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ABSTRACT

As a recognized program for Canadian amateur sport development and excellence,
High Performance Sport Ceﬁtres (HPSCs) should not be exempt from ihe important

managerlal process of evaluation.

Evaluation is a declslonmaking tool; it provides information regarding the efficlency
and effectiveness of a program to those responsible for decislons regarding the pro-
gram's operé&lon and existence. Current literature highlights the Importance of evalua-

tion from the outset of program planning, in order to reduce future problems. Evalua-

tlon in the HPSC program has been Ineffective thus fa'i:. -Ia'rgely due to the lack of formal

guldelines and expertise. ™~

The purpose of this study was to develop a prescriptive, or gulding, modsl for the
evaluation of HPS_Cs in Canada. The model was developed according to de Groot's
(1969) four phase Interpretative-theoretical methodo!ogy: The phases of Exploratlon,
Analysls, Classlfication and Explanation gulded the collection of current program evalu-

-_ation lltergture and Information regarding the nature of the HPSC program and its past
evaluatlon practices. An Opinionnaire, distributed to parties directly involved with the
HPSC program (athletes, coaches, HPSC Managers, Natlonal Sport Governing Bodles
and Sport Canada consultantg), elicited Information regarding the lack of evaluation,
and the desired practices for future evaluation. An exhaustive review facllitated the
classification and integration of this evaluation and HPSC informatlon, resulting In the

emergence of a single model for HPSC evaluation.

The prescriptive model supports the practice of evaluation throughout the HPSC

program’s life cycle. From the Inciplent conslderation of the establlshment of a HPSC,



through the plénnlng. operation and annual review of the program, evaluation, in an
appropriate format, is essential to the optlmumJfolclency and effectiveness of the
HPSC, The"inlode! Is q(ascrlbed with reférence to the role of evaluation at each stage of
the HPSC life cycle, the evaluators-and decisionmakers, utilizatioﬁr‘:i; the evaluation in-
formation, and a general forme;t for guiding the responsible National Sport Governing

Bodles through important evaluation procedures..

- -
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Chapter |

INTRODUCTION

High Performance Sport Centres

Canada, with Federal Government and private sector support, is continuing its seri-
ous effort to become a recognized part of intern:;ktional‘ar?ateu'r sport exce'llence. This
is evidenced In policy by the Ministry of Fitness and Amateur Sport 198 statement pa-
per, "A Challenge To The Nation”, and In practice by Canada’s felt presence at the 1984

Winter and Summer Qlympic Games,

In this pursuit of excellence, Canada has bekn looking to what others have done;
for example, training techniques and programs in the sport-successful European coun-
tries. A major observation has been the historical- and current prevalence of Sports In-
stitutes catering to athlete training, coachlng development, sport research and sport
medicine. (The basic premise is that successful preparation of elite afhletes for interna-
tional competition requires simultaneous and compatible attention to these major fac-
tors.) The highly-touted success of these single- and muiti-sport centres has not been
ignored by Canadian amateur sport experts concerned with maximizing tthotentlal of

Canada’s ellte athletes.

Canada’s first National Training Centre was established independently in 1974 by
the Canadian Volleyball Association and was fellowed by waterpolo and Wresliing cen-
tres In 1975, Thesa centres fg'cilltated centralization of the respective teams for the pur-
pose of preparing for the 1976 Montreal Olympics.

-

.-
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In the Fall of 1980 the Minister of Fitness and Amateur Sport, Gerald Regan, com-

missioned an in-depth study of the concept and feaslbllity of “Sport Development Cen- -
tres” In Canada, requesting recommendations regarding thelr establishment (Hayes,
1981). Robert Hayes’ Yesultant report was a major Impetus for the development of sport

centres as a'viable and accepted national amateur sport program (Hoffman, 1985).

In 1983, Sport Canada released Policy and General Criterla manuals to help guide
the establishment of High Performance Sport Centres (HPSCs). The centres became a -
recognized high performance sport p'rogramﬁnanaged within Sport Canada’s High Per-
formance Unit, for maximlzing the preparation of Canadian athletes for International
competition. With the Introduction of formal guidelines cahe th;a establishment of t!;lf-

ty-six HPSCs by June, 1984. At the time of writing, the establishment of éentre's Is belng

sariously considered by many National

bort Governing Bodies (NSGBs) in conjunctlon

with their first-ever{quadrennial planning (Hoffman, 1985).

A HPSC !s_eééentlally a partnership. The host facllity, the NSGB, Provincial Sport
Go’;/ernlng Body (PSGB), Federal Government (Sport Canada) and Provincial Govern-
ment may all play a role In the Initiation, establishment anfi operation of a HPSC. The
varying contributions of these partners are matched ‘by the commitment and contribu-

tions of the athletes, coaches and support services personnel attendant at the Centre.

As a recognized high performance sport program recelving Federal Government
support, HPSCs are regulated by Sport Canada (HPSC Manager and/or the Associatlon
Management Unit Consultants to the NSGBs), as dictated by Its Mandate,

To provide leadership, policy direction and financial assistance
for the development of Canadian sport at the national and Inter-
national level (Sport Canada, 1983).

The responsibllity for the direct, ongoing managément of each centre belongs to the re-

spective NSGBs. A centre may be managed by a resldent HPSC Manager, who may or
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may not also be the Natlonal Team Manager, by the Centre Coach, or by a NSGB staff

member from the national office.

Program Evaluation

Evaluation is a tool for decision-making In that it can_provide valuable and re-
quired information to influential decisionmakers. Therefore, evaluation is critical

throughout the planning and monitoring/review stages of a program’s life cycle.

