{: SCISPACE

formerly Typeset

@ Open access - Journal Article - DOI:10.1177/0193841X8601000101
The Development and Trials of a Decision-Making Model An Evaluation
— Source link (4

Michael A. Peters, James D. Marshall, Robert Keith Shaw

Institutions: University of Auckland

Published on: 01 Feb 1986 - Evaluation Review (SAGE Publications)

Topics: Summative assessment, R-CAST, Formative assessment and Professional development

Related papers:

« Stakeholder Information Needs Implications for Evaluation Practice and Policy Development in Early Childhood
Special Education

» Lessons Learned about Collaborative Evaluation Using the Capacity for Applying Project Evaluation (CAPE)
Framework with School and District Leaders.

« An evaluation of the student experience to inform strategic decision making in tertiary education

« A Comparative Analysis of Emergency Management Decision-Making Skills of School Officials: The Impact of
Training on Perspectives and Performance

« The 2002 user friendly handbook for project evaluation.

Share thispaper: @ ¥ M ™

View more about this paper here: https:/typeset.io/papers/the-development-and-trials-of-a-decision-making-model-an-
3ea260t8dn


https://typeset.io/
https://www.doi.org/10.1177/0193841X8601000101
https://typeset.io/papers/the-development-and-trials-of-a-decision-making-model-an-3ea26ot8dn
https://typeset.io/authors/michael-a-peters-235xuqamjl
https://typeset.io/authors/james-d-marshall-1ql9vie0n8
https://typeset.io/authors/robert-keith-shaw-2zoou9jld2
https://typeset.io/institutions/university-of-auckland-j1idjqsv
https://typeset.io/journals/evaluation-review-8naarw1s
https://typeset.io/topics/summative-assessment-34mjhuqw
https://typeset.io/topics/r-cast-1g10ptqc
https://typeset.io/topics/formative-assessment-1b5bd0qw
https://typeset.io/topics/professional-development-1y35o8a5
https://typeset.io/papers/stakeholder-information-needs-implications-for-evaluation-45m01qpki9
https://typeset.io/papers/lessons-learned-about-collaborative-evaluation-using-the-37n0x1i1yo
https://typeset.io/papers/an-evaluation-of-the-student-experience-to-inform-strategic-4p02jd5t67
https://typeset.io/papers/a-comparative-analysis-of-emergency-management-decision-1w1oogkeq3
https://typeset.io/papers/the-2002-user-friendly-handbook-for-project-evaluation-3stu1feha5
https://www.facebook.com/sharer/sharer.php?u=https://typeset.io/papers/the-development-and-trials-of-a-decision-making-model-an-3ea26ot8dn
https://twitter.com/intent/tweet?text=The%20Development%20and%20Trials%20of%20a%20Decision-Making%20Model%20An%20Evaluation&url=https://typeset.io/papers/the-development-and-trials-of-a-decision-making-model-an-3ea26ot8dn
https://www.linkedin.com/sharing/share-offsite/?url=https://typeset.io/papers/the-development-and-trials-of-a-decision-making-model-an-3ea26ot8dn
mailto:?subject=I%20wanted%20you%20to%20see%20this%20site&body=Check%20out%20this%20site%20https://typeset.io/papers/the-development-and-trials-of-a-decision-making-model-an-3ea26ot8dn
https://typeset.io/papers/the-development-and-trials-of-a-decision-making-model-an-3ea26ot8dn

4

EVALUATION REVIEW | FEBRUARY 1986

William H. Schmidt George H. Wolkon
Nick L. Smith James Wright
James Zeisel

—Richard A. Berk
—Howard E. Freeman

We describe an evaluation undertaken on contract for the New Zealand State Services
Commission of a major project (the Administrative Decision-Making Skills Project)
designed to produce a model of administrative decision making and an associated
teaching | learning package for use by government officers. It describes the evaluation of a
philosophical model of decision making and the associated teaching/learning package in
the setting of the New Zealand Public Service, where a deliberate attempt has been
initiated to improve the quality of decision making, especially in relation to moral factors.
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1. BACKGROUND

This article describes an evaluation undertaken on contract for the
New Zealand State Services Commission of a major project (the
Administrative Decision-Making Skills Project), designed to produce a
model of administrative decision making and an associated teach-
ing/learning package for use by government officers. The State Services
Commission is one of the three control departments (along with the
Treasury and the Ministry of Works and Development) for government
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administration in New Zealand. It has overall responsibility for th
ma-nz?.gement and organization of government departments and the
training and welfare of government officers (as laid down in the S:a:e
szrvicesAcr 1962, and as amended subsequently). The project origin:smac;3
with concern over the implementation of the Official Information Act
1982 anc! the number of departmental decisions taken by officers that
were bengg questioned by the ombudsman. Recently in Western
fiemoclraclcs there have been calls for greater open government
including the demand for greater public access to official information’
The Nevfr Zealand Official Information Act 1982 follows similar statute‘
passed in the United States (Freedom of Information Act 19668
amende'd 1974), Denmark, Norway, Canada (at the federal level) anci
lAustraJl.a- It‘has been regarded as the most important constitutional
innovation in New Zealand since the office of ombudsman w
established in 1962 [Parliamentary Commission (Ombudsman) Aj:
1962, consolidated and amended by Ombudsman Act | 975]. Part of th
omblrld‘sman’s responsibilities is to investigate and review t};e decision:
sé ‘l:g:relést;rys otfhthe frown, government departments, and organizations
_ . ¢ Act and, also, decisions no i
mftorm.atlon as requested under the Official Info;mzfc:r}zaﬁzr a';;:i:iz
iliﬁ; ::tilgsziiidi:golt?:d r:lx;lcliasuigsm_anﬂsluggested that many of the cases
: 1§ In the area of discretion, where depart-
mental rules and established precedents no longer h i i
tion and where public servants must exercise _|gu(; S5 i oo
] v gment. Here, moral
:3::;:1::::111:; such as respect for Justice, equity and cultural differ-
imprc;ved o ge. Asa consequence there arose a perceived need for
ecision making by government officers, and the State

Services C issi
ommission was requested to consider decision making in

relation to the Official Information Act. For this purpose Robert Shaw

dccm._lon making more generall
Service.

