, February
- 1992, ' : ’

6. Corporate Training Consortium Initiative, September
1993.

Methodology:' Claims Training Evaluation Task Force

Committee - Current -Situation

In total, the project team heard presentations from ten
managers who were directly involved with claims training at
a departmental level and interviewed approximately eighty
staff and managers through the focus group process.

The fen managers Who}were involved at a departmental
level were chosen for their specific direct involvement in
ClaimsvTraining. Their positions placed them in a role-of.
either being responsible for the delivery of effective
training (not the actuai delivery) orbfor the support of
Claims Training th;ough the provision of resources or
plenning strategies. For example, corpera£e financial
results may be dependent upen the effecfiveness and quality
of the training received by staff.

The importance of effective training on claims
severities (dollars spent per claim) was summed up by one

senior manager. Given his position as a senior manager, his

comment carried a great deal of weight with the committee
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and could have influenced the}committee’s perspective. The

senior manégerL (May 5, 1994) stated:

Severity control (controlling the number of

dollars spent per claim): important, but to dwell

on it is wrong focus. If you do it properly,

you will get severity under control. Lot of

pressure on us. First three months of this year

‘were a disaster. April was good.

From this perspecfive,'it wasanot the training itself
that was important but rather the outcome of training. This
is typical of the perspectives of the ten managers involved
in claims training at a departmental level. These managefs
were results oriented rather than process oriented. These
managers were not focussed upon the “how’s” and the “why’s”
of training, but rather on the results. Their concerns and
interests come from a corporate or ﬁacro perspective, where
their focus is upon results. They were not concerned with
managing at a micro level which involves the actual workings
of claims training. From their viewpoint, they were able to
see the effect of claims training upon the corporation’s.
financial picture,aﬁd their concerns would have a different
emphasis than the concerns of those people involved with the
delivery of claims training.

In contrast to the presentations made by the ten
managers who were involved in claims training at a

departmental level,. a sample cross section of the recipients.

of training by the Claims Training Department was
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interviewed through the focus group process. As recipients

of training it was expected that they would be more process
oriented than results oriented as they were directly
impacted by the delivery of training. The date obtained
were reviewed upon cellection‘after each focus
group/interview session by the entire Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee in order to ensure that by
exaﬁining the data fer trends, the weéknesses or strengths
of the current state of claims training could be immediately
identified. Upon conclusion of the data collection process
for each group, the data were anelyzed and general issues
and specific issues were identified by the Claims Traiﬁing
Eﬁaluation Task Force Committee which led to a series of
recommendations and supporting rationale being developed.

The data were collected bet@een May 6 and May 20, 1994.
This evaluation process was very focussed and the Claims
Training Evaluation Task Force Committee was very cognizant
of its time-limited mandate. ' The project team was required
to make a presentation of its findings to senior management
by June, 1994. | |

The presentations to the Claims Training Evaluation
Task Force Committee by the ten managers who were directly
involved with Claime Training at a departﬁental ievel were

organized in such a féshion that the schedule could be

completed within the fewest number of days possible. The
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presentations were completed within two sessions. The

process Qf capturing information involved personal note-
taking, as well as note-taking by the secretary on a laptop
éomputer. The notes from the laptop computer were printed
and diétributed to the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee members. These notes were then compared with the
personal notes made by the commitﬁee members at the time of
the interviews. This Was an involved process but the level
of detail was considered important and necessary by the
committee to ensure accuracy. The committee as a whole
amended or corrected the notes on the laptop computér to
create the “official” notes immediately upon conclusion of
each presentation. It was felt that this method would allow
fhe projéct team to collect accurate information by
reviewing the presentation in as short a time—frame as
possible after the presentation was made. ‘This method of
note-taking was used on a trial basis during the initial
presentations and upon completion of the presentétidns
received endorsement from the project team for use in the
focus group presentations as well és all further meetings.
As a participant.observer, I maintained personal notes
and contributed those notes to the group seésion{ which
ultimatély formed part of the formal prbject teém'notes;

All members of the project team were aware that I was

participating in this process as a‘participant observer, but
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that had no apparent influence upon the functioning of the

committee. I made this assumption based on the fect that
except for the initial meetind, the subject of my role in
the’study was never discussed again by any of the committee
members. The flow of each meeting did not appear to be
hampered by my presence which led me to believe  that the
perception‘of my presence on the committee was focussed upon
what I could contribute as opposed to what I was observing.
My role as participant observer posed.no threat to the |
members of the committee as the results of my study would
have no direct influence upon the outcome of the evaluation
nor, on a more personal level, the futute of their careers.
I attended all focus group sessions with the exception of

two focus group sessions which were held concurrent with

sessions that I was attending.

Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee
The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Eorce

Committee functioned in a different manner from that of the
Claims Training Task Force. The Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee was concernednwith an
evaluation of the corpoﬁation’s handling of the litigation
budgeting process as outlined in an internal directive,
Bulletin CDB894. The project team for this task force was

specifically chosen. The Litigation Management Evaluation

Task Force Committee, in a similar fashion to the Claims
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Training Evaluation Task Force Committee, operated under the

sponsorship of a senior manager. Unlike the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committée, the Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee was under no strict time
~ constraint. The emphasis was to be on a quality evaluation
with the outcome being practical solutions to the perceived
‘problem. The Litigation Management Evaluation Taék Force
Committee operated under loose restrictions. The Committee
began on October 18, i993 and{cﬁlminated in June 1996 with
the rollout of a corporate litigation management strategy
programme. This document had the “blessing” of the office
- 0of the Attorney General. The result was the development of
new guidelines for the handling of procedures, relationships
and the creation of a new feporting format. The original
mandate to evaluate Bulletin CDB894.consequently resulted in
its replacement altogether with an entirely new direction in
corporate focus. |

Thé chairman of the Litigation Management Evaluation
Task Forée Committee advised me in a private conversation
near the beginning'of the project that he was selected by
senior.management for his éxpertise in litigatioh ;laims
handling. . He also advised that the members of the °
Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee were
specificélly Selected by the Litigation Management

" Evaluation Task Force Committee chairman on the basis of
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having a known expertise in the field of litigation claims

handling. The project team was made up of one office
manager as the chairman, a head office claims manager
(specializing in large dollar, high profile claims), five
claimé managers (one of which waé ﬁhe participant observer), -
one claims examiner, three lawyers énd a clerk. These
members were selected on‘the basis of having been recognized
as people with strong litigation backgrounds. Assisting.the
committee was a secretary and the Claims training
representative woﬁld act as facilitatdr. (I would reprise
my role as participant observer under the éame conditions as
in the Claims Training Evaluation.Task Force Committee.)

The Litigation.Management Evaluation Téék Force Committee by
virtue of its composition was a very’pqwerful.committee. it
combined expertise and experience in such a manner that the
composition of the committee could have had an effect on the
nature of the results and the development of the evaluation
process. In other words, the positional power and
épecialized knowledge of the commiftee members may have been
an influencing.factor upon the evaluation.. However, with 
respect to the original mandate of the committee, which-was
to determine whether or not there was compliance with
Bulletin CDB894, the evaluation required é simple “yes or
no” response from the subject group. The composition of the

committee, in this instance, would not likely have affected
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this outcome but may have played a role in the future

workings of the committee.

The Litigation Management Committee first met on:

_
I [T

October 18, 1993 to discuss the scope of the project and
de?elép a methodology which would be suitable for fulfilling
the mandate. This resulted in a redefining of the mandate
and clarified objectives. From the Litigation Management
b :
EValuation Task Force Committee minutes of November 1, 1993,
item number five states:
It was agreed that defence counsel must have a
clear understanding of what the Corporation’s
expectations are for handling litigated files.
Such expectations should also encompass the
adjusters’ duties. It was. felt that the
expectations could be presented in the form of a
contract and will be addressed-as a separate
issue, but in conjunction with the reworking of
CDB894.
The above quote was the first indication that the Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee had changed its
focus from simply determining whether or not there was
compliance with Bulletin CDB894 to developing a new
litigation management strategy.
Having redefined its purpose, the mandate and
objectives, the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force

'Committee's~neXt task was to develop an evaluation

methodology which WOuld assist the committee in achieving

its new mandate.
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The Litigation Management Committee decided that the

best method of obtaining an accurate assessment of the state
of the current litigation management practices was to review
Bulletin CDB894 and interview staff members and defence
counsel.. The committee also conducted a review.éf the
literature of the reference material available on the issue
of litigation managemeht. Defence counsel and staff members

were asked to respond to the following questions listed

below.
1. Do you comply with Bulletin 8947
2. What about Bulletin 894 works or doesn’t work? -
3. Are the requirements of Bulletin 894 necessary?
CIf not, what are the alternatives?
4. What can be done to improve Bulletin 8947?

Seven-members of the Litigation Management Evaluation
Task Force Committee were selected to interview seven.senior
lawyers who acted as defence counsel for the corporation.
The seven senior lawyers were individually interviewed in
one-on-one half hour sessions. Each interview was conducted
by one committee membef interviewing one lawyer. Each of
the seven interviews was conducted by a different committee
member. The lawyers were asked the four questions listed
above. It was felt that by interviewing senior counsel, the

committee would be able to take advantage of both their
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experience and expertise with the litigation management

process. ’

In total, forty-nine documents/reports were reviewed
and the committee conducted individual interviews with seven
defence counsel and group interviews with_approximately
fifty staff memberé. The data were obtained between October
18, 1993 and November 4, 1993 and diséussed within two weeks
0f collection. The results of this data collection process
“were used immediately aé part of the formative evaluation of
the committee’s mandate. In other words, the Litigation
Management Evaluation Taék Force Committee used thé data
upon collection to establish whether or not there was
compliance with Bulletin CDB894. This allowed the committee
to develop a “picture” of what the final results would look
like and4establish an undérstanding so that when the‘last of
the data were collected,'the conclusion was already evident.
Thé committee was therefdre able to broaden the scope of its
investigation in order to make informed recommendations with
régard to future litigation manageméﬁt procedures and
defence counsel expectations.

During the course of the committee’s investigation into
litigation'fiie management, the committee.was asked to
develop “canned defence plans”. ‘As a result, a sub- |

committee was struck and a defence plan for fibromyalgia (a

non-specific soft tissue injury condition diagnosed by pain
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response to 12 or more of 18 “trigger points”. A confirmed

diagnosis of fibromyalgia could gommand a large monetary
award in court) Qas developed. 1In conjunction with the
development of sub-committees, a head injury committee was
also formed as part éf the Litigation Management Evaluatiqn
Task Force Committee’s mandate. The members of the
Litigation Management Evaluation Tésk Force Committee,
including me, were not directly involved with these sub-
committees.

The result of the evaluation process was that the
original mandate of the committee was refocussed into an
examination of the entire litigation management process
rather than the original narrow focussed examination of
Bﬁlletin CDB894. |

The methodologies used in both task forces are
representative of two evaluation processes, the review of
fhe literature and‘the focus group evaluation. The review
of the literature iﬁvolved reading articles that were
written by external sources which Qere available to the
public. As well, the review in&olved an examination of
. internal réports which had limited circulation within the
corporation. These reports were not generally accessible
wifhin the cbrpération, nor were they available to the
public. The essence of the focus group evaluation process

is to conduct personal interviews that, as stated by Worthen
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and Sanders, (1987, p. 108), “allows clarification and

probing”. Interviewing is helpfﬁl in determining, by’
careful assessment, the values and beliefs of the people who
are directly affected by the outcome of the evaluétion. The
review of the‘literature approach consists of an eghaustive
séarch of all relevant documents pertaining to the specific
subject area and then interviewing people who are,directly
affected by the proceés against the background of the |
historicél documentation. The difference between the two
approaches 1is that the fofmer seeks to determine the current
need whereas the latter seeks to place the current situation
within an historiéél context.