Th’e scarcity of human and financlal resources in public sector programs has
heightened the need, and demand, for their effective and efficlent use. From the outset
of program planning, evaluation can affect the reduction and avoidance of costly er-
rors. Further on in the program life cycle, evaluation can serve as an important man-
agement process calling for the comprehensive review and subsequent revision of the

" program, by accountable managers, thereby ensuring ongoing efforts to optimize pro-

gram efficiency and effectiveness.

The_ultirpate success of an evaluation program depends on whether improvement

e ——— ——

actually occurs.

The Study

A prescriptive model was the proposed outcome of a logical empirical study of the
current and potential role of program evaluation, as planning and managerial tools,
pertaining to:

1. the Incipient consideration of the appropriateness of a HPSC for a particular

sport, based on the nature of that sport’s organization (ie. feasibility or ex-

ante evaluation}, and

2. the monitoring and annual review of the impact and effectiveness, and con-
tinued appropriateness, ot an established HPSC(S).
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A descriptive-analytical approach transcended past studies for the development of
HPSCs by applying program evaluation theory to the full context of the HPSCs program.
The prescriptive model serves to explain and’gtilde the effective evaluation of HPSCs by

the appropriately resporislble parties.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

There is currently inadequate and Ineffective Implementation of program evaluation
In the establishment and operation of HPSCs; this Is largely due to the lack of a com-

prehensive guideline, to be used by Sport Canada and/or NSGBs for the evaluation of

the HPSCs program and individual centres.

The lack of formal, yetsrelevant and practical guidelines for evaluation of- HPSCs
provlded the major Impetus for this study. Sport Canada’s guiding HPSC Pollcy and
General Criteria manuals, for the beneflt of (potential) partners, give token attention to
the evaluation process in HPSC application, tmple}nentatlon and operation. Any HPSC
evaluation undertakén thus far has been done independentiy by the respectlive NSGBs
as they have deemed necessary and feasible. These few NSGBs are to be commended

for thelr attempts, which have varled In effectiveness and value.

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The Intention of this study was to provide a comprehenslve guldeline that would fa-
cilitate reguiation, by Sport Canada, for the assurance of effectlve evaluation of HPSCs,

a program for which they are ultimately accountable. Such a guldeline would also pro-
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vide the necessary degree of dlrectlon to the NSGBs for the adoption and Implementa-

tion of an evaluation program throughout the HPSC program life cycle.

i DEFINITIONS

High Performance Sport Centre (HPSC) - formally deflned as,

A facllity at which Canada’s high performance amateur athletes may re-
celve:

1. concentrated and expert training, coaching and natlonal team co-ordination;
and/or, - '

-

2. that provides the sports facliities for such training; and/or,

3. access to professlonal advice and assistance in the fields of sport medicine
-and sport sclences; and/or,

4, coaching development in support of Improved levels of athletic performance.
(Shaw, 1982, p. 4)

Sports Institutes - European equlvalent of sports training centres.

Natlonal Sport Governing Body (NSGB) - an assoclation designated as responsible for
the development of programs at the national
and International level for a particular ama-
teur sport.

" Provinclal Sport Governing Body (PSGB) - an associatlon designated as responsible for
the development of programs at the provin-
clal level for a particular amateur sport.

Sport Canada - department within the Fitness and Amateur Sport Branch of the Depart-
ment of National Hedith and Welfare,.responsible for domestic and In-
ternatlonal amateur sport developmgnt and performance.

- \ H
Sport Canada Assoclation Management Unit Consultant - Indlvidual responsible for
management llalson between
the NSGBs and the Federal
Government.

Sport Candda High Performance Unit - responsible for technlcal co-ordination of sup-
port services and programs for domestic and_
international amateur sport excsllence. g
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prescriptive mode! - a representation of the components of an event or process which
serves to guide/direct its user(s). ‘

™

METHGDOLOGY

According to Lippitt (1973), "a model Is a s{rmbollc representation of the varlous
aspects of a complex event or situation and thelr interrelatlonships” (p. é) "Mod-
~ elling...enables those involved to coinceptualize the multiple factors through visualized
thinking” (Lippitt, 1973, p. 9). The prescriptive model that this study proposed to put

forth would further serve to provide guldance and directlon for the evaluation of

HPSCs.

The development of a model, based on evaluation theory and with respect to the
nature of HPSCs, is supported by the notion that, ”theory...when formulated Into a mod-
el, becomes an Iinstrument for explaining” (Belth, 1970, p. 90) A prescriptive madel wil!
represent the interpretation and amalgamation of a body of theoretical knowledge and

a complex phenomenon that has a need for that knowledge.

Lippltt (1973) describes model building as the, “process of putting together symbols
. according to certaln rules to form a structure which corresponds to a real-world sys-
tem” (p. 30). The implication in this $tudy Is for the Integration of evaluatlon processes

wlth the HPSC system In order to develop a prescriptive model for evaluation.

Dubin (1976), using the terms theory and model Interchangeably, expounds four
steps In the effort of model building. First is the Isolation of units, or varlables, /")’vhose
Interactlons constitute the subject matter of attention” (p. 7), followed by the specifica-

tlon of the laws of Interactlon among these units. The third step involves setting
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boundarles within which the theory Is expected to hold. Finally, there must be a de-
scription of the system states in which, "the units Intbract.differently with each other”

{Dubin, 1978, p. 8). -

de Groot (I969)a also describaes a four-phase model building proc-e_s‘s. which he re-
fers to as Interpretative-theoretical. Wright (1982) corresponded the de Groot phases to
Dubin’s steps for model building a\"nd found them comparable. de Groot's methodology
Is, however, more comprehensive, allows for greater freedom especlally with, "orlginal
theory construction In a retativaly ﬁnexplored area” (de Groot, 1969, p. 58), and Is par-
ticularly appropriate to prescriptive model bullding, as compared to Dt.‘lbin's methodolo-

ay.

de Groot's Interpretative-theoretical methodology, which was utilized in this study,

Is described according to its phases.