Th :
decisiinprr?lzll:jnz: thfln Was to devise a theoretically sound model of
ooty If that would_ address the real problems of public

{ at could be Incorporated into an effective training

Package. James Marshall atd M
Auckland Wwere contracted to adv?:l‘:haCI.P eters of the University of

and the associated teaching/learni

evaluation of the tota] project.
Thc'project was undertaken b

comprised three main phases:

Y, but at the higher levels of the Public

et\lvc:e‘n March and October, 1984, and
an initial phase during which a project
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team was established to help, in conjunction with the evaluators, to
develop both the model and the teaching/learning package; an experi-
mental phase designed to pilot the model and the teaching/learning
package with a limited audience; and a developmental phase, consisting
of six trials, designed to demonstrate the development of the skills of

course participants.

The developmental trials involved 30 senior public servants represent-
ing 16 different government departments and major private sector
interests (Fletcher Challenge Ltd.; Tasman Pulp and Paper Ltd.),in a
total of six three-day workshops run over a period of three months
between August and October 1984. The private sector was invited to
participate to ensure that economic considerations were addressed
explicitly and actively, and because of the potential wider application of
the model of decision making.

The State Services Commission contracted with the evaluators to

provide the following:

(1) assistance to the commission with the development of a model of administrative
decision making;

(2) evaluation of the experimental trials in Auckland and Wellington and the
production of advice on the development of the teaching package being produced,
before the material for the developmental trials was finalized; and

(3) evaluation of the developmental trials in Auckland and Wellington.

This article is concerned with the evaluation of this project—its
instruments, methodology, and major findings. It describes the evalua-
tion of a philosophical (as opposed to a sociological or psychological)
model of decision making and the associated teaching/learning package
in the setting of the New Zealand Public Service, where a deliberate
attempt has been initiated to improve the quality of decision making by
government officers. In the next section we describe the model of
decision making. Section III outlines the methodological approach and
the formative evaluation. The summative evaluation and major findings
are presented in section I'V. A concluding discussion, section V, con-
cerns itself with generalities learned from the project.

II. THE DECISION-MAKING MODEL

The model of decision making developed was initially based (Shaw,
1982) on an account of discretionary justice by Davis (1969), Wilson’s
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(1967) approaches to decision making as regards moral education, and
Toulmin (1958) with regard to reasoning. Both the model and the
teaching/learning package differ considerably from previous ap-
proaches in the area of decision making (e.g., decision or game theory).
The model is based on a philosophical (as opposed to a psychological or
sociological) approach to decision making. It addresses itself to the
objective factors that should be examined in the justification of
complex, problematic decisions, and does not prescribe an approved or
ideal set of decisions but, rather, encourages the investigation of
alternatives.

A major point of concern was not so much that the model eschewed
psychological and sociological approaches to the processes of decision
making but, rather, while embracing what is a logical approach to
decision making, it ignored the considerable applications of theoretical
or mathematical logic to decision-making theory. On this issue the
arguments of Habermas (1971) are accepted.

Essentially, Habermas’s arguments are directed against the techno-
cratic notion of rationality that he claims underlies modern society,
especially as exemplified in the gamut of systems, game, and decision
theory. He claims that the growth of technology in social theory hasled
to the exclusion of normative elements from such discourse and that the
actual technical procedures become established as values in themselves
so that, for example, decision theory rationalizes the relationships
between goals and values rather than simply being the technical means
for reaching these goals. His criticisms of technocratic rationality, where
goals are subsumed under specified means, are given in terms of four
levels of increasing rationalization—the final level of which is when
decision making, epitomized in game theory, is seen as a self-
programming feedback system where wider value questions cannot be
framed. Against decision theory the philosophical approach fo decision
making in this model ensures that the normative and ethical elements
are both recognized and open to critical, that is, rational, appraisal.

lj“qrthermorc, public servants are sometimes required to justify their
dcc1§1ons, that is, to give an account of the reasons that governed a
particular decision. But, in theory these should be exactly the same
reasons th.:it were considered in the making of the decision—that is, at
the same time of the taking of the decision the justification should be
available. Even 1f sociological and psychological factors affect the

processes of decision making the decision should still be justifiable
aCCOl‘dll"lg.tO wl_lether the reasons adduced are indeed sound reasons. In
the administrative-political world this kind of reason giving is appropri-
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ate and in practice accepted. Sociological or psychological accounts of
how a decision was arrived at may be of interest to theorists but they
cannot be used by administrators to establish that the “right” decision
was reached.

It has been noted that talk of justification is not merely ex post facto
justification (or worse, rationalization). Rather, it enters also into the
making of the decision. When public officials are called upon to justify
or review a decision already taken, the model provides a systematic
method of ordering, recording, and investigating factors pertinent to the
decision. A decision taken in accordance with the model must therefore
provide a measure of accountability for decision makers that in itself
will provide in part a justification for a decision should it later be called
into question or reviewed.