Data Collection

The method used for data collection wés that of
participant observer. Acting in the role of participant
obsérver had disadvantages and limitations. As Cousins
(1996, p. 26) observed: |

The most significant contribution of the present
study is its evidence that, indeed, the level of
researcher involvement in participatory evaluation
does make a difference. Specifically, while the
experience was generally positive for the school-
based research committee members, the researcher’s
full partnership role may have led to the
establishment of unrealistic expectations of the
committee and its report. -

Everyone involved in both the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force and Litigation Management Evaluation

Task Force Committees was aware of my role as participant
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observer and there was a short transition period which had

to be undergone before the group was comfortable with that
role. For'example, the simple act of taking notes could
make some members feel uneasy. The chmiftee members could
be apprehensive in not knowing whether the notes being taken
were for the purpoées df the committee or the study. This
settling-in pericd wés éhort—lived in this study as the
committees became more involved and focussed on the
evaluations themselves. As evidence for this, I observe
from my field notes that there was no reference to my role
as a participant observer after the first'méeting of the
committees.

Consequently, the participant observer -aspect, in this
study, apparently faded into the'background very quickly in
the minds of the other evaluators;v As a participant
observer I had to be aware that it was very easy to focus on
the participatidn role in the evaluation rather than on the
observation role, and the data could be skewed due to a lack
of cleai focus; It was a delicate balance. As
Cousins (1996, p! 23) suggests:

If participatory evaluation is to become a viable

approach to supporting organizational decision-

making processes and enhancing organizational

learning capacity, a much more realistic

perception of what is entailed is needed.

Cousins (1996, p. 23) raises an interesting question with

. respect to the trade-off between quality and quick results
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with respect to supporting participatory evaluation and the

pérticipant observer when he asks:
| Will dissatisfaction with lame results from

technically inferior “quick and dirty” studies

adversely affect such attraction or enhance

administrators’ propensity to respect more

technically sound and costly projects?
The simple answer could be that whether or not an
organization chooses to use pérticipatory evaluation and the
participant observer will largely depend upon the
organization making. a busine§s decision with respect to the
needs of the organization at the time that the evaluation is
commissioned.

In the Claims Training Evéluation Task Force Committee,
I collected data by way of taking extensive personal notes
and;éssembling copies-of all documents - (printed and
electronic). The notes were intended to capture my
observations and the main points beiﬁg discussed in wording
as close as possible to what was being used. The balance of
the documents was collected with the intent of having a copy
of everything generated by the Claims Training Evaluation
Task Force CommitteeA(including drafts) in order to éreate
an accurate body of documentation.

In the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force.

Committee the data collection process was different. It

consisted mostly of a collection of documents with an
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emphasis upon electronic e-mails, minutes and notes. Some

personal notes were takeﬁ, but these were not extensive.
This Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee
met ifregularly,‘and much of the work of the committee was
conducted by committee members in isolation. The meetings
were used to update committee members on the status of
various individual tasks.

Summary

A brief hiétory of educational evaluation was discussed
in order to provide the reader with an historical context
within which to place the development of the educational
evaiuation nmodels used in this study.

There are certain aspects of each task force’'s
methodology which seem to parallel the theoretical models of
Provus and Stufflebeam ef al. very closely. The
methodologies used by the two corporate fask forces were
outlined as well as the methodology used by the parﬁicipant‘
observer for data collection. Chapter Four wi;l present the
data collected in this study which will be used to explore
the relationships between the theoretical evaluation'models
of Provus and Stufflebeam et al. and the two corporate based
evaluations. The discussion and interpretation of the

results will be presented in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

The two corporate evaluations examined in thé study,
the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee and tﬁé
Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee, weré
analyzed using two models designed for the evaluation of
curriculum: the Provus (1973) Discrepancy Evaluation Model
and the Stufflebeam et al.‘(l973) C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model.
In addition,.the'récords of the projects were éxplored from
the point of view of_fhe influence of external factors.

From the perspective of the evaluation models themselves,
Hcomparisons were made to illustrate how the practical
_application of each model may affect the outcome of
evaluations.

The two éducatiqnal'evaluation models were applied
retrospectively to twb evaluations that were conducted in a
corporate setting in order to explore, hypothetically, how
these evaluations may have benefited from the application of
such models durihg the evaluation process. Neither project
conducted its evaluations by utilizing 'a formal evaluation
process. The effect of féctors outside the evaluation

models was also examined to determine possible influences

upon both the application of the models and the
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interpretation-of the data collected. The data collected in

this study are présepted from both pérspectives.

As will be discussed bélow, The Provus (1973)
Diécrepancy Evaiuation Model was helpful for assessing
approaches taken by two evaluation committees and the impact

that good planning or the lack of it ‘has on the quality and

usefulness of evaluations. The Stufflebeam et al. (1973)
C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model adds to Provus’s focus by
examining the context in which the evaluations take place.
However, both models failed to account for the influence
that external factors may héve upon evaluations. As well as-
the effect of external factors, there is no indication by
either Provus or Stufflebeam et al. that any consideration
has been given to the possibility tha%_the application‘of
either mOdel'méy not rigidly folle the evaluation
guidelines éxactly as Set out due to e#ternal factors:

Evaluation Model Application Comparison

The Provus (1973) Discrepancy Evaluation'Model consists
of five stages.

Stage I - Programme Design. The first stage of the

Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model, defining the problem to
be studied in terms of the programme design, was helpful in
understanding the dynamics‘of the Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee anﬁ the importance of

clearly identifying programme objectives. The Provus
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Discrepancy Evaluation Model was less helpful in the Claims

Training Evaluation Task Force Committee, where there was a
conspicuous lack of clearly defined»objectives{
Nonetheless, The Provus‘Discrepancy Evaluation Model was
instructive because of the contrast between the absence of
clear‘objectivee in the Claims Ttaining Evaluation Task
Force Committee with‘the theoretical need for clear
objectives as outlined in the Provus Discrepancy Evaluation
Model. ‘ |

Stage I of the Provus (1973) Discrepancy Evaluation
Model requires that the programme design be clearly laid out
in terms of three dimensions: Input,_Process and Output.
This firet stage, according to Provus, is crueie; in
creating a foundation for the evaluation in that it is
necessary to identify what the inten&ed objectives are, the
plan for achieving those objectives and whet success should
look like if those objectives are achieved. Provus
suggested that in Stage I the analysis of the problem is
paramodnt in that without a properly defined pfoblem there
is an unclear reference upon which to base the remainder of
the analyeis.

For the Claims Trainind Evaluation Task Force
Committee, the first stage of the Provue Discrepancy
Evaluation Model suggested that the committee would find

some difficulty completing‘its task effectively. This
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prediction was made based on the discrepancy between the

need for clearly defined objectives) as per the Provus
Discrepancy Evaluation Model, and thé lack of clearly
defined objectives as was evidenced in the Claims Training
Evaluation Tésk'Force'Committee. |

Although a mandate to evaluate claims traiﬁing was
given to the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee
by senior managemeht, this mandate did not provide specific
objectives with respect to evéluating;the claims training
programme. Thermandate was given to the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Comﬁittee to provide general
recommendations to the Claims Divisipn and the Human
Resources Division concerning the future of claims training.
Rather than evaluate Claims Training within the}scope of its
performénce, the recommendations were to focus on the
clients’ needs and specify the following:

1. How claims training needs can best be addressed.

2., What claims training is needed.

3. Who should deliver the cléims training.
Tﬁese objectives could be used to determine the
marketability df the then-current progfamme but added littie
to establishing whether or not the Claims Training Programme
had performed effectively. The actual intended performance

outcomes of the Claims Training Programme weie not stated.
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The broad mandate was neither questioned nor further

defined by the Claims Tfaiﬁing Evaluation Task Force
Committee. The Committee spént no time determining whét the
mandate specifically meant with respect to the performanCé
of the Claims Training Department, but rather focussed on
the product being delivered.‘ In the first meeting,
according to the Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model, it
would be expected that the problem would be identified,
clarified, or at least discussed and a plan of action
developed with respect to how the evaluation would be
conducted.' Instead, at the first meeting of the Claims
Training Evaluation Task Force Committee, a great deal of
time was spent discussing how changes'would affect the
members of the Task Force Committee who were directly
involved with Claims Training. As I observed in my notes of
the'first meeting April 3, 1994, the session moved along
slowly, crossing old ground several times with most of the
membérs being cautious. This lack of clear focus led to
~several discussions involving emotional issues surrounding
the need for change. For example, from my field notes of
April 8, 1994, one member whose former group would be
affected by changing the Claims Training Department was very
willing to express his views and it was obvious that he had
strong emotions~surrounding the changes and the manner in

which the changes.would take place. This had a strong
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influence on the committee and made the committee sensitive

to the impact of change upon Claims Training Department
trainers. Whiie likely uniﬁtended, the focus of the
evaluation stayed away from performance evaluation, which
would ha&e reflected on‘the individual trainers. The
evaluation was therefo;e directed towards the product being
delivered rather than the delivery of the product. 1In
effect, the traihers weré proﬁected frém criticism by the
focus of the evaluétion being on the product.

Conversely, the Litigation Management Evaluation Task
Force Committee had a very clear mandate. The Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee, apparently
intuitively, was able to follow the Provus Discrepancy
Evaluation Model precisely. Reseérch by the Litigation
Management Evalﬁation Task Force Committee at the outset led
to a review of Claims Division Bulletin 894 which laid out
objectives, procedures and expected benefits of the
progfamme.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee’s mandate was to détermine compliance by B.I.
(Bodily Injury) Adjusters‘and stakeholders to Bulletin
CDB894 and its effectiveness. The Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Fdrce'Committee spent the first meeting both
in placing the evaluation in an historical perspective and

in defining the problem to be examined. As my field notes
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indicate, “It was not necessary to define the design

criteria as the criteria were specified in Claims Division

Bulletin 894.”

Table 2

Comparison - Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model, Stage I,

and the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force

Committee Mandate

Personal Field Notes

Litigation Managemeht Evaluation

Task Force Mandate

It was not necessary
to define the design
criteria as the
criteria were

specified in Bulletin

CDB894.

Th
Ma

e mandate of the Litigation
nagement Evaluation Task Force

Committee was to reduce claims

al
by

located expenses and severities
clarifying and limiting
involvement of external defense
counsel in the settlement
process.

arranging earlier potential end
dates (discovery and trial) for
the legal process, thus
promoting earlier settlement.

implementing a process by which
counsel and adjuster will agree
to a documented and budgeted
course of action for each new
litigated file requiring more
than closure of pleadings.

deferring the initial counsel
review of complete file contents
unless and until necessary.

providing further tools for
defense counsel evaluation and
audit. '
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Table 2 above outlines the Mandate as it was presented,

by Senior Management, to the Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee.

This well defined objective accords with the Provus
Discrepancy Evéluation Model‘and lays the groundwork for .
Stage 171, Prbgramme Operation.- After having defined an
objective it ié crucial that a similarly well defined
implementation plan be designed along with an effective
evaluation process which must be in place in order to
establish accurately whether or not the results attained are
congruent with the original objectivés.- |

Stage II -Programme Operation. Stage II of the

Provus Disérepancy Evéluation Modél compares the current
operations of the programme being evaluated with_the
original objectives and brocédures set out in the design
criteria. It is necessary to eiamine the results attained
against the original objectives. According to Provus, only
by establishing whether or not Congfueﬁce exists between the
original objectives and the attained results can an |
evaluation effectively establish the success or failure of a
programme.

Stage II -of the Provus Discrepancy Evaluaﬁion Model,
Programme Operation, was not followed by the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Cémmittee. Instead of following steps

similar to those suggested by Provus, which would have
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required the conducting of a comparison between the intended

objectives and the actual outcomes of Claims Traiﬁing, the
Claiﬁs Training Evaluation Task Force Committee chose to
examine current Claims Training students énd stakeholder
groups through the use of fécus groups and individual
interviews to determine what the expectations were of Claims
Training. As stated in my field notes of April 8, 1994:

Given the expense of maintaining a centralized

programme and a demand from the field for training

upon specific day-to-day issues, the question that

surfaced was whether or not there was a better way

to conduct staff training.
The Claims Training e&aluation was predicated upon an
assumption of a perceived problem, Claims Training’s lack of
adding value to the students’ develobment, and sought to
define alternate methods of delivery which included an
emphasis upon centralized training versus decentralized
training. |

Thié movement directly into the investigation of a
perceived problem and a movement away from the eéamination
of actual versus intended outcomes left the Claims Training
Evaluation Task'Force Committee open to criticism with
respect to the outcome of the evaluation.