Phase | - Exploration

This phase corresponds to a descriptive methodology \:w:rhlch serves to systematically
record varlables of the phenomenon under consideration and their lf;ferrelatlonshlps
(de Groot, 1969). One method de Groot suggests for the exploratory Investigations at
this stage Is the application of, "stringent advance decisions as to what variables are to
be measured and what structural relatlonships are to be det_ermlneci; '(p.‘52). This is
analogous to what Sellltz (1959) describes as the first mksteps in a des%rlptlve study;
*formulating objectives”, which involves definition of the problem and research ques-

tions, and "designing data collection methods”. 'l;hus. Phase | Involved the establish-

ment of a research orlentation and the dellneatlon of parameters for Investigation.

Three research questions emerged that appropriately gulded a review of the litera-

ture and provided & framework for analysis:
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1.  Who, and what processes, are currently Involved in the consldsration of ap-
plication for, and planning of, a HPSC?

2. Who, and what processes. are currently Involved In the monitoring and review
of HPSCs?

2

What Is the potentlal role of evaluation In the inltial consideration and ongo- .
Ing review of a HPSC?

Primary data sources tnc':ludeﬁ Ilteratgre and documentatlon «pertinent to both
HPSCs and program evaluation, as well as ds"ta generated from Opinlonnalres comslet-
ed by Athletes, Coachas, Managers, NSGBs and Sport‘Csnada consuitants directly in-
volved with the HPSC program. Thls survey was conducted In order to derlve Informa-
tion and opinions regarding past evaluation practices, desired evaluation practicas and
identification of the parties to be Involved (ses Appesdlx A for Presentation and Discus-
slon of Opinlonnalre). The secondary data sources were Sport Canada personhel and
NSGB representatives who are/have been dlrectly involved In the HPSCs program. In-

formation, based on the research questlons. was gathered from these secondary sourc-

es via unstructured interviews.

Phase || - Analysls

¥

in this second phase de Groot advocates successive description, analysls and Interpre-
tatlon, Including the Identification of relationships, processes and practices of a phe-
nomenon. An analytlcalimetho.dpl'ogy serves to d[ssect the phenomenon, “Into its con-
stituent parts...to understand both the whole and its parts by relating them one to
another” (Galt and Smith, 1976, p. 92). The end result is Intended to be an integrative
view of the major dsta sources with the answers to the researqh' questions (de Groot,

[969; Wright, 1982). Sellitz (1959) refers to this, the third stage in a descriptive study, as

"collecting and checking the data”.
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In this study, a descriptlon of the life cycle of a HPSC and the past and present
evaluation practices within the HPSC p-rogram emqrged from the exploration phasa. A
separate analysls of the theoretical role of program evaluation furnls-hed a data base
for the purpose of classisfication and l)ntegratlon of appropriate evaluation approaches
and processes with-the corresponding HPSC program life cycle stages.
Phase lll - Classlfication

}
According to de Groot (1969), It Is at this stage that conceptualization of the phenom-

enon occurs. The main procsdure Is to categorize or classify identlfled variables in or-

der to organize and clarify‘thoughts regarding the phenomenon (de Groot, 1969; Wright,
!

1982). This implies that one must, "incorporate what appears, from description, to be

the major distinctions in or about the phenomenon” (Posner and Strike, 1976, p. 667).

A reiteration of the relationships, processes and practices of HPSCs facllitated the

intagration of appropriate classifled evaluation processss.

Phase IV - Explanation

In the present study, the fourth phase of de Groot's methodology was utilized to intro-
duce the resultant prescriptive evaluation model, and to revlew Its role in the HPSC pro-
gram based on support for certain evaluation functions as determined from the Opini-

onnaires data. - -
Procedure

in summary, the following steps were taken In this study:

1. A review of HPSC literature In order to understand the policy and nature of
HPSCs In Canada.

2. A review of the past and present status of program évaluatlon within the
HPSC program In Canada.

3. A roevlew of current program evaluation literature In order to gain insight into
the potentlal-role of evaluation.
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Selection of an appropriate model(s) for the eval(nation of HPSCs In Canada;-

selection based on the nature of HPSCs and lmportau% characteristics of
evaluation.

Integration of the selected evaluation model(s) and the life cycle of HPSCs, to
form a prescriptive mode! for thelr evaluation.

Recommendations for the implementation of the developed prescriptive mod-
el,
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

HIGH PERFORMANCE SPORT CENTRES

European Sports Institutes

The extent of the European influence on the deveIonent of the sports training cen-
tre concept and thelr actual establishmeat in Canada warrants an examination of the

orlginal Sports Institutes.

West Germany was one of the first countrtes_.to establish sports training centres,“‘
with several in operation prior to the 1936 Olympic Games (Broom, 1979). The German
centres were initially developed for spacialized athlste training in particular sports; what
Is currently referred to as single-sport centres. In 1969, two of these centres, Ro'“_ri’r;g
and_Gymnasttcs. were des[g;nated as research and coaches-training centres, respec-
tively. These additions to the original training centre postulate eventually led to the de-
velopment of the German Sports University in Cologne, which includes the Teacher
Training Institute, National Coaching Academy, Federal Institute of Sports Sciences,

and the Insitute for Sports Facilities (Broom, 1979). This major centre for sports devel-

opment and study serves the network of single-sport training centres.