It is timely that a project on the education of semior government
officials attempts to focus on the ethical dimension of decision making.
In the United States academics have written for more than two decades
of the importance of placing ethics at the center of practical administra-
tion. Loosely called the “new age theorists,” some wish to make radical
changes in the way government organizations operate whereas others
seek a more slight adjustment of the balance of competing concerns.

A strong case is made by Dvorin and Simons (1972) for placing
human values and ethics at the center of practical public administration.
They also wish to end the domination of theory by practice in
bureaucracies, saying that operational machanics and political strategies
should be replaced by a concept of the public interest, based on the
individual as the most important concern of bureaucratic power. This
implies that standard operating procedures must be replaced by more
particularized procedures.

A similar conclusion may be derived from the work of Frederickson
(1981). After summarizing the emergence of the “new public administra-
tion,” he claims that one of its abiding features is the refreshing emphasis
placed on values: administrators are not value-neutral, nor are adminis-
trative theories “value neutral models.”

The model designed to address these issues is in part deduced from a
concept of administrative discretionary justice (ADJ) derived from th
work of Davis (1969), and which is defined as follows: :

Administrative discretionary justice is the resolution of the legal, moral, factual
and other practical issues which arise in a situation where an official person acting
in a capacity which is, in the final analysis, defined and limited by government
legislation makes a just decision which results in action or inaction which affects
other persons.
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In this definition the notion of a “just decision” is minimally defined
according to those precepts that define the notion of natural justice
(Rawls, 1971). These are guidelines intended to preserve the integrity of
the discretionary decision-making process. Thus a public administrative
fiecisi?n-making system must make provisions for conducting orderly
investigations: It must have rules of evidence that guarantee rational
procedures. The rule of law requires some form of due process—that is
a process reasonably designed to consider the interests of person;
affected by the potential decision in ways compatible with the rule of
law. For example, such a process would be independent and impartial
S0 tha!t no person can judge in his or her own case, and the process mus{
be fair and open and not prejudiced by pressure groups or public
clamour. The precepts of natural justice are to ensure that the
p_roccdures of public administrative decision-making systems are impar-
tially and regularly maintained.

Wit‘h these definitions we deduced that an administrative decision
made in accordance with discretionary justice would have considered
these types of factors: legality, morality, facts of the case, just
procedure.v., and possible decisions; to these can be added the im’plica-
pons or effects of decisions, and the strategies that might be used to
1mplemen§ _adccision. Furthermore, it is assumed in these definitions
that a decision has to be made and that the official is indeed the right
person to make that decision. In other words, it is assumed that certain
conditions have been fulfilled for the model to even apply.

The components of the model were then renamed slightly and were

defined as follows (in the version of the
. model t
project): o emerge at the end of the

(1) Conditions: those criteria that must be satisfied if the model is to be applied. The

ondi ns do tin ay n Yy state when i prop:
1
conditio; no any w gl.'l dea de{:]sm " the t t is proper for an

(2) g:;r::{ lxlliee lc;ie.' the circumstances, constraints, relevant personal information
Y onsequences of particular decisions, th :

; : ) i , that when taken together
describe a particular case. Consideration of veracity of facts, and the abseﬁcc of

information falls within this component.
(3) Rules: the rules relevant to, or that “govern” a decision, which may be found in a

constitution, in legislation, bylaws i
! s ) , accredited i
written rules, decisions, and precedents. B

av:illo:rlewa;, even when com;;lete, formalized, carefully drafted rules are
able they do not determine the decision outcome, as discretion still
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applies. Formal rules may, however, indicate that certain answers are
wrong. If the rules discrediting a decision are found in law, the answer is
wrong in law. The determination of which rules (particularly prece-
dents) will be counted as relevant in a particular case may sometimes
give rise to complex conceptual problems that may need to be

interpreted in terms of the departmental ethics.

Note here the extension of the term “discretion” to areas where
decision outcomes should be prescribed by existent rules, in order to
cover those instances where (say) legislation is outdated or about to be
replaced, or is in need of replacement (see Davis, 1969). This is compat-
ible with the tenets of “the new public administration.”

(4) Morality: first, the moral principles held by the organization or the decision maker
to be potentially relevant in any application of ADJ, and second, the persons or
parties affected (together with an account of how they are affected) by a potential
decision.

(5) Procedures: guidelines intended to preserve the integrity of the discretionary
decision-making process. A public administrative decision-making system must
make provisions for conducting orderly investigations; it must have rules of
evidence that guarantee rational procedures. The rule of law requires some form of
due process, that is, a process reasonably designed to consider the interests of
persons affected by the potential decision in ways compatible with the rule of law.
For example, such a process would be independent and impartial, so that no
person can judge in his or her own case, and the process must be fair and open and
not prejudiced by pressure groups or public clamour. The procedures, or the
percepts of natural justice, are to ensure that the procedures of public administra-
tive decision-making systems are impartially and regularly maintained.

Options: all of the alternative decision outcomes available. It is in this component
that the major conclusions are reached.

(6

—

(7) Implications: those matters that may affect the implementation of the decision
once it is made, and which fall outside the control of the decision makers once the
decision is made. The implications cannot, by definition, be completely assessed
before the decision is made. They may sometimes be important in explaining what
went wrong.

(8) Strategies: practical proposals developed to assist with the successful implemen-
tation of the decision proposed.

With each logical component, key checklist questions for consider-
ation have been devised. For example, within the morality component
the key questions are as follows:

(i) What are the principles of morality that should be consciously considered by
officials when the decision is made?