On the other hand, the Litigation Management Evaluation
Task Force Committee created a simple four-question template
(Table 3, right hand column) which was désigned to elicit

answers from a selectioh of Bodily Injury Adjusters and
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stakeholders interviewed which would establish compliance

with Bulletin‘CDB894, the official policy bulletin which set
out a litigation budgeting.procedure.

This is similar to the suggestion in the Provus
Discrepancy Evaluation Model which establishes a foundation
for evaluations by identifying what the intended outcomes
are and comparing them to the actual outcomes. The
Litigation-Management Eﬁaluation Task Force Committee
evaluated the effectiveness of Bulletin CDB894 through the
design of a simple evaluation questionnaire to determine
whether or not there was compliance.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee used a small sampling of staff members and
stakeholders to answer the four questions, outlined in Table
3 below, to project fhe potential of whether or not there
was general compliance on a corporate-wide basis.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committeelfollowed, apparently intuitively, the procedures
suggested in Stage II of the Provus Discrepancy Evaluation
Model wherein Programme Design was examined in terms of
input and process dimensions.

The current operation at that time was compared with
the design criteria by the Litigation Management Evaluation

Task Force Committee in order to determine compliance.
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Comparison - Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model,
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Stage II,

and the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force

Committee Mandate

Personal Field Notes

Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force .
Committee Final Report Page 7

The current operation was
compared to the
objectives and procedures
as laid out in CDB894.

The Litigation Management
Committee decided that the
best method of obtaining an
accurate assessment of the
state of the current
litigation management
practices was to review
CDB894 and interview BI
Adjusters and Defence
Counsel. The Committee would
also conduct a review of the-
literature of the reference
material available on the
issue of litigation
management. Defence Counsel
and BI Adjusters were dsked
to respond to the following

questlons ,
1. Do.you comply Wlth :
- CDB894-? '

2. What about CDB894 works
or doesn’t work? :

3. Are the requirements of

CDB8%4 necessary? 1If
not, what are the
alternatives?

‘4. What can be done to

improve CDB8947?

In other words, the Litigation Management Evaluation Task

Force Committee identified what the intended outcomes were
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by confirming the requirements of Bulletin CDB894 and

compared them to the actual outcomés in order to establish
whether or not a variance existed.

Stage III - Programme Interim Products. Stage III of

the Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model requires an
examination of the process and the speCifié outcomes. The
focus of the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee
turned from the outset towards Conducting a needs assessment
and not towards defininélthe process and intended ogtcomes
of claims training.

As was evidenced by the methodology used by the Claims
Training Evaluation Task Force Committee, the Claims
Training Evalqation Task Force Comﬁittee appeared to make
the assumption that claims tfaining was dysfunctional and
not meeting the needs of the recipients.' One result of this
assumption was'that.the questions put to the focué groups
steered the answers towards what the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee appeared to‘feel was righf
or wrong about. the Claims Training Department. A second
resuit was fhat the responses recérded by the Committee,
when interpreted post interview, apﬁeared to have been
influenced by those assumptions. |

| The following examples of questions used illustraté the

apparent bias in the evaluation design.
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- Is this specific to the BIT (Bodily Injury Training)

Programme or ié‘it training as well as BI’'s in
general. [Questions whether the perceived problem
rests with training. or the adjusters themselves] Is
this a revision of the BIT programme?

- Organization structure- does it matter?

- Would it be different if learning centre was out of
office?

- What claims training 1s needed?

- Training in advance of need - is this a problem?

- Should there be a new, specialized.course?

- Would there be some valué.to a networking set-up?

- Decentralizing orlregionalizing - no travel time -
do you have any comments on this?

- What if, instead of going to HO you had a regional
office - would that provide'fhe same thing?

-~ Regionalization-should training be at office site,
or off site within region?

- Is what they teach worthwhile?

- Do trainees éome out bf the training programme with
the basic knowledge/theory they need?v

The types of questions asked were not those which would

compare the outéome of the results of claims training with
the intended outcomes. Rather, these questions took the

respondents into a direction which would redefine claims
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training. While these questions were valid from the

perspective of determining a new focﬁs for claims training
they‘were premature and were the type of queStions which
could be asked after establishing whether or not claims
training had met its original objectives. In other words,
these types of questions were mbré app;opriate for designing
a new direction of claims traininé after determining that a
change of focus was required. '

The Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model reduires that
actual outcomes be compared to intended outcémes.which would
focus an evaluation in an entirely different direction from_ 
that taken by the Claims Training Evaluafion Task Force
Committee. This stage of the Provus Discrepanéy Evaluation
' Model underscores the need for deyelbping clearly defined
objectives.

Ralph Tylér in his article Changing Cohcepts of

Educatiopal Evaluation (1986, pp. 53-55) identifies four
criteria for developing objectives. They are summarized as
follows:
1. Objectives shoﬁld be in harmony with the
educational philosophy_of the school.
2. Relevance and appropriateness of the objective to
the subject matter. |
3. The opportunity the learner has to use what he or

she is learning. -
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4. The appropriateness of the objective to the needs,

interests and present development of the particular
students for whom the program is planned.
Tyler (1986, p.55) makes the following comment with respect
- to the importance of clearly defining objectives.

The process of evaluating the objectives of a

proposed educational program is largely that of

reminding those responsible for the development of

the program that these four criteria should be

carefully considered. ‘

The results of the focus group sessions formed the
basis of the recommendations of the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee. For example, from the May
6, 1994 focus group session the following sample of

quotations made by the respondenté also illustrate the focus

of the-evalﬁation.

We could have easier access to resoufces.

- Biggest concern ré initial training -- too
far away from aétual'work we do.

- Hiring someone from the outside.who doésn’t
know claims process,'their training is ndt
specific to the problém at hand.

- Lots of “war stories”.

- Learniﬁg through PC - no.

- When you are at HO, they don’t know what is

going on in claims needs to be more of a

“together” working relationship.
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- Claims training - very entertaining! Perhaps

we needed more direction.

In contrast to the.procedures used by the Claims
Training Evaluation Task Férce Committee, the Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee interviews, which
were conducted with B.I. (Bodily Injury) Adjusters and
stakeholders, were specifically directed towards determining
whether a variance existed between the intended outcomes and
the actual outcomes of the application of Bﬁlletin CDB894.
The questions developed in Stage II were used and the
interviewees were allowed to elaborate uﬁdn their answers;
As the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Report
indicates on page 4, “it rapidly became'apparent that there
was virtually no compliance” with Builetin CDB894 and, in
general, that the working.relationship between Defence
Counsel and B.I. (Bodily Injury) Adjusters was strained.
These results were presented in the final report-to senior
management and recommendations were made to terminate
Bulletin CDB894 with the intention of implementing a new

litigation management process.

Stage IV - Programme Terminal Products. In Stage‘III of
the Provus Diséfepancy Evaluatién Model, Programme Interim
Products, the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee focussed upon needs assessments rather than

defining the process and defining the intended outcomes of .
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claims training as is required by the Provus Discrepancy

Evaluation Model. The Claims Training Evalqation Task Force
Committee began evaluating the Claims Training programme
output design against the expectations Qf the students and
stakeholders. While this reflects Stage IV of the Provus
Discrepancy Evaluation Model and would come towards the end
of the prdéess, the Claims T;aining Evaluation Task Force.
Committee moved into this stage almost immediately. The
first interviews took place on the April 20, 1994, 12 days
after the formation of the Task Force. The first focus
group session was held on May 6? 1994, 28 daYé after the
formation of the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee.

The following excerpt from the Focus Group
Facilitator’s Guide (April 6, 1994) crystalizes the
direction in which the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee chose to take this evaluation.

The facilitator may want to use probing questions

associated with the three objectives to clarify

input. '

What Claims training is needed? Probes: What

would be different from the way it is now? For

whom (CR’s [Claims Representatives], CA’s [Claims
Adjusters], BI’s [Bodily Injury Adjusters])? What
would add, delete, or change concerning content,
amount, or timing (appropriate timing for the
various stages of BI or CA development)? WHY? 1Is
the current training relevant to the job,
effective/not effective, up-to-date? (Any
comments around learning methods: lecture,

interactive, case study, on-the-job, etc.?)
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What is the best organization structure to provide

the training? Probes: which division or

department would it be best to have own the claims

training (eg. HR-hrd [Human Resources-Human-

.Resources Development]; Claims-Field, head office,

‘MD R&T [Material Damage-Research & Trainingl)?

WHY? .

Who should deliver what.claims training? Probes:

HRD Trainers, UM’s [Unit Managers], external

consultants/trainers, distance education, - PC

based, degree or type that could be

centralized/decentralized? WHY?

The following excerpts are typical of the responses to
the questions which were put to the focus groups by the
Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee. They
further illustrate the direction in which the focus groups
were headed and highlight the lack of focus on a clear
mandate.

May 6, 1994-BI Focus Group:

- Claims Training is too far removed from the field.

- Current system was good for initial training but

there is a need to provide training/assistance on
real life files in day to day operation. “XX”, to
the best of his schedule, helped in this area.

- We’ve been reactive and a proactive training

approach is necessary.

- Wednesday mornings set aside for training.

- Easier access to resources required.

- User friendly access to information.
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The diversity of the responses in these sessions, as

dutlined above,'is an indicator bf the lack of clear focus
for the eﬁaluation with respect to‘wﬁethér or not the Claims
Trainipg Department had achieved its objectives.-

The direction that the Claims Training Evaluation Task
Force Committee took with the data gathering process was
based upon assumptions that were made about the sﬁccesses or
failures of the Ciaims Training Department. fhe fo:mat_of
the focus group séssions was aimed at examininé processes
and establishing whether or not thé Claims Training
Department was meeting the current needs of the stafff ‘To
this end, the focus group process was designed,
inteﬁtionally or not, to fuifil the assumptions made by the
Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee: As the
above answeré show, the results appear to have been gathered
‘through the use of leading questions to achievevspécific
outcomes.

The Claims Traiﬁing Evaluation Task Force Committee
,focussed upon the fulfilment of needs. The Provus
Discrepancy Evaluation Model, however,.focussed upon
‘identifying the objectives (intended outcomes). There is a
fundamental‘operational difference in‘appioach between the
Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee and the
Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model. The Claims’ Training

Evaluation Task Force Committee took the fulfilment of
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current needs as being the measure of success. Needs which

exist at the timelof;the evaluafion, while pétentially
interesting;ware irreievant in determining-whether or not
the prbgfammé objectivesrachieved whaf they set out to do. -
The emphasis éhould be, as the Provué Discrepancy.EvéluatiQh7 
..Model dictates, upoﬁ programme objectives_and whethettor nét
thé& werévachieved.. |

Tﬁe'Claims training eValﬁatién move& towards‘conducting
a needs assessment, establishing‘a benchmark of the,theh‘
current ability of the Claims Training Departﬁent to service
itsgcuétomeré adequately and created-a vision Qf Whatvthe
fufuré might look likei - However, it did not evaluate the
Claims Training Departmenﬁ’s sﬁccess at achieving its
objectives és those Objectives were never dichssed.nor
explored. V

The Litigation Ménagement Evaluation Task Force
Committee had ho difficulty in following through in'its
apparently iﬁtﬁitive mirroring of the Provus’Discrepancy
Evaluation Model. Thé questions that fhe Litigatiqn
Management Evaluation Task Férce Committee developed wére,
-very specific and were clearly focussed ﬁpon determining
whether or not there Was compliance with'Bulletin'CDB894.
The:e Was no'obvious.bias inuthe-questioﬁs‘and the results
were simﬁlerto intefpret a;jthey'essentially only required a

“yes” or “no” type answer.
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There were major differences between the manner in

which both committees proceeded with their evaluations.
These differences may have developed'due to the differences
in their mandateé as wéll as the membership of each
committee. In other words, different mandates mayvrequire
differént approaches. The members of the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee were made up of a cross
section of staff from the corﬁbratibn and were led by a
chairman with Head Office experience. The Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee consisted of
members of the corporatién from a Very specialized area with
field expérience.: The differing,mandates and perspectives
could havé influenced the developmeht of the‘two different

approaches taken.