England slanted towards national muiti-sport centres, the first of which was estab-

lished In 1946 (Broom, 1979). The famous Crystal Palace in London was one of six cen-

-11 -
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tres to be Introduced by 1973. The facllities were speclally constructed (converted) with
the main objective of catering to several sports simultaneously in terms of training
coaches, leaders and officials, hosting national and international competition, nétional
team preparation, lmproverr;ent of personal performance, and the Introductlon of begin-
ners (Broom, 1979). Weaknesses Inherent in these multl-sport centres Include the lack
of research and testing facilitles, and the incurrence of extenslve annual deficlts due to
the underuse of the centres’ resldential and sports facllities during the week (supporting
revenue Is generated through user fees). England is currently tending towards the es-

tabllshment of smaller single sport training centres (Broom, (979).

France established Its first multl-sport training centre, the Institute National des
Sports, in 1945 (Broom, 1979). This centre was convenlently located beside the special-
Ist Physlcal Education College near Paris and' was thus able to Integrate sports re-

search, athlete testing, athlete preparation for competition and training of coaches.

Switzerland established the multi-sport Swiss National Centre In 1944 (Broom, 1979).
The exceptionally effective integration of the major functions of this sports training cen-
tre have earned It the reputation as the most successful and well-used centre of its type
In Europe. It comblnes teacher and coach training, sports research, sports medicine,

tralning for ellte and club athletes, and community use (Broom, 1979).

The Communist Bloc countrles are not without thelr sports training centres either.
The U.S.S.R. has developed three Sclentific Institites of Physlcal Culture and Sport,
combining teacher and coach training, sports research, sports mediclne and natlonal
team preparation (Broom, 1979). A network of smaller regional sports Institutes is con-

i
nected with these major centres.



13
Poland limited itself to one.multl-sport, of "central sporfs" training centre, rvhlch Is
located on the grounds of the Academy of Physical Training In Warsaw (Broom, 1978). '
Yugoslavla has combined the Natlonal Physical Education Academy, the Institute for
Physical Fltneés, the Sports Research Institute, and the Natlonal Sports Centre, on one

campys (Broom, 1379).

In East Germany, the Collége of Physical Education at Leipzig- works in tlose co-
operation with the National Sports Institute (Broom, 1979). The combined functions of
these organizations include teacher, coac‘h and sports administrator tralning, athlete

training, sports research and sports medicine.

In summary, the sports training centres in Europe can be classified as single- or
multl-sport, and as serving, dlrectiy or indirectly, any number of the sport development
functions pbrceived to be necessary for the effective preparation of athietes for elite
competition. Countries have differing patterns of these centres, ranging from one to
several multl-sport centresAand/or several Independent or cénnected single-sport cen-
tres. Each has met with varying degrees of success In achieving the underly]ng goal of
integrating as many of the complementary fupctions as efficlently and effectively as

possible.

Canadian High Performance Sport Centres - Pollcy Development

After token conslderation In 1963, formal attention to sports training centres in Can-
ada was not revived until 1980, when Robert Hayes was comﬂmlssloned by the Asslstant-
Deputy Minister of Fitness and Amateur Sport (FAS) to study sports development cen-
tres. At that polnt In time the fornﬁf recognltion, discussion and development of the
sports training concept in Canada received its major Impetus to becoming the accepted

high performance sport program it Is today.
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One objective of Robert Hayes' final report. which was presented In 198!.'was to es-
tablish a firm direction for Fitness and Amateur Sport in the area of training centres
{(Shaw, 1982). Based on a congrast of the nature of European Sports Institutes and the
nature of Canada’s geography ‘and amateuf sports scene, Hayes espousad the need for
a decentralized approach (provlnclalfor‘regional institutes) in Canada (Hayes, 198l). An-
other obser\}atlon W?as the excellent opportunity to bring together the athlete, coach. rg-
searcher, student coaches, teachers and administrators Into comprehensive centres for
sport development and study that could be provided by Canadian universities (Hayes.
198)). Most of these institutions have a Physical Education department, excellert facili-
ties, equipment and stéff for cgaching and research, residentlial facllities, and they tend
to be located In major population centres (Hayes, 1981). Hayes summarized that,

The existing situation regardlng sports institutes In Canada re-
sembies a jigsaw. All the pieces are present. What is required
is for them to be put together...We have sports institutes in em-
bryo, but nowhere have we put it ali together on a formal basls.
{Hayes, 198, p. 4) :

Further éupport for a de_centrgllzed approach Is based on the limiting factor of ath-
lete mobility (Hayes, 1981). It is often impractical and undesirable to try to locate al! of
Canada'’s top performers at a single site for year-round training. Irf additlon, an ath-
lete’s age, vocational, soclal and educational requirements dictate where he/she can

locate (Hayes, 198).

Critics of Hayes' report believe that he was unsuccessful In establishing a firm di-
rection for Fitness and Amateur Sport in the area of training centres, but that he did
provide, or perhaps forced, the i;npetus/need for further study to clarify definitions and
concepts that were causing considerable confusion. The recommendations marked
Hayes’ departure and,

Fitness and Amateur Sport was left with the task of completing

the development of concepts, implementation of certain recom-
mendatlons, reconciliation of provincial resistance, and ad-
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*

dressing demands of Institutions and Sport Governing Bodies.
~ (Shaw, i982, p. 10)

The first Sport Canada Technical Consuitant appolnted to the sport qevelq_ement
centres program recognized the need for a clearer understanding of the whole cg’;lcept
and Its past and future ramifications for Canadian amateur sport (Shaw, 1985). In Au-
gust, 1982 he presented a draft "High Parformance Sport Centres Proposal” for perusal
by fellow Sport Canada consultants and other sports expe'rts. The proposal observed
the lack of, "criteria to serve as a resource for planning” (p. 1) and the Iéck of, "a policy

whlich would Introduce leadershlp responsibility, co-ordination and evaluation on behaif

of Sport Canada and the National Sport Governing Bodles” (p. 1).