(ii) Who are the parties affected by potential decisions?
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Further questions under each of these key checklist questions have
also been developed.

It can be seen that if an official follows the “sequence” given by the
model and the checklist questions, then there will be a systematic
ordering of relevant “information,” an analysis of the problem in terms
of the model, an indication of any extra “information” to be sought asa
result of reminders from the checklist questions, and, it is hoped, the
emergence of possible options.

However, although essentially a logical model, there is no claim that the
modelis an algorithm for calculating or reading off the correct decision
The traditional logical problem of deriving an “ought” from an “is"ié
but one daunting prospect underlying that possibility, and even if
normative and prescriptive propositions were fed into the processes of
any argument designed to permit the deduction of a decision, arguments
on normative preference would still abound over the adoption of
substanfwe normative and prescriptive premises. The assumptions
underlying the model then were that it would not provide an easy
_formu].a fqr decision making. On the other hand, the model, employed
in Popperian fashion (Popper, 1963), provides principles of criticism
that when employed in a critical manner can throw out wrong decisions.

For a fuller discussion of the model and its justificati
al. (1985). J ion see Marshall et

III. METHODOLOGY

RATIONALE

The term “evaluation research” covers a wide range of different
methods a:nd ?.pprt_)aches from classical experimental design to the more
recent soc1al-1mpa(l:t assessment and as such does not represent anything
like a methodological orthodoxy (Struening and Guttentag, 1975). In
general, however, evaluation research may be defined simpl),* as .

the systematic application of soci essing the conceptual-
social researchprocedurea in assessi g P
g . i s A

1zation and design, implementation and utilit

[Rossi and Freeman, 1982: 20], y of social intervention programs

. ar%zen the practical nature qf the project and the involvement of
s governmental groups in its development and implementation, it
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was considered essential that, in general terms, the methodology to be
adopted should be:

(1) developmental, where each step is partially determined by the knowledge gained in
previous stages in accordance with broad, long-term project objectives;

(2) collaborative, seekingthe cooperation and ensuring the possibility of participation
of all those involved in the project;

(3) practically oriented, where evaluation data gained in a series of iterative feedback
sessions is directed at framing both a model of administrative decision-making and
an associated teaching/learning package; and

(4) flexible, allowing for the adoption of a wide range of appropriate social research
techniques.

An evaluation of this sort requires a case study approach focusing on
questionnaire and interview techniques in order to acquire a combina-
tion of qualitative and quantitative data.

Finally, this model was associated with a teaching/ learning package
designed to meet educational criteria that

(1) although theoretical, the model be grounded in practice;
(2) it assist government officers to analyze decisions in a systematic manner;
(3) it be based upon case studies of actual decisions made; and,

(4) it should not teach senior government officers “to suck eggs™ as they would claim,
in virtue of their seniority, to be experienced decision makers.

How the package met these criteria will be discussed in the following
sections. For a fuller discussion of the educational problems and the
“resolution” see Marshall and Peters (1986).

The project clearly distinguished between the need for both a
formative and summative evaluation. The formative evaluation, which
required the evaluators to analyze project processes and outcomes with
a view to improving the theoretical aspects of the model, the effectiveness
of the teaching/learning package, and the possibility of achieving its
objectives during the life of the project, called for a consultative Action
Research Approach (Peters and Robinson, 1984).

The summative evaluation, it was thought at the beginning of the
project, would develop out of the accrued and combined experience of
project team meetings and experimental trials. In general, it would
demand the development of a specific evaluation process and specific
evaluation instruments not only to indicate pre-/ post-course changes of
participants’ attitudes, but also to demonstrate some degree of internal
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validity by providing a series of cross-checks of the perceptions of all
groups involved—the evaluators, the project team, the course partici-
pants, and the course director.

The evaluators, on negotiating the contract, submitted a research
proposal outlining the above methodology and specifying key research
questions in accordance with the planned major phases of the project. In
addition, they identified the need for an initial evaluability assessment,
The evaluability assessment, in general, is designed to establish a
favorable climate for the evaluation by identifying what, if any,
difficulties stand in the way of carrying out a successful evaluation
(Wholey, 1977). Such an assessment not only provides a general
orientation to the evaluators but also serves to clarify objectives,
establish initial agreement and collaboration with those involved in the
project, and clarify criteria of the evaluation and the priorities of
investigation.

THE EVALUATION PROCESS AND INSTRUMENTS

Both the formative and summative evaluations are best conceptual-
ized in terms of a series of iterative feedback cycles involving the
evaluators, course directors, project team members, and course partici-
pants, according to the Action Research Model (see Peters and Robin-
son, 1984).

The evaluation process can be best appreciated in terms of Figure 1.
The model incorporates different levels of evaluation, symbolized by
roman numerals. Each level is characterized by different forms.

Level 1

(i) Baclfgrau_nd information: a form recording relevant personal information,
qualifications, and work experience of individual course participants.

(i) Decision-makingskills questionnaire: a questionnaire (given as pre-and posttest)
based on a seven-point scale developed from components and questions of the
model of administrative decision making,

(i) The immigration case: this case is introduced during the half-day preparation for
the three-day teaching workshop for two purposes: (a) as an exemplar of a
case—s‘tudy to help course participants prepare and develop their own case-study
material; and (b) for evaluation purposes. The evaluation is structured around
the course paljtlcip ants’responses to each of the four decision points. Participants
are asked to list factors that they considered in reaching their decision, to weigh
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e 1
!""""“"“__""‘_'_‘“"_"'_""‘_-'—-ii' _______ |
Course Course
Evaluators A. Director B. Participants
111
b e e - 4
IV

Figure 1: Model of the Evaluation Process

factors according to a seven-point scale (according to importance), and to write a
draft letter as the decision maker. A special form is provided. Each of the forms
of evaluation at this level were developed by the evaluators, and submitted to
project team members for comments (cycle A). They were to be administered by
course directors.

