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Transforming Potentially ‘Corrupt’
(Performance) Data’ into Useful
(Performance) Data through

the Focused Use

of Small-Scale,

Internal Self

Evaluation




Performance
Data S—




Performance
Data —

Performance
Indicators &
Numerical
Targets




Performance Corrupt
DELE] — DEE]

Performance
Indicators &
Numerical
Targets




Performance Corrupt

Data m— Data
SE's+ A
Performance
Indicators &
Numerical

Targets




Performance
Data S—




Performance
Data —

Performance
Indicators &

Internal Self

Evaluation




Data Analysis &

Interpretation
Performance
Data —
Performance
Indicators &
Internal Self

Evaluation




Data Analysis &

Interpretation
Performance Useful
Data —  Performance
Information

Performance
Indicators &
Internal Self
Evaluation




Forward

* Focus on evaluation practice not
‘evaluators’

e Ongoing research

e Assume: Internal and external

evaluation not internal or external

evaluation




and finally...

* Please share your
experiences & reflections
on goal displacement & data gaming




 Examples

e Goal Displacement and Data Gaming
e Corrupt Data & Its Link to

e Definitions of “Effectiveness’/EEEA(R)
* Professional behaviour

e The ‘Andrew Duguid Story’ (as remembered
by Jerry Winston)

OUR ethical responsibility in evaluation




Examples?

 Ambulances

e Hospital Waiting Lists

e Hospital Emergency Departments

« Comm. Youth Service Scheme (CYSS)
e School Literacy Test Results

e Successful Case Completions

e Football salary caps

e Your examples....




Goal Displacement / Data Gaming

Divert resources from productive
activities and responses by taking
actions which raise performance
outcomes but do not raise value-
added and...




may have a negative impact on
the true goal of the organization.

based on Courty & Marschke (2004)




Goal Displacement / Data Gaming

Creation of either formal or informal
rules which allows a target or
regulated deliverable to be met
even If the result leads to a
negative effect on the resources or

Impact of the service
based on Radnor (undated)




Types of Goal Displacement & Gaming

e Behavioural
e Definitional

e Numerical

[Jackson (2002) cited by Radnor]




Campbell’s pessimistic laws

...(at least for the U.S. scene):
The more any guantitative
soclal indicator Is used for
soclal decision-making, the
more subject it will be to
corruption pressures ...




...and the more apt it will be

to distort and corrupt the social
processes it is intended to
monitor...




We must develop ways of
avolding this problem if we are
to move forward...




Many commentators, including
myself (1969b), assume that the
use of multiple indicators, all
recognized as imperfect, will
alleviate the problem, although
Ridgeway (1956) doubts this.




|[P]ressure has produced both

corruption of the indicator itself

and a corruption of the criminal

justice administered.
(Campbell, 1975:49-50)




Performance
Data E—




Performance

DELE] —

Corrupt Performance
Indicators &
Numerical Targets




Performance

DELE] —

Corrupt
Data

Corrupt Performance
Indicators &
Numerical Targets




Performance Corrupt
Data — Data

Corrupt Performance
Indicators & Cor(upted
Numerical Targets Decisions




Corrupted
Decisions




Goal Displacement /
Data Gaming

CN ,
Indicators & Nnumerical
Targets

Corrupted
Decisions




Edwards Deming (TOM)

 Deming denounces both “numerical
guotas for the work force” (pp. 70—-75) and
“numerical goals for people In
management” (pp. 75-77).

e “Management by numerical goal is an
attempt to manage without knowledge
of what to do, and in fact is usually
management by fear” (p. 76).

Deming quoted by Behn (2004)




What Is Effectiveness?

e Audit Island (int'l Audit Standards)

 The Program or Project hits a

Planned Target

« Compare Performance Data with

the Performance Target




What Is Effectiveness?

e E-valu-ation Island

e Report Evidence about Changes In

needs and problems

e Explain Value Judgments about

Planned & Unexpected Changes




Can We Transform

e Performance Indicators +

e Performance Data
Into useful

e Performance Information?
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Program Logic & Linkages Model (ProLL Model™): Linking Program Macro & Micro Planning

CLIENTS
A

NEEDS/PROBLEMS )y |

Needs Fulfillment /
POLICIES Problem Alleviation

ESEEREy  OBJECTIVES
MACRO PROGRAM IR e pene OBJECTIVES

Obj ectiveIAchievement

g OUTCOMES/IMPACT

PROGRAM OUTPUT

PROGRAM PROCESS: Outputs
_ — PROGRAM that contributes
PROGRAM PROCESS: Activities to Macro Program Outcomes

PROGRAM PROCESS: Inputs

STRATEGIES

PROGRAM INPUT includes Plans

© (1995/2008/2010) Arunaselam Rasappan with Jerome Wisnston, “How to Plan, Budget & Evaluate Results”




PROGRAM LOGIC STRUCTURE Version 5A.March.10

: Information, data, resources, :

resources, values, etc that

M DS PROGRAM

Any part of an intervention for which MDS isresponsible & accountable

PROGRAM SUPPORT (Support given to the Program by MDS management for scheduling,
budgeting, professional supervision, Policies & Procedures)

AGENCY ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT (Infrastructure suppor

DISABILITY SUPPORT PROGRAMSIN THE ACT (across all funding sour ces, all support types)