'The first step was to formally addr;égthe training centres program as High Per-
formance Sport Centres, deflned as,

A facility at which Ganada's high performance amateur athletes may re-
celve: '

1. concentrated and expert training, coaching and national team co-ordination;
and/or, 1

2, that provides the sports facliities for such training; and/or,

3. access to professlonal advice and assistance in the fields of sport medicine
and sport sclences; and/or,

4, coaching development in support of improved levels of athletic performance.
(Shaw, 1982, p. 4) s>

This definltion Implies that HPSC\; should be developed as an umbrella contract
with many and varied component parts: primarily, training, research (knowledge cre-
ation and verlflcétlon), athlete assessment (pased on scientific, medical and paramedi-
cal knowledge), coaching and athlets sewiceé (Shaw, 1982). Shaw further éspoused
that centres should not be labelled specifically as sclence or training, but that the actu-

al degree of activity be dictated by the resources and level of commitment available at
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each centre. Thus, HPSCs will be, "contractual, multi-component system(s) {in which)
clarlfication of the roles and responsibilities of each of-the contributing partners must

_be clearly dellneated " (Shaw, 1982, p. 6).

The emphasis on Shaw's HPSC proposal In this paper is due to its significant im-
pact on the development of the first formal HPSC Pollcy by Sport Canada. The next

stage was a workshop to discuss and construct a framework for HPSC development,

The Workshop (November 6-7, 1982) included representatives from Sport Canada,
the Can-adian Association of Sport Sciences, the Coaching Assoclatioh of Canada, the /
Sports Medicine Council of Canada and several National Sport Governing Bod]ﬁy.//
From the sessions there emerged HPSC cr!téfla. a draft Policy Statement for Sport Can-
ada, consolidation of minimum requirements concerning the four major compone-nts of
HPSCs (athlate support; training, compaetition, and administrative support; coaching
support; ;sport sclence/medlcal/pmﬁlcal support), and minimum roles and respon-

sibilities {management/administration) for each of the contributing partners.

Canadian High Performance Sport Centres - Policy Description

Following the workshop, Shaw visited the established training centres to ascertaln
the actual degree of congruence with the newly developed criterla and guidelines
(Shaw( 1985). The final outcome was the release of Sport Canada HPSC Policy and
General Criterla documents, In July of 1983. The Policy outlines:

Definltion and Goals of HPSCs _
Eligibility Criteria - to assess the appropriateness of Sporfs/
Sport Organizatlons and Faciiitles (these criteria are expanded

upon in the "General Criteria” document)

Applicatlon Process - Including the rple of Sports Facllities, Prd-
vincial Governments and Sport Organizations

Responsibllities (see Flgljre l,_P. 20)

Funding
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implementation Process

Program Evaluation

The stated HPSCs Goal Is,

To provide a comprehensive environment which will enhance the

high performance athlete preparation program of selected Na-

tlonal Sport Organizatlons (Sport Canada, 1983, p. 6)
This has since been updated to the most recent Program Mandate and QObjectives
which propose that, .

The purpose of the HPSC Proggam is to asslst sports to consoli-

date high quality facitities, coaches and support services, in or-

der to create quallty tralning environments for high performance

athletes on a cost-efficlent basls. (Sport Canada, 1985, p. I}

The General Criterla were developed as,

a comprehensive and co-ordinated framework to serve as a re-

source for external organizations and agencies, Sport Canada

and Natlonal Sport Organizations, for the development and op-

eration of High Performance Sport Centres. (Sport Canada,

—————{383;-p. )
The main utllity of the General Criterla was intended to be as a broad evaluation Instru-
ment to asslst In the implementation phase. The criteria represent the minimum require-
ments for the facllity and for the NSGB in order to be eligible for the Implementation of
a HPSC. The facllity and NSGB are subjected to criterla for one or both of the two ma-
Jor areas of emphasis for HPSCs: training facllity (for ongoing prepargﬁl‘%ﬁf high per-
L

formance athletes and coaches) and sport sclence facllity (athlete assessment, evalua-
tion and sport specific research as part of the preparation). The areas of emphasls are

subdivided Into the componenté. elements and activities of high performance athlete
7/

development {see Table |, p. 18, for example).

Thus the General Criteria ideally serve an ex-ante evaluation functlon In the assess-
ment of the ability of potentlal facilities to clearly fulfili or provide the listed criterla, and

as the basls for planning and implementation of a HPSC.
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TABLE 1

Sample: General Criteria

Area of Emphasis - Training Facility

I —
Component Element Activity
‘eq. Athletes Living Housing must be close to
T training site, ground
\ *  transportation and in-
—— ternational airport.
Employment There must be a guarantee

of a variety of employment
opportunlties. There must
be empathy with sport de-
mands and flexibility in
working schedules {p. 5)

The Application Process for HPSCs, outlined In the Pollcy manual, reflects Sport '
Canada’s method for the ex-ante evaluation, or assessment of eligibllity, of a particular
sport and its NSGB, potentia! facllity(s), and pa_rtnershlps. The actual applicatloﬁ pro-
cess has deviated from what was intended in the 1983 HPSC Policy, for two reasons:
the 1984 introduction of Sport Canada’s Quadrennlal Planning Program, and the In-
creased responsibllity of the NSGB for its own HPSC program development (the latter
belng due, in part, to the promotion of the HPSC Program from "additional Sport Cana-
da funding programs” to a legitimate part of the major Sport Canada block funding)

(Tibi, 1986).