Level 11

(i) Course director’s report: This evaluation takes the form of an open-ended
progress report written at the end of each day. It provides an opportunity for the
course director to comment on the progress of the course participants (considered
as a group) toward an understanding of the model, and to make any further
observations that he or she might consider pertinent. A special form is provided
that lists criteria course directors might consider in writing up their reports.

Level I

(i) Feedback meeting: this is a taped two-hour meeting held at the end of the
three-day developmental trial (chaired by the course director), which is designed
to elicit comment and general response from course participants on: (a) the
model—its statement definition, use, applicability, and so on and (b) the
teaching/learning package—its effectiveness, strategies, structure, organization,
and so forth. A list of potential questions for course directors is provided.

(i) Testof knowledge of components of the model: the test, based on items of the
questionnaire that itself was drawn from components of the model, simply
instructs participants to classify items according to the components.
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Level IV

(i) Final evaluation instrument and post-course structured interviews: The final
evaluation instrument is framed in terms of a series of limited options designed to
tap participants’ perceptions on the usefulness of the course and their own
implementation of the model. The selected interviews held with course partici-
pants one to two months after their attendance at the course were designed to
further investigate the “transfer” of decision-making skills to the work environ-
ment. The interviews were designed to elicit open-ended responses to a series of
structured questions.

These instruments were designed to give overlapping and cross-
checking assessments of the perceptions of those involved—a feature
required by the underlying collaborative nature of the evaluation,
Further, the instruments were designed so that future courses can be
self-evaluating.

IV.THE FORMATIVE EVALUATION

The model and the associated teaching/learning package were
developed by a project team consisting of the project director, the
evaluators, and staff training officers and line managers drawn from a
variety of government departments. They met first on 2 March 1984,
and thereafter twelve times during the ensuing months. The evaluators
attended all but two meetings and, in addition, held independent
meetings with the project director.

Part way through the project some members of the team withdrew
and the responsibility for the development of the model fell more heavily
on the evaluators and the project director. Some members had
expressed doubts about their role and about the theoretical basis of the
model (e.g., it did not address psychological or sociological issues). In
the view of the evaluators the former doubts were justified to some
dcgre{.a as no formal role for the project team was established, and this
may, in part, have led to subsequent confusion; the latter doubts arose
from a lack of understanding of the model and its assumptions.

Th'e: 'initial version of the model was based on a research paper
examining the growing concern in the academic literature over the role
of _ct.l'ucs and values in public administration (Shaw, 1982). The model
_ongmally po§sessed a number of conceptual categories to be consulted

1n a systematic approach to the justification of complex decisions. The
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evaluators commented on the original paper, suggesting the following: a
fuller analysis of “discretionary justice™ retaining the conceptual
categories but checking for conceptual overlap and “tightening up” of
definitions; and developing key and checklist questions under each
category. Further, they suggested that a Popperian (Popper, 1959, 1963)
variation might be developed that would stress the essential fallibility of
decision making and its improvement through trial and error, and active
challenging criticism designed to overthrow potential tentative
decisions.

These suggestions were later formatized in the evaluability assessment
submitted on 16 May along with a full definition of the central concept
of discretionary justice and an operational version of the model fleshing
out the earlier suggestions made in the original paper. In the evaluability
assessment the evaluators did the following:

(1) identified theoretical problems in the model (mentioned above);

(2) noted effects of the delay in producing the teaching/learning package upon the
evaluation, especially in developing and piloting evaluation instruments in the
experimental trials; and

(3) noted problems for the effectiveness of the summative evaluation.

As regards the last point, it was argued that the planned three-day
workshops for the teaching of the model were of such short duration
that it was unlikely that there would be any significant behavioral
changes, or changes in skills, that could be picked up on pre/ posttesting.
Further, the evaluators asserted that it was not at all clear at that stage of
the proceedings that the model could be translated into a body of
identifiable and quantifiable skills. They added, however, that it should
be possible to assess changes in attitudes toward decision making and
attitudes toward the model.

The development and structure of the teaching/learning package
emerged in a usable form from the experience of the experimental trials.
A half-day introduction consisting of an introduction to the model by
use of the immigration case—a case drawn from the ombudsman’s case
notes—which provided participants with an exemplar of a prepared
case study and an indication of how administrative decisions could, in
the context of a course, be examined.

After the experimental trials, the immigration case—a case involving
the disputed levying of duty and sales tax on the imported household
goods of a Chinese couple immigrating to New Zealand—was given a
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standarized presentation in order to assist prospective course directors
and to realize the demands of evaluation (see section III).

The structure of the three-day workshop, following the half-day
introduction, consisted of the presentation of case studies by participants
(who had prepared them from their departmental files in accordance
with a standarized format) to their colleagues, while the course director
used this material to highlight aspects of the model and inductively work
toward analyses of each decision presented in terms of the components
of the model.

Each case study was structured in terms of a series of decision points
and participants were encouraged not only to formulate their own
decisions at each point but to debate them with their colleagues and then
to reflect further upon their individual decisions before the actual
decision taken was revealed. Following was a critical discussion of the
actual decision taken, and the structure was repeated for the next
decision point. Much, therefore, depended upon the inherent interest of
the case studies selected and their adequate selection, preparation, and
presentation. On the second day of the workshop there was a formal
teaching session on the model followed by further case studies, which
were subjected to increasingly rigorous analysis and critical discussion.
Role-playing between participants was used with varying degrees of
success. A video presentation of the model was developed during the
project.