Stage V - Programme Cost. ‘No cost analysis was made
by the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee but
recommendations were advanced to exémine the cost benefits
of maintaining permanent in-house training versus “just in
time” training which could be provided by contracting with
outside consultants. This recommendation was developed
during the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee’s
wrap up session on May 31, 1994, it, among other
recommendations, was formulated through a synthesis of

trends and observations. This recommendation was put
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forward as a serious suggestion that would require further

development.

While»the Claims Training Evaiuatibn Task Force
Committee recommended, apparently as an‘'afterthought, that a
cost analysis be conducted, fhis is actually a planned part
of the process as set out by Provus. It is not a process to
be referred to and passed along to some future coﬁmittee or
evaluation team but is rather an integral part of the
evaluation process. An evaluation using the Provus
Discrepancy Evaluation Model is not complete until the cost
analysis has been conducted.

While a cost/benefit analyéis was not performed by the
Litigation Mahagement.Evaluation Task Force Committee,
recommendations were made that one be completed in order to
“measure the effectiveness of procedurallchange.” These
recommendations weré made almost as- an afterthought during
the composition‘of the final report. There was no evidence
in the committee minutes or my notes that this was an
earlier considération. As the author of the final report, I
-added the cost/benefit analysis recommendation to the
Litiggtion Management Evaluation Task Force Committee
‘reportu I included the cost/bénefit recommendations as I
was aware that this was a necessary part of an evaluation

from previous training.
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Stufflebeam et al. (1973) C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model )

The Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model éerves to
illustrate the importance‘of definind clear objectives in
order to focus an evaluation. Similarly, the Stufflebeam et
al. C.I.P.P., Evaluation Model establishes evaluation
guidelines which underscore the need to'have a clearly
focussed evaluation by plécing the evaluation in context and
éxamining the input, processes}and productvof the evaluation
(C.I.P.P.). Both the Claims Training EValuation Task Forcé
Committee and the Litigation Management Evaluation Task
Force Committee were examined from the perspective of the
Stufflebeam et al. Model to determine if parallels exist':
between theory and practice.

Context Evaluation. Stufflebeam et al., in the C.I.P.P.

Evaluation Model, take the position that the first stage of
the evaluation should be to place the object being evaluated
in context. This involves identifying and assessing needs
within the context of the evaluation and defiﬁing'problems
which underscore the needs.

The Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee did
vconduct an unstructured needs assessment through the focus
group process, from May 06, 1994 to May 20, 1994 but did not
place it in context as the actual programme objects were not
examined. The needs asSesément was baéed updn examining the

responsesvmade during the focus group process to identify4
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those responses that related directly to the needs of the
respondents. The process ﬁndertaken by the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee to determine needs could not
be considered a formal needs assessment but it does indicete
that a needs assessment was considered. There were leading.
questions to guide the focus groups but the format of the
sessions was free flowing in order to establish a
comfortable atmosphere and encourage creative thought.

On the other hand, the Litigation Managememt Evaluation"
Task Force Committee did identify the standards expected by‘
examining Bulletin CDB894 and placed them within an
operational context. As Bulletin CDB894 was a published
document, it saved the Litigation Management Evaluation Task
Force Committee a considerable amcunt of time in that it was
vefy clear what was to be evaluated and what the expected |

results would be.

Input Evaluation. The second stage, Input Evalﬁation,
identifies and assesses system capabilities, available input
strategies, and designs’for impiementing the strategies. In
simple terms, the system in which the object being evaluated
and is expected‘to operate is examined to determine if the
existing infrastructure is capable of supporting . the
programme being evaluated. The infrastrueture includes
logistical issues dealing with physical needs as well as

supporting programmes and operational issues which consist
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of programme design and implementation strategies. If these
are not available, then there is little point in continuing
the evaluation. If the system is incapable of allowing for
implementation to take place, then according to Stufflebeam
et al., the evaluation would cease at this point.

The Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee did
assess the availability of resources and identified
implementation strategies by recounting the then-existing
structure and methods of delivery of the Claims Training
Department. This was accomplished at the outset of the
Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee on May 5,
1994, As an example, in an interview on May 5, 1994 with a
senior manager, the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee captured the following comments.

-We are in a time of restraint - but don’t let

staffing issues influence where your

recommendations are going. If we need more staff,

we will take it under advisement. Don’t think

that just because it requires additional :

resources, you‘shouldn’t recommend. Up to us to

find resources. to do it.

-To have two departmentS‘doing‘technical training

in isolation doesn’t help the overall effort.

Should be a closer link. Needs more integration

from training perspective. :

These recommendations were process oriented and did not
reflect an evaluation of the Claims Training Department of

that time, but rather sought to fill in gaps between staff

needs and delivery. Three examples of the nine
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illustrate the focus on redesign as opposed to evaluation.

1. That Claims Education Services become part of
the Claims Division as part of a new
department titled “Claims Training and
Research”. |

2. That the Manager, Claims Training and
Research, report directly to the Vice
President, Claims. Thisfbepartment would be
responsible for integrating and meeting all
training needs within the Claims Division.

9. That each Claim Centre have a Claims Office
Tréining Liaison persoﬁ, whose
responsibilities will include the co-
ordination of the training needs of all Work

Groups within the Claim Centre. p. 10

The Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Modei is concerned with

evaluation, not the re-design or re-engineering of the

object being evaluated. This leads to a fundamental

difference between the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force

Committee approach and Stufflebeam et al. The Stufflebeam
et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model takes_é clinical approach

and seeks to diagnose by establishing whether or not the

intended outcomes were achieved withih the context that the

programme being evaluated operated. On the other hand, the
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Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee assumed that

a problem existed (i;e., training not meeting needs) and
sought to cure it Sy developing reeommendations for change
which would result in a “new” training department being
designed. This was complete all the way from what should be
taught, to whom it should be taught right up to the i
reporting structure of the newly designed department. In
the end, the Claims Training‘Evaluation Taék Force Committee
never did address whether or not the Claims Training
Departmentlhad met its objectives.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee also conducted a loose system analysis. As all
members.of the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee had worked for the corporation and functioned
within ‘its corporate structure for several years they were
intimately familiar with the then exieting corporate
structure. Whether or not the structure was capable of
- supporting the implementation of Bulietin CDB894 was never
discussed. This absence of consideration WOuld appear to
run contrary to the Stufflebeam et al; C.I.P.P. Evalﬁation
Model. It may be, however, that the closeness. of the
vevalﬁators to the situation betng evaluated could allow fer
some unspoken “givens” which-are implicit and may not be
apparent to a neutral observer from outside the Claims

Division nor possible had the evaluation been conducted by
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an external evaluation team,A This aspect of

advantages/disadvahtages of internal or external evaluators
ie not considered by'either the Provus or Stufflebeam et al.
’Evaluatiou Medels. This iS'interesting beeause if the
evaluation had been conducted by evaluators who did uot haye
an intimate understanding of the structure they would haue
had to cemplete a detailed analysis. Being familiar.is
advantageous in that‘it saves time but important issues -
could be overlocked. The Stufflebeam et al. model, used in
a strict application, does not take into consideration
external factors which may have an impact upon the
supporting infrastructure. Therefere, while theqstructure
may exist to support implementatiou, implementation does not
take place. The capabiiity is there,-butAcircumstance does
not ailew it to happen. -In the case of the Litigation
Mauagement Evaluation Task Force Committee, for example;
while the structure was suffieieut to support the |
initiative, there were external factors which competed for"
the time of the people expected to implementvthe programme.
Consequently, non—coﬁ?liance was eneeuraged due to a natural
prioritizing Qf fuuctione. Ifithe programme‘wae uot‘given a
high'profile to emphasize~its‘uigh priority, little or no
compliance could be expected. On the surface, therefore,
the structure_appeared adequate to.these close to the

structure, but time and position priority may have been

b
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contributing factors to non-compliance. The Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee determined that
while the system was capable of supporting the
implementation cof Bulletin CDB894, it was ' the concensus of
the Task Force that the implementation procedures were
cumbersome and would encourage non-compliance. Below are
three examples of this pfediction which come from the
Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee
meeting minutes of October 19, 1993:

- Ramifications of going over budget not
identified/ explained to defence
counsel/adjusters
- Accountability without authority
- Poor implementation or follow up
Very little time was spent in this area due to the
familiarity of the Task Force with the corporation’s field
staff capabilities and support infrastructure. In fact,
there was only a passing mention 6f this “analysis”. As an
e-mail to a committee member from a staff member who was
surveyed illustrates:’
in theory it is a great idea, but in practice
didn’t work. perhaps this is because the corp.
let the thing drop that it never got past the
“working out the bug stage”. maybe if we insisted
it be done on all files, and updated as the file
progressed, it may have developed into a good
planning and cost control tool. (E-mail, 19th of
October, 1993)

In essence, as required by the Input Evaluation stage of

Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model, the system was"




capable of the implementation of Bulletin CDB894 and

sustaining it, but, as Stufflebeam et al. fail to take into
account, the lack_of commitment, folle—up and the potential
influence of external factofs led to non—éompliance. This
failure ‘to take committmenf,'followup and the influence of
external factors into consideration is a limitation of the

Stufflebeam et al C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model.

Process Evaluation. In the Stufflébeam et ély C.I.P.P.
TEvaluation Model, Process Evaluation inﬁolves the prediction
of defects in the‘procedural design or implementation
strategies and maintains a record of prbcedural events and
activities. |

Thé Claims'Training Evaluation Task Force Committee
made no prediction of programme design flaws. This absence
of prediction is a reflection of the single—minded directibn
that the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee
took in assuming that a needs assessment would illuminate
what was or was not working with Claims Training. The
meeting minutes and my.field notes of April 8, 1994 reflect
that there was no evidence to support that a prediction of
programme design flaws was cdﬁsideredf No monitoring of
potentiél procedural barriers took place; therefore, the
Claims Training Evaluation Task'Fofce Committee was blind to
alternate courses for the outcome, positive or'negativé, of

~Claims Training.
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On the other hand, the Litigation Management Evaluation

Task Fotce Committee did make predictions as to the success
of compliance with Bulletin CDB894 and étated a probable
cause. The Litigation Management E?aluation Task Force
Committee meeting minutes of October 18, 1993 indicate that
the discussions centred upon why'Bulletin4CDB894.feiled and
listed the following direct quote of the predictions of why
Bulletin CDB894 failed in the October 18, 1993 committee
minutes.

- drew battle lines between adjusters and defence
counsel

— Defence counsel felt too much emphasis on
budget $$S$'s

- . Defence couysel felt they would be locked into
budget when unable to predict variables.

- Ramifications of going over Budget not
identified/explained to Defence Counsel/
Adjusters '

- Conflict of message

- Conflict as to when Budget/Planning process to
take place, i.e., before or after Examinations

- for Discovery. g

- Accountability without Authority

- Bulletin being ignored

- Unrealistic time frames

- In-house Counsel exempt

- No rationale for issuing bulletin

- Defence Counsel (external) felt there was a
hidden agenda

- Alienated Defence Councel from Adjusters

~ Process take focus away from file resolution

- Poor implementation and/or follow-up

- No consideration for other programs

[Note:- the above typographical errors are as
they appear in the original document]

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force

Committee'felt that there would be little if any compliance
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with Bulletin CDB894. As stated above, there was no

rationale for issuingAthe bulletin and with conflicting
messages the procedures were just too cumbersome to be
effective. This prediction of non-compliance arose from a
roundtable discussion on Octobef 18, 1993 of the
effectiveness of Bulletin CDB894, and relied heavily upon
the experience of thoée committee members‘who had been
involved with the corporation’s success rate of similarly
complex programmes. In the past, programmes had beeh
developed by head office_departments for implementation in
the field. As well constructed as they were, they often

- failed to have a field perspective or gonsideration of field
priorities. Given lack of follow-up, buy-in and ownership
from the field staff, these head office programmes often
received a lower priority from the staff whose time and
demands were driven by servicing the pubiic and énsuring
good statistical results. The head office programmes had to
compete with the day to day business demands with which the
field staff have toAcontend. In other words, the |
expectatioh that staff and defence counsel would comply with
the implementation of a budgeting process as outlined in
Bulletin CDB894 was compared to what was actually occurring
in the field. The conclusion was that Bulletin CDBS94 had
failed, and a number of reasons for failure, in addition to

those predicted, were identified and are referenced on page
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five of the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force

Committee’s final report and are listed in Table 4 below.