— o

The purpose of the Quadrennial Planning Program (QPP) is the development, by
Sport Canada staff and NSGB representatives, of a detailed high performance plan for
the respective sport, leading up to the 1988 Clymplcs (Sport Canada, 1885, p. 3). Based
on the NSGB's resultant ngr] Performance Model, Sport Canada and the NSGB then

determine the appropriateness of a HPSC.
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If the NSGB Is Identlfled as an eligible sport (based on ‘fit’, priorization of major
games sports and sport performance I“evels) then It will proceed with its q_etalled appli-
catlon. The Pollcy recommends that this include a statement of rationale, Including im-
plicatlons and consequences for the sport, which "delineates technical and natlonal
team needs, long-range high performance plan, and a cost-benefit analysls related to
the National Team Program.- Sport Canada then assesses the NSGB's technical pro-
gram and reviews a standard doicument. basad on the General Criteria, which has been
completed b&r the NSGB. This document Is to be accompanied by a complete listing of
additlona! sport-specific criteria and a statement of commitment from athletes, coaches

and PSGBs. !

The potentlal host facilltles are usually Identified by the NSGB and, If Interested, the
administrative authority at a facllity is required to submit a statement regarding its abili-
ty to fuiflll the General Criterla for HPSC development. Assessment of eligibllity, and fi-

nal selection, of a faclllty rests with the NSGB.

Thus the bottdm line for the ex-ante evaluattdn of a particular sport and facllity(s)
Is the extant to which both can meset their resp;ectlve criteria required for HPSC develop-
ment. Furthermore, the sport/NSGB must display a sound techniczl program and long-
range plan for high perfqrmance athlete development tt‘1at is highly complementary {or

even dependent on) the establishment of a HPSC.
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- Planning

- Funding
- Review
~ Dperations
- Management

National Sport
Governing Bodies

—- Identification
= Administration

Sport Canada

- Policy Development
- Identification

- Approval '

- Funding

- Review/evaluation
- Consultation

[

- Sport Development
~ Funding
- Operations

Provincial Sport Governing Bedies

[

High Performance Sport Centre

Ve

Facilities

- Management

-~ Administration

- Servieces; funding
— Review

Figure l: Responsibilities (Sport Canada, 1983, p. 1ll)

Funding for a HPSC is intended to come from Sport Canada, the NSGB, the Provin-

cial Government, PSGB and the host facility; funding resources may include direct fi-

nancial assistance, human resources and service-in-kind types. The contribution by

each partner, whatever the extent, preclpitates program accountability with useful feed-

back In order that they may personally assess the value of their respective role in the

Ceantre.

Contributions may aid any or all of:

National and Assistant Coaches’ salary and travsl

National Team Co-ordinators’ salary and travel

Professlonal development opportunities for Natlonal Team staff

Administrative/Management support
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Fees for service of sport sclences and medical/paramedical per-
sonnel Involved in assessment and monitoring

Facility and equipment maintenance and rental

(Sport Canada, 1983, p. 12)

According to the Sport Canada HPSC Policy, program evaluation should Involve,
"a two phase system for monltoring and evaluation” (p. [4). The monitoring phass is to
be carriad out by the Internal Management Committee of each Centré; the Committee Is
to Include representatives from the NSGB staff, National Coach, host facllity, Sport
Canada, Provinclal Govérnment, and PSGB. The yearly review of each sport and facility

is to be undertaken by Sport Canada with representation from the NSGB. Thls com-

prises the sole direction given by Sport Canada for the evaluation of HPSCs.

The®Sport Canada Pollcy provides a general outline of the program life cycle of a

HPSC, which can be summarized diagrammatlically (see Figure 2, p. 22).
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Sport Identification (by Sport Canada, NSGB)

Determine Appropriateness of HPSC Program to Sport
(Sport Canada, NSGB)

NSGB Develops Sport Specific Criteria '

+ |

NSGB Identifies Sport Specific Potential Host Facilities

AN

Selection of Host Facilities

'

Sport Canada Funding Commitments, Partner Negotiations
{Sport Canada, 1983, p. 13)

Y

Implementation

Monitoring

Y

Annual Review

FIGURE 2: HPSC Program Life Cycle

This diagram {and the Sport Canada HPSC Pollcy) also lllustrates the planning process

for a HPSC.
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HPSC Program:Planning and Evaluation

¥ -
The Government of Canada} took significantly vislble strides towards Increasing

public sector accountabllity through the Royal Commission on FInanclal Management
and Accountability of 1979 (Lambert Commisslon). The ramiflcatlons of this Report
called for an increase In the reallty and formality of the evaluation of programs recelv-
ing ﬁublic funds. Whether consequently or colncldentally, in 1980 Sport Canada called

for a major technlcal evaluation of selected Olymplc sports (FAS, 1979-80).

In 1981-82 a High Performance Sport Task Force was commissioned to investigate
the need for effective national planning and evaluation in the pursult of high perform-
ance sport objectivas (FAS, 1981-82). Another posltlve step towards integrating amateur
sport program evaluation was the Spring, 1982 Introduction of Sport Canada’s High
Performance Unit {(HPU) to addrqss technical planning and evaluation (Sport Canada,

1983)."

The HPSC program Is under the jurisdiction of the HPU (Sport Canada), however,
the HPU's evaluation-orlented responsibilltles for the program have shifted in conjunc-
tion with the transfer of power to the NSGBs (Tlbl, 1986). Although the HPU’s mandate
includes monitoring technlcal requirements and performance of the national team
(Sport Canada, 1983), It Is acknowledged thét the responsibillty for direct HPSC evalua-

tion lles with the NSGBs (TIbl, 1986).