. Qn reflection and from feedback two crucial issues emerged: first, the
timing and sequence of case studies; and, second, the required judicious
balance of the presentation of individual case studies and the formal
teaching session. Both these matters called for mature judgment by
course qirectors and highlighted the need for adequate training of
course directors.

Participants in the trials gave the evaluators positive feedback about
the model and the structure of the course. The trials proved to be a vital
and necessary stage in the development of both the model and the
teaching/learning package. Specifically, they provided the opportunity
for th’e project team (including the evaluators) to: develop and trial the
teaching/ learqmg package; observe and participate in the teaching of
the.cf)urses; t_nal, develop further, and gauge response to the model of
tdit:;:s;?: arsnea;l::::igi; :n;l ]_:3 hf:»rmalize the staging, sequence, and presenta-

trials, the evaluato.rs were ;l’:a?es :)r:lil:'l;lzf i i S e
immigration case and to develop speciﬁg zj;Ti?rdl?ed o e

: . ; 10N 1nstruments.
mel;}l;g;g '?;::e ts' Zr‘::;t;v; evaluatr_on full running records were kept of all
¢ corded in the form of summaries made from
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official minutes, taped sessions, and the evaluators’ notes. The summa-
ries detailed major phases of the project; dates and types of meetings;
participants involved; all documents referred to or used; and major
decisions and outcomes. They were submitted to the project team for
verification. In addition, the evaluators wrote a series of formal letters to
the project director concerning various major issues of the evaluation.
Project team members reported favorably on the value of these
communications.

V. THE SUMMATIVE EVALUATION:
MAJOR FINDINGS

Certain problems were experienced with the administration of the
instruments. Some officers were reluctant to participate in the evalua-
tion. Perhaps the point that it was the course and its materials that was
under evaluation was not stressed firmly enough. Finally, the success of
the administration of the instruments was determined by the structuring
of the course by the course director—in some cases pedagogic concerns
overrode the interests of evaluation. We restrict ourselves in what
follows to a summary of the major findings of the summative evaluation
presented in the order given in the model of the evaluation process
(Figure 1). The level of evaluation is indicated by roman numerals, and
the form—corresponding to individual evaluation instruments—by
small, bracketed, roman numerals (see methodology section).

I(i). The Background Information Form revealed certain salient
characteristics of government officials participating in the trials. The
average age of the participants was 42.4 years (ranging from 29 to 59),
and the average number of years of those in the public service was 21.8
years (ranging from 6 to 38). Most of the course participants indicated
that they had experience in decision making in the areas concerning
finance/accounting and staffing/personnel. Recorded expectations
revealed that most participants were unclear as to the nature of decision
making involved in the course and appeared to expect a course on
psychological/sociological processes.

I(ii). The questionnaire was an attempt to gauge changes in attitudes
toward factors associated with the exercise of discretion in decision
making. For this reason the analysis of the questionnaire was directed
toward participants’ perceptions of moral factors, the exercise of
discretion and responsibility, and the importance of cultural differences.
Items for the questionnaire were drawn from each of the components of
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the decision-making model. They were drawn specifically from the
checklist questions developed under each of the ten components, and
arranged in two groups of 20 items covering decision-making abi,lities
and attitudes (see Appendix 2).

_ Participa.nts were asked to rate each item on a 7-point scale for their
1mp0nam‘:e in general and for their present position. The questionnaires
were administered to participants before and after the three-day trial
(plje- and post-course). Some rogue items were included. The question-
naire results were recorded for each trial participant indicating individ-
uval shifts in the ratings of two sets of 20 items. Individual scores were
averaged for each trial and pre/post-course rankings were established
for decision-making abilities and attitudes.

Parli_cipants consistently ranked moral factors very low (almost
always in the last ten items and often in the last five). This finding was
further cc:mfirmed independently in the analysis of selected items.

.Some improvement in the ranking of moral factors, however, was
evident after the development trials. For the trials as a whole r;mral
t_’actors in t.he abilities category improved up to two placings. Al,though
in gem?ral it can be said that the developmental trials had some positive
effe'ct. in bring_ing about an awareness of moral factors in the area of
geﬁcﬁsi:lr: making involving some element of discretion, it would be
ain El - L(; }:lx;g:rfnferenccs from this data to post-course changes in

The lsmall degree of improvement in ranking of moral factors must be
;.s;t :fia:i::st I;)ther cqnsiderations, such as the relatively short duration of
! rfo\vlcd:g:: ;, ;ﬁc:;v:;;srs of the teaching package, and the participants’

. Irnp_rovements inthe rankings of items concerned with the exercise of
dxscr_e;:_uon ap_pe_ared to be at the expense of rule-following items
_I(m). Participants were asked to list all factors taken into ccol:xsider-
ation at each_decisiun point in the immigration case and to rank each
factor according to aseven-point scale. Further, participants were asked
t(tm dralt;t aresponsein the form of aletter to what prompted the decision
;e ::E:bu}:omt. bee analysis of the results are too detailed to be included
o :I:t: ;:glla.b_le onrequest). Onlly two participants clearly wished
i g ecision at the first decision point on grounds of cultural
€ major _ground on which the ombudsman eventuall
brought down a finding against the depart 4
decision-point three, actin s ;::onccrm?d). o
! three, g as ombudsman, most participants wished to
review the original decisi h 1
administrative inefficiency (Eg::i;y:];ﬁh o grou:llds e
: COITESpOM:
and doubts concerning the onus of proof on pfovin(;rﬁ;;tll‘::; }?;ii;}igiﬂ
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goods were new or used. The results of the immigration case offered
some confirmation of the low ranking of factors of cultural difference by
participants.