Interestingly, these complaints revolve around general

working relationships rather than Bulletin CDB894. The

Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model assumes that an

adequate infra-structure must be in place, but fails to

consider other factors as indicated above.

In this case,

the structure was fine but other factors prevented

implementation.

TABLE 4

Reasons For Failure

‘Bulletin CDB894 Failure:

Defence Counsel

Bodily Injury Adjustefs

Adjuster failing to

_provide adequate initial

instructions on assignment
of files to defence
counsel.

The constant changing of
adjusters assigned to
files. 2

Adjusters making
unreasonable demands upon
defence counsel; chambers
(Court) applications,

Lack of communication with
B.I. Adjusters
(Bodily Injury Adjusters)

Defence counsel failing
to follow instructions.

Defence counsel not
focusing upon early
settlement opportunities.

resistance from defence
counsel to aggressively
manage litigated files.

Junior counsel being
assigned to files:

Changing counsel during
the course of litigation.

Having to pay defence
counsel to review the

file material after a new
counsel has been assigned
due to changes within the
defence firm.

lack of communication
with'defence counsel.
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This follow-up session relied upon personal ahecdotes
as well as the staff ahd defence counsel interviews. The
Litigatioﬁ Management Evaluation Task Force Committee
prediction and the specific interview questions which were
put to those intervieWed led to a very focussed evaluation
which resulted in savings in both time and effort. In
essence, the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force =
Committée clearily defined what needed'to.be evaluated,
predicted whaf the outcome would bé and then implemented an
evaluation proceduré to test the prediction. This focus
prevented.a wasting of time and effort by all involved with
the evaluation. |

Product Evaluation. The Claims Trainihg Evaluation Task

Force Committee could make no comparison betweeﬁ activities
recorded and actual programme objectives because the actual
programme objectives were never examined or defined;
Rather, recommendations. were méde based upon the aséumption
that an examinatioh of the"peisonal needs of the
stakeholders and recipieﬁts of Claims Training would.
constitute an evaluation of the Claims Training Department.
The only measuremént that took place involved a comparison
between outcomes and expectétions.. The recommendétions that
were made were based solely upon this comparison. Based
upon the assumption that the current Claims Training

Department was not effective due to the lack of satisfaction
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of needs, a new structure was proposed. While the"

recommendations may or may not have been beneficial, the
evaluation itself is open to procedurai question. The
recommendations were made with the intention that future
committees would take over ownership of the probiem with
respect to implementation.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee went beyond making this single recommendation to
recommend that the whole litigation management process be
re-engineered. The Litigation Management EQaluatibn Task
Force Committee, while recognizing that it could not take on
the full responsibility for a complete overhaul, did create
sub-committees to loék at specific aspects of the litigation
management processes that had been identified as being high
priority issues. The Litigation Ménagement Evaluation Task
Force Committee, in the fall of 1994, debated the scope of
the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee
mandate. After some debate, theALitigétion Management'
Evaluation Task Force Committee decided to create sub-
committees to explofe issues that surfaced during the
evaluation which were important enough to be addressed but
which were not directly tied to the Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee’s mandate. The'Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee final report

(page 8) made recommendations that specialized defence plans
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be created as an offshoot of the Litigation Management

Evaluation Task Force Committee mandate.

During the course of the,committée’s investigation

into litigation file management, the committee was

asked to develop “canned defence plans”. As a

result, a sub-committee was struck and a defence

plan for fibromyalgia (a condition which is being

associated with traumatic injury and receiving

high dollar awards in court) is being developed.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee took on the responsibility of re-engineering the
litigation fi;e handling process,vdeveloping both new and
simpler forms and procedures. The changes were implemented
in a test situation and formally adopted corporate¥wide."
Regular follow-up was conducted to make modifications where
required to ensure simplicity and compliance..

Neither Provus nor Stufflebeam take into account the
external influences or personal agendas which may impacp an
evaluation. By not addressing these iséues both models~a£e
excluding the potential impact that external influences may'
have upon the application of their evaluation models.
Summary

The results presented in Chapter Four illustrate the
effectiveness of applyihg two theoretical evaluation models
to two evaluations conducted in a corporate setting. The
Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model and the Stufflebeam et

al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model were examined, stage by stage,

and compared to the operational stages of both the Claims
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Training Evaluation Task Force Committee and the Litigation

Management Evaluation Task Force>Committeé evaluations.

This comparison revealed that the Claims Training Evaluation
Task Force Committee did not follow the pattern of either
theoretical model. The Litigation Management Evaluation
Task Force Committee’s evaluation was very similar to those
of Provus and Stufflebeam et al. Thisvstudy also identified
~ gaps in the effectiveness of both the educational evaluation
models that could have had an iﬁpact on the outcome of the
evaluations had they been actually applied.

Chapter Five will discuss the results of this study.and
consider the benefits of using formal educational'evaluaﬁioﬁ
models. 1In particular, the benefits of using the Provus
Discrepancy Evaluation Model and thé Stufflebeam et al.
C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model will be examined within the
context of this study. Differences and similarities betweeh
the two theoretical educationél evaluatibn models and the

two corporate based evaluétions will also be explored.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In Chapter four, the Claims Training Evaluation Task

- Force Committee and‘the Litigation Management Evaluation

Task Force Committee evaluations were assessed within the

frameworks provided by the Provus Discrepency Evaluation

Model and the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model.

There were differences and similarities between the

theoretical evaluation models and the manner in which these

two corporate based evaluations were applied. Chapter Five
will summerize the results of this study,.discuss the
relevance of these findings in the conclusion and make
recommendations for further study. Two thoughts to consider
when reading Chapter Five are:

1. How the two evaluatioﬁ committees could have benefited
from using an evaluation model.such as either the
Provus Discrepancy Evaluatioh Model or the Stufflebeam
et al. C.I.P.P. Evaludation Model.

2. There are concerns with respect to what appears to be
deficiencies in the practical applicéiion of both
Provus’s and Stufflebeam et al.’s theoretical models.
Two perceived weaknesses that have been identified are
“Stall Points” and the “Impact of External Forces on

Evaluation Model Effectiveness.”
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Summary

" Identification of Programme Objectives and Placihg Them

"in Context. The Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model
"requires that the objectives of'the prograﬁme being
evaluated be clearly defined. TheseApregramme objectives‘
must be identified prior'to the eveluation preceedingfin
order that the evaluators have no questioﬂyin4their minds as
to what it is that they are evaluating. This is:necessary
tb pro&ide a proper focus on the evaluation. If the
objectives are unclear or misinterpreted, the evaluation
will be misdirected and the value of»the.results of the
,evaluétion would be questionable. By pfoperly applying the
Provﬁs Discrepancy Evaluation Model an evaluation team weuld
be able to'concentrate‘upon‘determiniﬁg Whether or not the
programme being evaluated hadvaChieved whatAit,set_out to
accompliSh. |

For examéle, the Claims Traiﬁihg Efaluation Task Force
Committee did hot Spend’time‘épecifically identifyihg and
-.ciarifying tﬁe objectiveswof claims training. ‘This led the
committee to make assumptions about claims tfaining and
conduet its evalﬁationvin such a menner as to supportlor
reject those assumptiohs. Given‘that the assumptions made

may or may not reflect the objectives of elaims training,
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the conclusions reached by the evaluation are weak at best

and highly subject to criticism.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee, on the other hand, was provided with specific
w:itten objectives with respect to determining compliance
-With Bulletin CDB894. The~objectives were very ciear and
the evaluation was -focussed upon whether or not there was
compliance. The resulté of the evaluation'were compared to
the original objeptives and there can be a measure of
cqnfidence with the conclusions. -The interesting point to
note with the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee is that no fdrmal evaluation model was applied and
it appeérs that this committee, b? circumstance, “fell into”
a process that was similar to a formal evaluation model.

The Stufflebeém et al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model places
the evaluation in an operational context and assesses needs
within that dontext. By placing the evaluation in context,
it is possible to compare actual outcomes with intended
outcomes. An evaluation team utilizing the Stufflebeam: et
al. “Context Evaluation” stage will not only be able to
identify clea;ly the programme objectives as suggested by

Provus, but will also be able to place the design objectives

- within a contextual framework which would delineate the

objectives from the outcomes. This will allow the

‘evaluation team to determine not only what the objectives
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were, but whether they are synchronous with the intent of

the programme.

| For examplé, the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee did not clearly identify the objectives of the.
Claiﬁs Training Department nor did it place the programme in
the context within which it had to operate. There was no
examination of the_intent of the programme. This lack of
clear objectives and context led to what appeared to be
erroneous assumptions being made about the nature of the
commiftee’s mandate and subsequently, a misdirection of the .
evaluation.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee, on the other hand, was provided with clear
objectives. The committee members were aware that
compliaﬁce or non-compliance with Bulletin CDB894 had
financial impliéations as Bullétin'CDB894 was a corporate
directive that set out a procedure for the litigation
management process. Again, the Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committeé, apparently intuitively,
followed an evaluation process without applying a formal
evaluation model.

Examination of Programme Structure and Supporting

Infrastructure. By examining the structure of the

programme being evaluated in terms of its operational

context in comparison to the programme design criteria, it




. 100
is possible'to determine'whether or not the programme
infrastructure is capable of supportihg the.programme}
Stufflebeam et al. assist the evaluation‘team by
highlightiog this as a “Processtvaluatioh” stage. The .
benefits of olearly defining the prooramme implementétion
structure are twofold. Firstly, as Stufflebeam et al.
suggest, if the supporting infrastructurevis found to be
logistically inadequate, the evaluation teamineed not
proceed further.' This conclusion could potentially lead to
the infrastructure being modified toiensure adequate
resources in order to allow the programme to proceed'and
enhance the possibility of the objectives having an’
opportunity_to be'developed.
| Secondly, as Provus indicates,‘the programme operation
isvcompared to the standard of the programme design to.
ensure thatjthere is congruenoe'witﬁ the design criteria.

In this case, the supporting infrestructdre may be
logistically adequate, but if4the design of the supporting
infrastructure is such that it causesnthe programme to etray
* from the.intent of the objectives theh once agarn the
eveloatioo ehould cease at-thisvpoint;- The programme shOuld
be terminated or at the very least,'the infrastructore
should be modified to allow the design criteria to be |

‘supported.
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Anticipation of Barriers to Success. As Stufflebeam

et al. purport, it is an important featurébof evaluation to
examine and anticipate what may be bar}iers to success and
where they may lie within the evaluation process. The
beﬁefit here for an evaluation team is that Without limiting‘
‘the scopevof the evaluatién it directs the‘evaluatorsv
towards likely problem areas that, if confirmed, would allow
the evaluation to be terminated. In other words, the whole
evaluation process could be shortened. For example,bthe
Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee did not make
an attempt to identify potential barriers and as a result,
their efforts were spread out in a number of directions.
The end résult was a very broad approach to the evaluation
in order to determine whether or not the programme was
successful.

On the other hand, the‘Litigation Management Evaluation
Task Force Committee did anticipate barriers fo the
programme being evaluated and this led the evaluatién team
to focus its attention upon the perceived barrier and either
prove or disprove its theory. ‘The theory, in this case, was
proved and the whole evaluation'process was shortened. The
Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee was
able to make more efficient use of time, resources and money

by shortening the evaluation process through the
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anticipation and verification of potential barriers to the

success of the programme being evaluated.