OTHER PROGRAMS & SYSTEMSIN THE
ENVIRONMENT

I

1

|

|

I saff, clientsand their
[

|

|

: Theactivities, values,
: people, etc, that formthe 3
“work” donewithinthe :

OUTPUT 0

: What happensinternally as } I

adirect and ‘immediate

result of “work” done: to
client, families, staff

: comeinto the PROGRAM PROGRAM s
Vi T ]
Raw Inputs Adjusted Inputs | Net Inputs Immediate
) Reaction to
Inputs as they Input Inputs which are Completed Work
come into the development to | actually available _
PROGRAM enablethe for providing to Immediate
program the PROCESS reactions by
clients and others

Moving Towards Change

Early changesto clients

lives & elsewhere
attributable to the delivery
of the PROGRAM

Process| np'uts

Allocation of available
inputs through
scheduling, budgeting, etc

PI‘OCGSS;ACtiVitieS

The actions and
activities conducted

Process Completed Work

Services and/or ‘goods’ that
are completed or produced

© 2010 David Zilber, Canberra

OUTCOME IMPACT
What now happensfor [ How
the target group & OUTCOMES
elsewherein the change the
ENVIRONMENT asa quality of life
result of the combination of the wider
of MDS PROGRAM and community
> PROGRAMS from the
greater environment
Net Change
The net change to clients
lives & other changes within
the PROGRAM, now ready
to influence what happensin
the ENVIRONMENT
—> Influence
— Feedback
Externa
influence




ProLL M&E Planning Framework, v1 (draft)

based on the 1.Key Indicators
ProLL Results (Supported by Program Logic)
Ladder™
1.Program Key Process Key
Level or Performance 1.What 1.What 1.How
Stated Goal 1.Probl Administrative Indicator to to to
emor Indicator (Risk) Observ Measur Measur 1.Anticipated 1.Resources 1. Unplanned
Need 1.KRAs (Risk) 1.KEQ e e e Data Analysis & Staffing 1.Timelines Results

G. IMPACT
Stated Goal

F

i PROBLEM / NEED

PROGRAM
OUTPUT
Stated Goal

D.
PROCESS
Outputs

C.
PROCESS
Activities

B
PROCESS
Inputs

A
PROGRAM
INPUT

See page 12 in conference paper
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L M&E P

anning Framework, v1 (draft)

Levels A-G are
based on the
ProLL Results
Ladder™
1.Program
Level
Stated Goal

1.Probl
em or
Need

1.KRAs

1.Key Indicators
(Supported by Program Logic)

Key Process
or
Administrative
Indicator
(Risk)

Key
Performance 1.What 1.What 1.How
Indicator to to to

(Risk) Observ Measur Measur
1KEQ e e e

1.Resources
& Staffing

1.Anticipated

Data Analysis 1.Timelines

1. Unplanned
Results

G. IMPACT
Stated Goal

F.
OUTCOME
Stated Goal

E.
PROGRAM
OUTPUT
Stated Goal

D.
PROCESS
Outputs

C.
PROCESS
Activities

B
PROCESS
Inputs

PROBLEM / NEED

for different
stakeholders

A
PROGRAM
INPUT

See

page 12 in conference paper
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roLL M&E Planning Framework, v1 (draft)

Levels A-G are

based on the 1.Key Indicators

ProLL Results (Supported by Program Logic)

Ladder™

1.Program Key Process or Key 1.What 1.What 1.How

Level 1.Probl Administrative Performance to to to
Stated Goal em or Indicator Indicator Observ Measur Measur 1.Anticipated 1.Resources 1. Unplanneq
Need 1.KRAs (Risk) (Risk) 1.KEQ e e e Data Analysis & Staffing 1.Timelines Results

G. IMPACT
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PROGRAM

OUTPUT
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PROCESS u
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PROCESS

Activities
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PROCESS

Inputs
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ProLL M&E Planning Framework, v1 (c

raft)

Levels A-G are
based on the
ProLL Results
Ladder™
1.Program
Level
Stated Goal

1.Probl
em or
Need

1.KRAs

1.Key Indicators
(Supported by Program Logic)

Key Process or
Administrative
Indicator
(Risk)

Key
Performance
Indicator
(Risk)

1.KEQ

1.What
to

Observ
e

1.What
to

Measur
e

1.How
to
Measur
e

1.Anticipated
Data Analysis

1.Resources
& Staffing

1.Timelines

1. Unplanneg
Results

G. IMPACT,
Stated Goal

F.
OUTCOME
Stated Goal

E.
PROGRAM
OUTPUT
Stated Goal

D.
PROCESS
Outputs

C.
PROCESS
Activities

B
PROCESS
Inputs

A
PROGRAM
INPUT

PROBLEM / NEED
for different stakeholders

who have different values
& norms

at different levels
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Systems Thinking applied to Integrated Result-
Based Management (IRBM
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Your Success Stories

Please:

e Submit to public administration
journals and conferences

e ...as well as to AES conferences
and journal (of course)




Our Ethical Responsibility?

e Should Assessment of Utilisation
include....?

e Evidence that performance
reports were used +

 Evaluation of the consequences
of performance measurement...




Our Ethical Responsiblility

e ...every measurement is an
Intervention that has consegquences

e ...and information about these
consequences deserves to be
reported and use

e Goal Displacement & Data Gaming?