There has typlcally been one Sport Canada HPSC Manage/ In charge of the entire
program. With the rapld growth In the number of centres in the past three years, the
Agsociatlon Management Unit (AMU) Consultants of Sport Canada have Increasingly
been called upon to share the burden of HPSC responsiblility for thelr particular sports.

The major role of the Sport Canada AMU Consultants is one of primary contact be-
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tween Sport Canada and the NSGBs. Thus, sharing the responsibllity for HPSC devel-

opment would seem appropriate since the Consultants are supposed to be awére ofa
NSGB’'s entire program (Shaw, 1985), and it Is the goal of Sport Canada to Integrate all

Its hlﬁ,‘;) performance sport programs (FAS, 1983-84; Sport Canada, 1984).

One particular AMU Consuitant who has had conslderable_experience with HPSCs
(seven Centres In four sports) feels that the AMUs have had too many dther responsibll-
ltles and taslfs to he able to do a thorough job overseslng the evaluation processes
outlined-for the HPSC program In the Sport Canada HPSC Policy. Thus, most planfing
has been carried out by the NSGBs themselves, and _the program has depen;led. on

racts of faith”, or assumptions that certain functlons will be (have been)served (Heikki-

la, 1985).

Currently, "Sport Identlﬂcatlop" Is taking place through the recently established
Quadrennial Pldnnlng Program (Hoffman, 1985). There Is no, formal method specifically
for the Identification and assessment of HPSC-appropriate NSGBs. The result is in- '-
creasing abuse of the HPSC concept (Hoffman, 1985), by sports which view a ‘centre’ as
anything more concentrated than what they currently have, and as another channel for
recelving funds. The Director of Sport Canada bLelleves there Is a critical neéd, at the
outsst of planning, for the assessment of ab_.sport's appropriateness, and need, for a
HPSC (Hoffman, 1985). Simllarly, Heikklla (1985).feels there has been a lack of sufficient

)
and effective assessment of the applicability of facllitles, hcluding what they can offer

and thelr willingness to co-operate.

The current Canadlan Track and Fleld Association {(CTFA) staff member In charge
of thelr HPSC program and former President of the Ontario Track and Field Assoclation
(OTFA) at the time of the 1981 York HPSC Pllot Project, 'égrees that HPSC evaluatlon has

been post facto (Landry, 1985). The OTFA quotes a Sport Canada offlcial acknowledg-
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ing that the Introduction of national centres was not properly planned; there was little

consultation, and In some cases the PSGB was left out of negotiations entirely (Olszew-‘

ski, 1986). The Technlical Director of the OTFA states that upon the release of the 1983
X .
Sport Canada HPSC documents, “the criterla for the establishment of centres were fair-

ly clear. Unfortunately, there were no sites In Ontarlo which could fuilly meet the criterla -

and in some cases a conslderable amount of bending occurred in order to accomodate
what was already In éxlstence" (Olszewskl, I386, p. 57) Furthermore, "'pilot’ projects
qulckly became permanent - with any dissent belng viewed by representatives of the
NSGB as negative, unco-operative acts not in !ine with the goals of high performance”

(Olszewskl, 1986, p. 57).

Pressure from Sport Canada (via Policy and direct encouragement) has led the
.CTFA in particular, to develop a sport-specific HPSC Pollcy Document based on Sport
Canada’s HPSC Policy (Landry, 1985). Thelr comprehens;ve Application Process breaks
down the major steps In Sport Canada’s document to a veritable checklist for each par-
ty involved In this #ocess (CTFA, 1984). Thus far, the CTFA is the only NSGB to have
expanded and forn;\alized tﬁe Sport Canada HPSC Polléy In thelr own "Terms of Refer-
aence”. Such a document Is necessary for other NSGBs with (future) HPSCs, and should
be developed with the required degree of direction from Sport Canada. As the agency
directly accountable for the expenditure of public funds on amateur sport programs,

Sport Canada must ensure that accountabllity and evaluation occur (Hoffman, 1985).

The Sport Canada HPSC Policy states that the Internal Management Committee of
a cenfre Is responsible for monitoring ongolng operations. Such an evaluation process
has yet to happen consistently in any of the HPSCs (see Table 2, p. 28). Thus far, eval-

uatlon of HPSCs has taken the form of an annual review - by each sport and by Sport
-
- Canada.
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in 1984 Sport Canada 'undertook an evaluation of the HPSCs across Canada. The
. accumulated information resulted in a High Parformance Sport G_entrés Status Report
for the purpose of: . | |
1. provlding data on the current status of the established centres, and

2. evaluating and making recommendations for the Improvement and ongolng
operatlons for each of these centres, and :

ya -\@rovldlng recommendatlons to.Sport Canada for the future development of
the High Performance Sport Centres concept, and

4. learning from what others have done and sharing ideas and concepts In or-’
der to maximize all centres In Canada. (Sport Canada, 1984, p. |)

In carrylng out this task, the HPU (Sport Canada) did fulfill its responsibllity to, "develop
an evaluation- document on each facility” (Sport Canada, 1983, p. 5). However, based
on Sport Canada's differenttation between monltoring and a yearly review {Sport Cana-
da HPSC Policy), this evéluatlon cannot be construed as the recommended "regular
evaluation” (Sport Canada, 1983, p. 5) nor as monltoring. An update of this status re-
port document has yet to be attempted, primarily because of the extent of the program

(and lts rapid growth rate) and the lack of a formal evaluatlon reporting format (Tibl,

1986).

The concept of summati(«e evaluation (Mead, 1980; Morris and Fitz-Glbbon, 19784 -
Peterson and Gunn, 1984), is analogous to Sport Canada's notlon of, "a yearly review to
aséess the technical operations and performance Impact of the centre” (Sport Canada,
1983, p. 14). Some of the characterlstic purposes of a summative evaluation have been
met by Sport Canada’s |9q4fﬁ$SCs Status Report:

To document for the funding agency that services promised by
the program’s planners have Indeed been dellvered.