Orientation of Programme Towards Results. Both the

Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model and the Stufflebeam et
al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model are results oriented. Provus
examines the results in relation to the stated programme
objectives. Results were important to both the Claims‘
Training Evaluation Task Force and Litigation Managémént
Evaluation Task Force Committees. . The results of the Claims
Training Evaluation Task Force Committee were the product of
an evaluation based upon assumptiéns of questionable valﬁe
and are therefore themselves questidnable. "The Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee results could be
compared with specific objectives and would add value to the
evaluation. The process, once agaiﬁ} waé due more to luck
and circumstance than to design.

Similariy, Stufflebeam et al. examine the results from
a contextual perspective. In otherAwofds,.does‘the |
programme achieve what it states that it set out to
accomplish? This reflects upon the need to have clearly

defined objectives to determine the success of the results.

Conclusions

Benefits of using Provus and Stufflebeam et al.

Evaluation Models. Both committees could have enjoyed
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definite benefits had they used either the Provus or '

Stufflebeam et al. Evaluation Médels., Both committees would .
have realized benefits simpl? by the application of any
evaluation model, regardless of its type as both committees
lacked a formal evaluation structure and seemingly procéeded
through théir evaluations by trial and error. The Claims
Training Evaluation Task Force Committee, in.particular,
strayed from formal evaluation principles and the basis for
its conclusion is Weak, which brings the results into
question. The Litigation Managemeht Evaluation Task Force
Committee, apparentiy intuitively, followed a process that
was similar to formal evaluation and its conclusions are’
seemingly well founded and solid.

While the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee did not usé a:formél evaluation process, and

seemed to arrive at a similar outcome to what could have

- been expected had a formal process been used, it was more

likely due to luck and circumstance than due to design. A
formal evaluation process would have provided a solid
framework that would have minimized the Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force committee’s réliance upon
luck. |

Some of the benefits that the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee and the Litigation

Management Evaluation Task Force Committee could have
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realized from utilizing the Provus Discrepancy Evaluation

Model and the Stufflebeam et al. C.I.P.P; Evaluation Model
are: identification,of programme objectives and placing
them in context, examinatibn of programme structure and
supporting infrastructure, anticipation of barriers to
success, orientation of programme towards results and
financial comparison for.cost céntainment.

Neither the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee nor the Litigation Management Evaluétion Task
Force Committee formally examined the supporting
infrastructure as Suggested by Provus and Stufflebeam et al:
This important stage of the formal evaluation process was
given only a passing consideration by the Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force Committee (p;esumably
because there was an inherent familiarity bétweenbfhe
committee membefs and the infrastructure within which they
worked on a daily basis) and the Claims Training Evaluation
Task Force Committee did not consider it at all.

Both committees would have benefited from using formal
evaluation processes, Such as the Provus Discrepancy
Evaluation Model and the Stufflébeam et al. C.I.P.P.
Evaluation Model, which would have examined this stage in
‘detail. Had this stage been formally examined it may have

revealed whethér or not there were other factors which were
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not considered that could have ihhibited'the effectiveness
of.either progfamme. |

For evalua£ion'teams using either model, the impor£anCe
of examining the results in relation to the objectives is
underscored by fhe outcomes of both the C;aims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee and the Litigation
Management Evaluation Task»Fbrce Committee. The Claims
Training Evéluation Task Force Committee did not ciearly
identify the programme objectives nor did it reference ité
, conclusions with objectives and the results were
recommendations which have questionable value in relation to
the success or failure of the programme that was evaluated.
Future corporate plans may rely upon those recommendations
that couid have potentially negative results.

The Litigation Managément Evaluation Task Forbe
Committee, on the other hand, had a clearly defined
objective and compared the results directly"against that
objective. Its conclusion with respect to the success or
failure of the programme it evaluated was therefore-better
grounded than that of the Claims Training Evaluation Task
Force Committee.

It is evident that for an evaluation to be effective
the importance of having clearly defined objectives, which
is identified by .Provus and Stufflebeam et al. as a crucial

element of a Successful evaluation, must be stressed. The
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comparison of the results achieved with the stated

objectives is also a critical component in determining the
accuracy of the evaluation’s conclusions.

Financial Comparison For Cost Containment. Both

ProVus and Stufflebeam et al. have, as final elements of
their models, a component dealing with cost'analysis. They .
are relatively similar with respect td comparing the cost of
the programme being evaluated with indusfry standards or
similar programmes. This pfocess may be termed
“benchmarking”. It is important in that regardless of the
origins of the programme being evaluated, business decisions
have to be made with respect to continuing or terminating
programmes; In many cases, the basis for continuing or
terminating a programme is financial.

Both the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee and the Litigation Management Evaluafidn Taék
Force Committee considered Eut did not conduct a financial
énalysis. Both committees récommended that a financial
analysis be conducted. The problem here, though, is that if
a future financial analysis weré conducted, it would likely
not involve the original committee members and there would
be a loss of continuity.

Other potential probleﬁs with both committees are a

lack of completeness to the evaluation and a lack of
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accountability for the implementation of recommendations

that are made withbut a'financial analysis.
Fog evaluétion teams, there is a réal benefit that
may be had by following either the Provus or the.Stufflebéém'
-~ et al. Evaluation Models with resbect to cost analysis. ' The
models emphasize the.impértance of finanéial concerns that .
are addreésed at the éonclUsion of the evaluation. process.
Thé piaéing of a financial assessmént at the end of an
'evaluation illustrates that regardless,of the éuccess or
failure of a progfammé through a coﬁparison of objectives
and_fesults; the;decision to'cdntinue or‘terminate a
‘programme may be a finanbial one. _It is the evalﬁation
team’s responsibilitYﬁ uﬁiess;otherwisé directed, to
‘complete fhe evaluation by conducting a financiai énaleis.'
The evaluation team is iﬁ.a’good position to conduct such an
e&aluation or give input to a‘fihancial evaluation commitfee
after.having conducted an in-depth programmelevaluétion.'
Faiiing to conduct a financiai'analysis, as was‘the case
withAboth~the.Claims Traihing Evaluation Task Force
Commiﬁtee and.fhe Litigation]Management Eﬁaluétion Task
Force‘Committee, leaves an evaluation incomplete;

Committees’ Efforts Facilitated by using a Formal Evaluation

Model
Some of the ways in.which the Claims Training

-Evaluation Task Force Committee and the Litigation
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Management Evaluation Task Force Committee could have

facilitated their efforts by using a formal evaluation model
are that a formal evaluation model provides structure,
suggests methodologyf helps with determination 0of results
and‘aids with the making of recommendations.

Provides Structure. Both committees cculd have

facilitated the operation of their-committees énd increased
efficienciesvby using a formal evaluation model such as the
Provus Discrepancy Evaluation Model and the Stufflebeam et
al. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model. The first benefit_thaﬁ is
evident is that a formal eVaiuaticn model proviaes a
structure and direction for an evaluation. By mapping out a
rlan for how an evaluation will take place, the evaluators
would be better able to focus upon the crucial elements of
the evaluation without distraction, misplaced resources and
waSted effort. Wandering through an evaluation by'designing
it “on the go” is inefficient, risky and leaves both the
process and the results open to criticism and challenge.

For example, neither the Claims Traihing Evaluation
Task Force Committee nor the Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee used a formal evaluation
model. Had a formal evaluation model such as the Provus
Discrepancy Evaluation Model or the Stufflebeam et al.
C.1.P.P. Evaluation Model been used, it'woﬁld have'been

apparent at the outset that the objectives of the programme
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must be clearly identified. Failing to do this led the

Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee te stray
from evaiuating the programme towards evaluating the
suitability of the product of the pregramme, and making
recommendations for product change. The committee did not
address whethef the programme, as designed, was successful
in accomplishing what it intended to do given the original
objectives. Using a formal evaluation model could have
prevented this situation from arising and provided a focus
to the evaluation.

In a like fashion, the Litigation Management Evaluation
Task Force Committee ceuld have had a similar benefit from -
using a formal evaluation model. While the Litigation
Management Evaluation Task Force.Committee seemingly
followed the general outline of a formal evaluation, it did
so on what appears to have been an intuitive level ae
opposed to a conscious effort. Thefe was never a mention of
following a specific evaluation blan or even setting out a -
formal process prior to the evaluation commencing. The
Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee seems
to have been “luckY”. The mandate of the committee Was very
simple and specific with'the objectivee'of the programme
being published as Bulletin CDB894.

The Litigatioe Management Evaluation Task Foree

Committee may have had similar difficulties to the Claims
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Training Evaluation Task Force Committee if the objectives

had not been specifiod in Builetin CDB894. A formal
evaluation model would have guided the evaluation process in
an organized fashion without relying upon intuition as the
rule. |

Methodology. This study suggests that the results of

,an'evaluation can be broﬁght into question and potentially
rendered of no value if%the methodology of the evaluation
can be shown to be flawed. In other wordé, evidence of the
existence of an acceptable evaluation methodology is a
crucial element of the evaluatioh process. The more sound :
and accepted the methodology is, the more confidence that
may be given to the results. It must be remembered'that the
second part of methodology is not just its process, but also
its applicafion within a\particularvcontext.

Using a formal evaluation model woold have helped both
the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee and
Litigation Management‘Evaantion Task Force Committee
evaluafions over.part of this methodological hurdlé.

In particular, the Claims Training Evaluation Task
Force Committee suffered for not having used an accepted
methodology. For example, during the presentation of
results on June 6, 1994, I wasbthe chairman of the
presentation committee. The Claims Training Evaluation Task

Force Committee final report was challenged upon its
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methodology with the intent of undermining the

recommendations by establishing that they were of no value
due to a faulty méfhodological proCeSs, and:while I was
unable to record the questidns asked, my‘recollection and
comments in an.e-mail to éther committee members post
preééntation'refiect that it was a &ery direct challenge.
In my role as chairman, it fell upon me to defend the
evaluation. It was a difficult process as the methodology
used was logidal given the apéroach that the Claims Training
Evaluation Task Force Committee took, but it was not.sound
'in the face of formal evaluation models. Critics analyzing
the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee
evaluation against the backdrop of the Provus and
Stufflebeam et al. Evaluation Models should have been able
to pull it apart.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee, on the other hand, was working with a less
complex evaluation. 'fhat is, its mandate was to determine
whether there was complianée with Bulletin CDB894. While 1t
did not utilizé a formal evaluation process, the evaiuation
process it did uée was both logicél and similar to what
might have been used had a formal evaluation model been
considered. It begs the question as to whether or not the
Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee

intuitively used a method similar to a formal evaluation
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process or whether they fell into it, as there was really no

other logical method of dealing with the issue at hand. It
was possible that the experience level and technical
expertise of the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee members led the committee to approach the
evaluation in a similar fashion to problems and events that
are dealt with on a daily basis. That is, there could be a
general application of existing business coping skills,
coupled with common sense,'and “luck” which led to the
success of Litigation Management Evaiuation Task Force
evaluation. The “luck” component is difficult to measure or
explain but the nature of the corporation’s business is one
that focuses upon risk taking. Risk taking relies upon
working very hard at being “lucky”.

Evaluationbcommittees can learn_ffom this examination
of methodology. Similar to the importance of clearly

~ -

defining the objectives of the programme being evaluated,
the soundness.of the methodology used is extremely important
in determining the success of the whole evaiuation process.
The methodology section is the underpinning of the
evaluation.

Determination of Results. Both the Claims Training

Evaluation Task Force Committee and Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee could have benefited by the

realization that while it is necessary to be results
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oriented, the focus of the evaluation should not be upon the

results.

The results are what they are and if the evaluation
process is sound the result54Will naturally flow from the
evaluation. In other words, if the objectives are cléar and
‘the evaluation methodology is unshakeable, the results will
be able to withstand criticism.. If there is a weakness in
an evaluation'it will be in the evaluation process itself as
opposed to the results.

Recommendations. Recommendations are made by -

examining the results and referencing the original mandate.
Both the>Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee and
the Litigation Ménagement Evaluation Task Force Committee
made recommendations. The Claims Training Evaluation Task
Force Committee recommendations were broad inlnature and
flowed from a compilation of the results of the focus
groups. There was a gentle anonymity fbr the'Claims
Training Evaluation Task Force Committeé members as the
recommendations could be shown to be reflections of thé will
of a larger group.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task‘Force
Committee, on the btherlhand, made speéific recommendations
upon an interpretatioﬁ 0of the results of the evaluation.