11(i). The perceptions of the course directors were seen as important
for the collaborative aspect of the evaluation and for the purpose of
providing a cross-check on the perceptions of the evaluators and the
participants. They also provided an opportunity for the course director
to reflect upon the proceedings of the day, and to isolate problems in the
teaching of the model and the presentation of case studies so as to
restructure the next stage. The full potential of this instrument was not
realized, although course directors’ reports confirmed the evaluators’
final recommendations on the teaching/learning package.

IT1(i). Feedback meetings for each trial were conducted at the end of
the three-day workshop. Generally, participants were favorably dis-
posed toward the course.

Participants stated that the model structured and systematized their
“ynconscious” processes of decision making; it captured their experience
as public administrators. Yet all participants had trouble with some of
the components, including problems with titles, definitions, and concep-
tual overlap between components. They confirmed the model was best
suited to complex, problematic decisions and thought it most useful and
applicable at top and middle Jevels of management within the public
service. The major objections to the model were based upon problems of
time and efficiency in applying the model.

Many participants commented that they saw the interdepartmental
interaction as crucial for the course as it encouraged critical discussion
and promoted the group dynamics.

Finally, some concern was expressed over the post-course implemen-
tation of the course—a matter that was investigated by the evaluatorsin
the post-course structured interviews.

I1I(ii). Test of the knowledge of components of the model was as
follows: Participants were asked to identify the appropriate component
of the model to which items on the Decision-Making Skills Question-
naire might be allocated. In analyzing this data the evaluators took
account of possible overlapping components and discounted some items
as rogues. Only one candidate scored considerably less than 50% and no
one candidate scored higher than 75%. The average was 53%. Test
scores related well to course director assessments and a score of 53% was
not regarded as a satisfactory grasp of the model.

In a similar test administered in the post-course structured inter-
view—admittedly to a small number of candidates—there appeared to
be a slight drop only in participants’ scores on knowledge of the model.
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The analysis of test results indicated those components of the mode]
least well known ( Procedures, Options and Strategies) and those known
best (Morality). This is an important result when compared with other
data collected for it indicated that participants seemed both to know
moral components well and to rank them low relative to other types of
factors.

Finally, it was discovered (Final Evaluation Instrument) that partici-
pants’ perceptions of their understanding of the model was actually
higher than their performance.

IV(i). The Final Evaluation Instrument was designed, along with
post-course structured interviews, as “follow-up” assessments. Partici-
pants were asked to rank various items covering the usefulness,
implementation, and understanding of the model on a seven-point scale.
It was administered to approximately one-third of all participants.

In general, participants were very positive toward the course. Two
items—the course as both providing an introduction to a systematic
approach to decision making, and an opportunity to work on case
studies from other departments—were consistently ranked very highly.

V. CONCLUDING DISCUSSION

The final report including a nontechnical summary, conclusions,
recommendations, 23 detailed appendices, and a set of evaluation
instruments for the future assessment of the teaching/learning package
was submitted to State Services Commission in December 1984. The
Commission distributed copies of the report to selected New Zealand
academic libraries.

The evaluators made a number of recommendations concerning both
thc'model and the teaching/learning package that detailed the changes,
which _in their investigations, were deemed necessary for the smooth
operation and organization of future courses. The Commission in turn,
has_ c_iecided to run a series of 10 courses in 1985 in administrative
decls}on making for both senior executives and middle managers in the
public service based on the teaching/ learning package developed and a

further 12 courses in 1986. In addition, given the deliberate low ranking
of moral factors vis-a-vis other factors in decision making, the
evaluators strongly recommended that the Commission undc;'take
further research in this area,
Given the nature of the project, and the method ology adopted, what
general learnings emerged from this evaluation? This is an cspc:.cially
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difficult question, as in attempting to specify learnings that transcend a
particular project often all one is left with is a set of methodological
guidelines that prove to be so general as to be almost empty. Yet because
this field is so young compared to other fields of social science research
and because it is fast becoming an indispensable tool, not only in the
development of staff training programs but in the formulation, more
generally, of social policy, it is worthwhile to reflect on general matters.

We approach this question simply in terms of a number of listed
problems and statements:

(1) The collaborative-consultative action research approach provides a suitable
perspective for evaluation projects of this kind, for it allows the necessary flexibility
in the adoption of research techniques and captures the essential developmental
nature of projects evolving through time. This feature is of primary importance. It
describes the process of evaluation as a series of iterative feedback cycles where the
evaluators, in dialogue with others, can trial or pilot various ideas and learn from
mistakes. It is not the sort of methodology that prescribes a set of strategies that
must be followed to the letter. Action research is action-oriented and problem-
focused. As such it provides no magical methodological solutions, but is proof to
all of the real-life complexities that occur when people collaborate over a period of
time in order to develop, organize, and put into practice a series of general,
long-term objectives only perceived in outline at the beginning,

In the present project, and probably in most similar projects today, it is not
difficult to gain agreement that course structures and evaluation methodologies
should mutually evolve—but it was found that, in practice, project team members
and course participants were not so willing to allow that the objectives themselves
should evolve. The evaluators acknowledge that team members may feel “lost”
when asked to contribute in determining the very purposes of the project, but also
affirm that this is a legitimate and productive way of proceeding.