This committee took full responsibility for its
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recommendations. - The strength of its recommendations came
from directly addressing its objecti&es.

In this study, the recommendations of each evalﬁation
committee were provided to the “Decision Makers” who gave
the evaluationicommittees their original mandates. Whether
.or not the recommendations were “weighted” or implemented
was beyond the scope of the evaluation committees and was
strictly a decision made by senior management. They did,
however, form a valuable piece of the puzzle for the
decision makers, as would be expected, and the more
confidence that'couid be had in the evaluation process, the
more weight that could be afforded to the fecommenaations,
The end result,Athough, with respect to implementation or
action upon recommendations, could be influenced by factors
which may or may not be known to the evaluation committee.

As is evident in both the Provus and Stuffiebeam et
al. Evaluation Models, the process ends for the evaantion
committee with é financial analysis. This bringg the
evaluation process to a close from the perspective of the
evaluation committees, but implies that any further
evaluation will be conducted by the people responsible for
commissioning the evaluation.

In the two evaluations at hand, very few of thé
recommendations made.by the Claims Training Evaluation Task

Force Committee were implemented, whereas the
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recommehdatiohs of the Litigétion Management Evaluation Task
Force Committee were implemented in théir'entirefy.‘ Thisv
may have been a reflection upoh the confidence that the-‘
decision makers had in the evaluations themselves, or due to .
other factors. In any case, however,‘péither df the

committees was privy to the decision makers’ rationale.

‘Developing Foundations of Evaluation

This study reveals that evaluations shouldAcbnS;der the
distribution of time and effort in conductiﬁg an evéluétion.
It aléo suggesté that fhere'should be a‘greater emphasis én
the setting up of an evaluation rather than upon the |
determination bf results. In other words, as Pfovus and
 Stufflebeam et al. suggest,,objectiﬁe clérification should
‘be the first step in ény evaluéfion. Consequently,
objective clarification should‘be Qf primary'importance as
"it lays the foundationffor the balance of an evaiuation.
This is reflected in thé evaluatiqns conducted by both the
Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee and
.,Litigation Managemént Evaluation Task Force Committee.

Bbth»the‘Provus Discrepanéy Evaluation Model and the
Stufflebeam et ai. C.I.P.P. Evaluation Model émphasizé the
need to develop élearyobjectiVes at the outset Qf an
evaluation. Without a clear focus at the beginning of-an'
evaluation, the bélance of the_evaluétion is weakened._ This

concept is demonstrated in both the Claims Training
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Evaluation Task Force and Litigation Management Evaluation

Task.Force evaluations.

The Claims Training Evaluation Task Férce Committee did
not have ciearly}defined objectives and the results were
guestionable. The Litigation Managementvaaluation Task
Force Committee, on thé other hand, had a specific objective
and the fesults were solid as théy could be compared
directly to the objectiﬁes. The importance of having a
solid foundation -to an eﬁaluation by having clearly defined
objectives cannot be understated. .

This‘study,based on two cases, seems to coﬁfirm the
Provus and Stufflebeam et al. assertion that the greatest
emphasis in an educational evaluation should be upon
" objective development and the methodological structure. By
extension, this could be applied to all evaluations as
demonstrated by the two corporate evaluations examined in
this study. -

. The evaluation pyramid in Figure 1 demonstrates the
proportional importaﬁce and amount of effort that should be
expended in the development of an evaluation. Objective
clarification forms the foundation of an evaluation. The
formation of a methodological process should build upon‘the
objectives and so on thrbugh the evaluation hierarchy. This
is similar to the emphasis that the Provus and Stufflebeam

et al. Evaluation Models place on cbjective develbpment. If
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there is a weakness at any level, then everything above that

level wouldvsee that weakness magnified. As that weakness
becomes magnifiéd, it flows all.the way through the balance
bf the evaluation and renders each higher - level suSpect and
open tQ criticism. The reﬁerse is also true; the more solid
the lower levels are, the mére confidence that can be had in
the higher levels.

Figure 1 below illﬁstrates my position with respect to
this principle as applied to the Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force Committee. |

The evaluation pyramid. could be applied to both the

"Claims Training Evaluation Task Force and Litigation

Management Evaluation Task Force Committees. Each committee
passed thfough the varioué levels of thé pyramid in
ascendiné order, but with a different emphasis for each
committee. The Litigation Managemeﬁt Evaluation Task Force
Committee evaluation proceeded through the levels of the
evaluation pyramid as outlined in Figure 1 below. As
suggested by the Provus and Stufflebeam et al. Evaluation
Models the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee placed a greater emphasis upon objective
clarification,  methodology and so on up through the pyramid,
which resulted in a greater emphasis upon the.faci bésed
foundation and provided a solid'basis for inﬁerpfeting

results and making recommendations.
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Interpretative

Figure 1. Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee Weighting of Evaluation Processes. The amount of
weight placed upon each of the evaluation stages is .
-illustrated by the proportional blocks of the pyramid. The
greatest emphasis was placed upon objective clarification
which formed the foundation of this evdluation. The fact
based stages are objective whereas the interpretative stages
are subjective in nature.

The Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee
placed little or no emphasisldn objective clarification and
chose to concentrate upon daté’collection, interpretation of
results and making recommendations. By not concentrating

upon objective clarification, contrary -to the emphasis
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placed on objective development by Provus and Stufflebeam et

al., the ClaimslTraining Evaluation Task Force Committee
based its eﬁaluation upon assqmptions which arose from an
expectation that a focus»upon results would highlight
problems within the Claims Training Department. By
overemphasising the needs of the recipients of claims
training and focusing upon interpretation of the results and
recommendations, rather than identifying the objectives of
claims training, the Claims Training. Evaluation Task Force
Committee developed an evaluation brocess that was
methodologically unstable by theoretical educational
evaluation processes. This emphasis would produce an
inverted pyrémid as illustrated in Figure 2 below.

Given the lesser emphasis upon objecfive clarification,
all levels above this stage will see that weakness
magnified. The result would be that recommendations made in
this situation would be open to question as the foundation
of the evaluation would not be solid.

.‘The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee demonstrates.this prinéiple in a simplistic form.
The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committee
~evaluation objecﬁives were very clear, as they were set out
in Bulletin CDB894. There could be no nisunderstanding as
to what those objectives were, as they were a published

document. The first level was therefore very solid and




- 120
provided a good foundatlon upon which to build the balance

of the evaluation.

Objective
larificatiog

Figure 2. Claims Evaluation Task Force Committee Weighting
of Evaluation Processes. The amount of weight placed upon
each of the evaluation stages is illustrated.by the
proportional blocks of the pyramid. There was a very heavy
welghting upon the Interpretation of Results but the
greatest emphasis was placed upon Recommendations. .
Recommendations formed the foundation of this evaluation and
the instability .of the evaluation’s methodology is
represented by the inverted pyramid. The fact based stages
are objective whereas the 1nterpretat1ve stages are '
subjectlve in nature.

The methodology used by the Litigation Management

Evaluation Task Force Committee was very basic as it merely
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had to establish whether or not there was compliance with
the objectives. This translated into e rudimentary “yes” or
“ne” format. Again, the methodoloéy consisted of askihg a
sample of the people involved with Bulletin CDB894 whether
or not they complied with Bulletin CDB894. This.is very
difficult to chellenge except on the grounds of sample size.
That is, does the size of the sample and the method of
sampling accurately refleet the larger popuiation? The
fesults that flowed from the application of the evaluation
method are therefore quite solid.

As an evaluatien proceeds from this point to a position
that is higher in‘the pyramid, confidence in the outcomes
becomes softer as they now rely upon interpretation.
Challenges could arise at this stage of an evaluation with
respect to how the accumulated data were interpreted as
oppesed to how the data were accumuleted. This relationship
could be the subject of future studies. This study revealed
that the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee was in a stronger position than it would have been
otherwise, as it had a strong base upon which te develop its
interpretetion. An accurate interpretation will largely
depend upon the experiehce and skill of the committee

members in interpretinglresults within the context of the

evaluation.
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Evaluation Approachés Must be Flexible in Practice
This study suggests that as‘a-situation unfolds, more
than one model may be at work at the same timeAin the
evaluation prbcess. Thaﬁ is, the Litigation Management
Evaluation Task Force committee evaluation functioned as a
combination of an expertise oriented evaluatiop along with
an objectives oriehted evaluatioﬁ. A generalization that
may be made from this study is that one evaluation model
operates as the main focus of an evalﬁatioh, but otherl
evaluation modelé may operate around that primary model. As
the situation changes‘or fhe need arises, the focus of an
evaluation alters sufficiently to obtain whatever
information is necessary for the main evaluation. That is;,
the evaluation process may shift from one model to another
and then back again.  This leads to a hybrid approach‘to
evaluation, where there ié one méin evaluatioﬁ process and
from that process, as the situation or needs change or the
evaluation model in use “stalls”, other models are brought
in, discarded, or re-introduced. This shifting of models
‘requires that the evaluation process being used is flexible
in both.direction-and approach in the actual business
setting. Evaluations that are formula oriented are very
. focussed in a specific form of evéluation, and can become

static. Formulas that are fixed are not adaptable to

process change.
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Stall Points

The resuits of this study indicate that the_two models
under examination are effective to a certain point. rThey
serve the need of establishing a framewdrk for evaluation
and assist in the gross data gathe:ing process. The current
study illustrates that the Provus'and Stufflebeam et al.
evaluation models reach a stage in the evaluation process
where they become ineffective. T call this stage the stall
point. This stalling point would appear to be variable
depending upon the circumstances of the evaluatioh. ‘In
other words, given a different evéluation under different
circumstances, the stall point.may be reached earlier or
later. The indicated conclusion, however, is tﬁat at some
point these models will stall. The impact that this
concluéion will have on educational evaluation thought is
that evaluators, in applying models, must be cognizant of
potential stall points. Rather than trying to force a
situation to fit the médel, one muét'be prepared fo
recognize stall‘points and shift from one model to another.
I call this process “phase shifting”. Phase shifting (or
transition) occurs in order that a bridge may be developéd
between one model and the next. This concept was evident in 
the Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force Committeé
where the COmmittee began in a strictly objectives oriented

approach and then shifted to a management oriented approach
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once the determination had been made that there was non-

compliance with Bulletin CDB894. The committee continued to
evaluate the litigation process after redefining its mandate
but with a different focus. The significant challenge for
evaluators will be to predict the potential stall points and
be prepared with alternative modéls as evaluations proceed
through model phase-shifts. This study suggests that
evaluators must widen their focus from a single model
utilization approach to a multiple modei approach. This
will represent a dramatic change in the,thoughi piocess with
respect to the developmeht of theoretical models. Rather
than lookingrfor justification for theoretical models and
proving their efficacy through a testing process, one will
now have to look at the potential of evaluation models
within a spectrum of evaluation models in order to determine
an holistic approach to evaluation. It will no longer be
adequate to look at evaluations within the confext of an
approach based model. Rather, the evaluator must»become a
connoisseur of evaiuation-in order to choose the best models
available within the context of the situation and apply them
appropriately in order to have the best flaw of evaluation
throughout what will now be a continuum of evaluation.

‘The three main areas upon which to focus are the stall
points, the phase shift or transition peribd and the

bridging of one model to the next in order to select the
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appropriate model or deels which may fit potential’fthres.
A fourth area ofvinferest is to look at evaluation és being
a.coﬁtinuum gather4thanfa static procéss.,}ThiS study
Suggests that specific evaLuations méy have étart points énd
end points, but these are placéd in a pasf and future
context. This line of thought establishes thét;evaluatioh
is an ongoing proceés that‘chsists of transitions or phase
shifts erm one evaluatign form to another with no true end
point. It is more of an evolution of evaluation'rathéf than
the compLetion of an evaluation. By looking at an |
evaluation as bein§ an evolutionary pfocess with stall
points, ﬁhasé shifts/transitions‘and br%dges, models will no
longer necéssarily fall out of use. Rather, their use may
be-changed and'limitedAin'order télserve specific‘purposes.
New 1ines of thought may be developéd wiﬁh respect to
évaluation, by revisiting and reviéwing‘those évaluation
models which were effective in the past and have' fallen out
of use in ordeﬁ to»detéfmine‘whether-or not‘aSpects of those
quels may serve a purposé of a'roié'in cufrent evaiuation.

thought.