@

—

Although the action research approach provides a general methodology (and an
implicit developmental learning theory) it does not obviate the need for the
recognition, design, and development of specific evaluation instruments required
by particular projects. Such instruments, given the developmental approach, can
be piloted, tested, and modified in accordance with both feedback from the project
team and the experimental results.

(3) A set of problems experienced in this evaluation concerned the way in which
project team members perceived their roles. It is important that all groups of
participants know initially, if only in outline, what is expected of them, especially
when there are more than two groups involved. Although the formal specification
of roles may, in part, overcome any role confusion, it is important to realize that
such role specification needs continuous examination and consideration according
to changes in the conception and direction of the project as it evolves.

(4) In conjunction with the stated problem above there exists the difficulty of
developing and maintaining effective lines of communication between the various

groups involved in the evaluation. Not only does this imply attention to group

—
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processes but also the recognition of the official status and position of individuals
within an organization. Those people beingintroduced to a novel or “foreign” way
of thinking may have a presumed expertise in the area. Unless the evaluator
understands something of the way participants perceive themselves, the evaluator
runs the risk of causing an initial hostility or threat that may be difficult to
overcome. Further, unstated political biases or assumptions, and thus the
potential for friction between various factions, may work against the interests of
the project and the achievement of the project’s objectives if the evaluator and the
participants fail to perceive that much misunderstanding results from a failure to
recognize or clarify ideological stances or implicit assumptions.

The formal documentation of all communications is essential. Such documen-
tation as, for example, official minutes of meetings and correspondence are of
paramount importance in the reconstruction of events and outcomes. Often the
evaluator may have to officially elicit a response to a suggestion or recommenda-
tion in order to determine who has the responsibility for making the next move.

In this evaluation the question of just what a body or set of cognitive skills might
consist of was raised a number of times. It is an important problem that must be
addressed if genuine progress is to be made in the training of senior public
servants. This is not the place to consider the psychology of learning, nor is it the
place to discuss decision-making skills as such, but the evaluation of the success of
decision-making courses should be undertaken in forms of concrete observable
criteria of behavior change and these will only be developed as the result of a
conceptual work undertaken in the light of observations.

(6) The problem of on-the-job implementation of learning from courses is a general

)]

problem evidenced throughout the literature. This project had a strong orientation
toward the practical and the relevant, employing as it did a case study approach
based on actual (and often ongoing) decisions. In trials some participants (most
frequently those from district offices) revised their views of actions. There was one
person who rushed off to check all his financial delegations in the middle of a
course! The learnings that were in and of the model were often subtle and not easily
evinced by test. As has been indicated, the success of the project in this area has
been limited, but the evaluators and the Commission personnel involved remain
committed to the importance of assessing such learnings.

Finally, we wish to comment on the close conceptual interrelationship of two sets
of questions in this project: an educational set and aset concernin gevaluation. The
first set involves issues essential to the evaluation and to the eventual recipients of
both the model and the teaching/learning package: For example, how should we
“educate” senior officials in an area in which they would claim to have
considerable experience? In the second set, were traditional issues associated with
any evaluation? Given the bewildering number of possible approaches to
evaluation, what methodology should be employed? As the project developed the
two sets of questions became indistinguishable; at almost every practical turn
evaluation questions became educational questions, and vice versa. On reflection,
educational questions were seen to be an inherent part of, and central to, the
evaluation because the project director and the project team who were to develop
the model in conjunction with the evaluators, in effect, constituted a learning
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community. Educational questions defined the ground and form that the
evaluation was to take.
On further reflection we began to speculate about a form of evaluation that took

educational problems seriously, to the extent that they should form the theoretical
framework of any evaluation (see Marshall and Peters, 1985).

APPENDIX 1
The Logical Model

ELEMEWTS

1. CONDITIONS PRINCIPLES OF CRITICISM

2. FACTS OF THE CASE D So Q,C
3. RULES
Since Unless
MORALITY W a

4
5. PROCEDURES
i On account of

L

OPTIONS
7. IMPLICATIONS B
8. STRATEGIES b - oata
¢t = Conclusion
W = Warrant
A series of questions under Q = Qualification
each element serves as a R = Rebuttal
CHECKLIST B s pEeking

SOURCE: Toulmin (1958). Reprinted by permission of Cambridge University Press.
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APPENDIX 2
Decision-Making Questionnaire Items

Abilities
Ability to:

(1) identify the need for a decision

(2) delegate a decision

(3) consult with others

(4) distinguish relevant facts

(5) gauge likely consequences of decision

(6) weigh the evidence

(7) view information impartially

(8) identify precedents

(9) interpret departmental policy
(10) exercise discretion

(11) make a quick decision

(12) distinguish different interests
(13) identify a conflict of interests
(14) identify moral percepts involved
(15) question previous decisions

(16) action decisions
(17) forsee limitations
(18) reach a compromise
(19) follow set procedures
(20) exercise moral choice

Attitudes
Willingness to:

(21) identify approprate department

(22) delegate a decision

(23) consult with others

(24) accept responsibility for decision
(25) gauge likely consequences of decision

(26) seek additional information

(27} view information impartially
(28) determine relevance of legislation
(29) exercise discretion

(30) make a quick decision

(31) distinguish different interests
(32) advocate departmental policy
(33) action decision

(34) admit mistakes

(35) reach a compromise

(36) record all pertinent matters

(37) follow set procedures

(38) review decision

(39) take account of cultural difference
(40) exercise moral choice
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