Recommendationsi

The interpretative stage of»an‘eduéational evaluational
procesé, as diécussed in the evaluétion pyramids above,‘is
not considered by either Provus or Sfufflebeam etval. 'The.

effect of.thev“expertisé” of the evaluators in.
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interpretation of results by the evaluation committee would

be a revealing topic for further study.

Fof éxample, the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force
Committee had a broad range of cross-divisional
representation and experience due to the makeup of the
committee. The interpretation of the results was similarly
broad, cross-divisional, and on a grand scale. This may
have been due as much to the diversity of the committee
members as to the scope of the mandate.

The Litigation Management Evaluation Task Force
Committee was made up of members from the same division with
similar technical expertise and focus. The recommendations
of this committee were very specific and focussed towards
addressing the objectives. The emphasis was upon evaluating
Bulletin CDB894 with the aim of controlling the expense of
litigation and improving the litigation process. These
results may have been directly related as much to the v
special interests of the committee members as to the
original mandaté.

A recommendation for future étudies would be to examine:
severél issues.

1. Is there evidence of stali points occuring in the use
of other models in other situations, or is this-limited

to the particular/peculiar study at hand?
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If these-stall points exist, is there evidence that

other models have the ability to take over where the
initial model has stalled?

If there are stall pointsAand if‘the use of other
models would appear to be appropriate in order to mo#e‘
thevevaluation off the stall point, an examination of
the transition or phase shift would be required in
order to determine the dynamics of the phase shift
process.

An examination of the models that are used to break off
an evaluation stall point would be.required to.
determine>whether or not these subsequent models also
have stall pointsQ

If subsequent stall points'alSo_exiSt, it would be
necessary to examine whetherJor not this conéept of
stall points and phase shiftiﬁg is part of the process

of an evaluation continuum.

- Does the expertise level of the members of the

evaluation committee have an effect, difect or
indirect, upon an evaluation?

Does the'eXposure of careeririsk to the members of an
evaluation committee have an effect upon the design,
function and interpretation of the results of an

evaluation?
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These recommendations may require a long term

examination of several evaluations in a variety of
evaluation settings in order to establish a foundation

for this theory becoming generalizable.
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EPILOGUE

Impact of External Influences on Evaluation Model

Effectiveness

In discussing thé personal risk of_fhe members of an
evaluation committee it is instructive to examine the impact
0f external influences upon the two corporate evaluations
that were used in this study. By reflecting upon this
background the importance of examining evaluation committee
member risk is highlighted and emphasizes the need for
further investigation into this uneXplored facet of
evaluation.

External Influences Acting Upon the Claims Training

Evaluation Task Force Committee. In Spring, 1994 the then-

Manager of the Human Resources Development Departmen%
(H.R.D.)lwas under pressure to look for ways to reduce head
count (staff) within his Department in supﬁort of an ovérall
Human Résources Division downsizing initiative: Apparently
without consulting other Senior Managers or his staff he
devised a plan to redube head count within his Department.
He'saw the Claims Training Department, whigh reported to
him, as an area where he could downsize.. As part of the
development of this plan he spent time in a field office to
acquaint himself with field operations. He had little or no

direct claims experience and so spent one day in a claims
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office to familiarize himself quickly with the process.

This was where we first met and diseussed training. He was
aware that I was working on my Master’s Degree in Education
and wanted to discuss scme ideas with me. We spent |
approximately two hours discussing my course work and claims
treining in general. He advised me of his plan and asked
that I keep it confidential until it wae annoﬁnced. At the
time, I was unaware that our conversation was anything more
than a casual conceptual discussion. He later communicated
this plan to the affected staff members of the Human
Resources Development Department and Claims Training
Department and it was at this point that a crisis developed.
The plan involved reducing the head count in the‘Claims
Training Department which at that time fell>within the Human
Resources Division. This was to be achieved by
decentralizing claims training, which was conducted at-Head
Office by Claims Training Managers, and having Field
Managers assume a greater role and responsibility for
training. By having less formal training conducfed at Head
Office by Head Office Trainers there would be less need for
training staff withiﬁ his Department. A core of trainers
would be maintained for those areas of training which could
not effectively be decentralized and the.remaining trainers
would be reassigned to field offices. The field offices

belong to the Claims Division. By relocating staff the
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Human Resources Division would reduce its head count but the

resulting impact would be an incfease in the head count of
the Claims Division. Also, the placement of trainéfs, who
had spent the last ten to fifteen years in Head Office, was
an unéettling and very emotional iséue. The Claims Division
was upset for various reasons including the lack of
consultation and the fact that more work.would be imposed
upon an already heavily loaded front-line management.

Senior manégement-reviewed the situation and directed
that a task forcé be created to evaluate the Claims Training
Department and to make recommendations. The Claims Training
Evaluation.Task Force Committee would operate at arm’s
length from the Manager of.the Human Resources Development
Department. The Ménager‘of the Human Resources Development‘,
Department selected me to be on the task force specifically
as a result of‘our previous conversations.

The whole situation was very difficult for the members
of the Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee as
they Were at personal risk from a career limiting'
perspective and had, as well, a vested interest in the
outcome of the evaluation.> The Claims Training Evaluation
Task Force Committee members included a'minority_who were
neutral with respect to the evaluation outcome and the
majority.were selected from front line staff who were the

recipients of training, front line managers who would have
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been directly affected by the original plan of the Managér

of Human Resources Development Department (decentralizing
training and moving it out into the field), office managers
who would have been held accountable for implémenting the
original plan, and claims‘trainers who would have been

| directly’affected by downsizing and relocation./»The mémbers
had all of these concerns with théﬁ when they entered the
first meeting. These concerns would be a ratiohal:
explanation for why most of the first meeting skirted
discussing objectives andeasbmore focussed on the impact
any changes would have on individuals.

The- Claims Training Evaluation Task Force Committee
could have requested clarification of the mandate and then
its objectives would have been clearly defined. However, in
this instance, having an open—endéd and unfocussed mandate
allowed the evaluation team the latitude to interﬁret wha£
information would be requifed tb satisfy>the mandate |
reasonably and deVise-an evéluation process.which would
minimize risk. While it was never established as an
operating plan, the movement directly into stakeholdér
interviews and focus group sessions allowed the Claims
Training Evaluation.Task Force Committée'to déflect some of
theltisk by‘taking on a‘reporting role rather than an
evaluation role. In.otheﬁ words, the Claims Training

Evaluation Taék Force Committee would be reporting on the
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state of affairs of the Claims Training Department by

recordiﬁg the general viewsvheld by the Corporation through
identifying the Qpinionsvéf a representative cross section
of the population that either had direct contaét with, or
received training from,:the Claims Tréining Department. The
security of the large group reduced the amouht of personal
risk'held by the Task Force members. The Claims Trainihg
Evaluation Task Force Committee recommendations were made
withﬁa relative amount of safety knowing that they were
suggested solutions to problems that were identified by a
larger group réther than. the results of an evaluation made
by a select gfoup of individﬁals;

The influence of external factors could directly
influence the application of the Provus and Stufflebeam et .
al. Evaluation Models as wéll as the ﬁsefulness of the
results of the evaluation. Neither Provus nor Stufflebeam
et al. considefs the influence of external factors in the
design of their models.

External Influences ACting Upon The Litigation

Management Evaluation Task Force Committee. The Litigation

Management Evaluation Taék Force Committee, on the other
hand, did not encounter the same level of personal risk, as
the.impact of the evaluation wbuld not affect people who
were in a peer Or superior relatidnship to the task force

members.
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A cursory financial examination of operating costs

established that a considerable amount of mohey was being
spent on defence costs. Given the pubiic nature of the
corporation, 1t was expected that opportunities to act as
defence counsel would be made available to the private
sector as opposed to'creating an in-house defence bar. This
situation allowed abuses in sevéral forms to take place.
Such abuses included overbilling on time spent on telephone
calls and file reviews, delaying settlement or‘the hahdling
of files to increase the period of billable time, |
transferring files to cOunsél‘within thg same firm and
charging for new reviews each time this occurred, and
assigningvminor files to senior counsel who charge at a
higher billing rate and.then transferring files’to a junior
coﬁnsel just before trial. The corporation found itself in
a difficult position‘with respect to having to use counsel
from the private sector for défenqe work and yet having
virtually no formal contrél over their billing practices.
“Errors” that were discovered by those claims staff'who were
vigilant were brought to the attention of defence counsel
who ﬁsually would not resist the correction:. Given the

volume of defence work it was a difficult task to control

~these “errors”. 'Claims Division Bulletin 894 was created,

in consultation with defence counsel, to bring in a measure -

of control to defence counsel billing practices. It simply
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required defence counsel to review the file material at the

outset of the legal process and to develop a file budget for
legal costs. If there was going to be an overrun, then
defence counsel was required to discuss the situation with

- the adjustér. The adjuster was requiréd to monitor the
legal file handling from‘a cost perspective in addition to
giving file direction.- |

Objections were made at the time that Bulletin CDB894,
Litigation Budgeting Process, was institutéd{ From an |
adjusting point of Qiew it was too cumbersome a process.
From a defence counsel perspective it was unreasonable to
expect defence counsel to be able to forecast a budget and
be accountable for the accuracy of the budget of litigated
files, which may take two years or more to settle or reach
the courtroom.

From the outset there were warning signs that
compliance by staff and defehce counselvwas going to be
‘questionable. Withdﬁt‘ascertaining that these compliance
issues were dealt with p;ior.to implementation, the intended
outcomes were in jeopardy.

Bulletin CDB894, Litigation Budgeting Process, was
implemented with the expectation that it would save a
considerable amount of time andldefence cost expenses. When
these savings failed to materialize, the Litigation

Management Evaluation Task Force Committee was formed to
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evaluate the effectiveness of Bulletin CDB894, Litigation

Budgeting Process.

| From a personal risk impact‘perspective, the Litigation
Management Evéluation Task Force Committee members were
essentially risk free. They were entering the situation
acting in the role of auditors. Their mandate was simply to
determine whether or not defence counsel and adjusting staff
were complying with Bulletin CDB894, Litigation Budgeting
Process. If there was compliance, then no-one was at risk.
If there was partial or no compliance, the only people on
the Task Force who would have been at risk were the Centre
Manager, who was leading the Task Force and responsible for
the four Claims Managers in his office and sfaff, and the
Claims Manager (the participant observer), who was
responsible for ensuring that my staff complied with
procedures. As the greater onus was on defence counsel to
comply and non-compliance was potentially corporate'wide,
the amount of personal fisk was minimal. Alsd, being on the
task force would potentially lead, without nécessarily
direct intent, to a softening of the criticism of manageﬁent
‘and a polarization of Criﬁicism towards staff and defence
counsel should non-compliance prové to be the case. I wrote
the final repért which was scrutinized and edited by the

Centre Manager and Regional Manager, and while this was not
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the case, the potential -also existed for criticism in the

finai repdrt to be slénted away ﬁrom managemént.

In a similér»nature but not as obvioﬁs as in the Claims
Training Evaluation Task Fofbe Committee, thére was an
element of bias present whicﬁ could éffect.both the destgn
Qf the evaluation'and the réporting,of‘the>resuits. The
members of the Litigétioﬁ Mahagement Evaluation Task Force
Committee were selected because of their éxpérience and
commitﬁént'to litigation and the Tort (the right in léw to
sue another party for a wrong committed) system. This.
prédisposed commitmént could not help shaping the eValuation
perspective; " The pérsonal.risk,,though miniﬁél, is'just
another.of the botential influencing factors which have no
provision or consideration within either the Provuéior
Stufflebeam et al. Evaluation Models and is'worthy of

further study.
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