To assure that a lasting record of the program remains on flle.
To serve as a planning document for people who want to dupli-

cate the program or adapt It to another setting. (Morris and Fitz-
Gibbon, 1978, p. 69)
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Although the nature of the HPSC program does not correspond to the absolute fi-
nality of summative evaluation, the frequency (or lack of) with which abtual HPSC eval-
uation has occurred in the past likens it more to summative than formatlve evaluation

or monitoring.

This study shows that, according to the athletes, coaches and HPSC Managers',
evaluation has not been signiflcantly prominent for any frequency level (see Table 2, p.
28); In other words, HPSC evaluation has been intermittent, Inconsls_tent or not at all.
This data suggeit:/f!}ere Is much room for_lmprovement In the consistency of evalua-

tion format and flequéncy.

In summary, Sport Canada’s good ir_ltentlons for the adoption of public sector pro-
gram e\}aluatlon by the HPSC program have been limited by factors such as lack of
time, sklll, understanding and dedication (Heikklla 1985; Hoffman, 1985; Neill, 1985;
Shaw, 1985) to undertake the currently espbused evaluation process, which, because of
its limited description, challenges comprehension and, therefore, commitment. It there:
by follows that with the shift of responsibility for the HPSCs to the respective NSGBs,
there has been a negliglble transfer of knowledge or expertise in tI/19 érea of program

evaluation.
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Reported Frequency of HPSC Evaluation
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-
a)l Frequency of HPSC Monitoring
Monthly Quarterly Scmi- Annually Bl-Annually Never Do Mot
‘ Annually Know
Athletes 15.5¢ 10,78 8.7% 3.9% t2.9% 10.7% 47. 5%
Coaches 14.3 35.7 21.4 14.3 0 14.3 0
HPSC |
Manager 15.4 Jg.5 38.5 7.7 0 0 0
a}il Freguency of HPSC Monitorimg Conducted
by the Internal Management Committee
Monthly Quarterly Semi- Annually Bl-Annually Never Do Not
Annually - ’ Know
Coaches 12.5% 25.0% 25.0% 0 12.5% 0 25.3%
HPSC '
Manager 14,3 14.3 14.3 42.9 Q 0 14.3
- .
b)i Frequency of HPSC Formal Evaluatlod'
-
Monthly Quarterly Semi- " Annually Bl-anhually HNever Do Hot
Annually Know
Athletes 1.0% 7.8% 7.8% C13.7% 0 4.9% 64.7%
Coaches 0 15.4 S 7.7 48.2 0 23.1° 7.7
HPSC ' ‘
Managers 7.7 15.4 15.4 38.5 0 15.4 7.7
biii Prequency of HPSC Formal Evaluatlon-Conducted
by the Internal Management Committee
Monthly Quarterly Semi- Annually Bi-Annually Never Do Not
Arinually Know
Coaches 0 33:3% 22.2% 33.3% 1] 11.1% 0
HPSC
Managers 0 22.2 33.2 33.3 0 11.1 11.1
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Summé[y- - : !

Th°q cdncept of sports training centres in Canada had received token consideration
since 1963. Finally in 1980, the Federal Government commissioned a study of sports de-
velopment ceritres. The concept was predisposed to success bacause of the preceding

attention and financial commlgjment, by the Federal Government, to adequate sports fa-

cliities, coaching development, technical planning, and Improved natlonal and Interna-

tional athletic performance. d\

G

RS

The resultant report by Robert Hayes summarized that, in contrast to the European

sltuation, Canada must have a decentralized approach to sports development centres

due to the geography and amateur sport characteristics of this country. He strongly re-

commended the siting of these centres at exlsting Canadian university facllities.

Critics belleve that Hayes' incomplete report compelléd Fitness and Amateu_r_é_port
to pick up where he had left off; to clarify definitlons and concepts that were confusing
to the parties that he had tled Into his study, and to define an action plan(s), model(s)

and path for future progress with sports tralning centres.

In 1982 Sport Canada drafted a High Performance Sports Centres Proposal. The. .

intention was to develop criteria fer planning, and a policy to [nitiate leadership, co-or-

dination and evaluation responsibllity for the tralning centres.

" Four major compénents were Identlfled as-representative of the intentlon of a
HPSC: athlete support; training, competition and administrative support; coaching
support; and sport scIencelmedIcal/parémedical sgpport. With these corriponents
emerged a definitlon and mandate for HPSCs, as part of the 1983 Sport Canada HPSC
Pollcy and Gén_eral Criteria documents. The General Criterla reflect the four major com-
pbnents and were Intended to be used as a resource for fhe‘ developmént and opera-

" tion of a HPSC,

R



30
The policy also outlines an application process, rasponsibllities, funding opportuni-

tles, the Implementation process, and program evaluatloﬁ‘procedures.

There are currerﬁly seventy-three recognized HPSCs throughout Canada (Tibl,
1986). There are four baslc models for the centres: a natlonal training centre (13 in op-
era.tlon), housing a national team only; a national-reglonal centre (37), catering to na-

,_.ﬂonal and developmental athletes; a regio\::al centrel (19), with developmental athletes

only; and a base centre (4), for seasonal training.

In essence, a HPSC Is a partnership with typlcally several funding members, Includ-
ing any or all of: Federal Government, Provincial Government, NSGB, PSGB, facility
host, and the municipality. Athletes, coach(es), science and medical suppeort staff, and
the centre manager can also be consldered as partners since they have made personal

commitments to the success of a centre. !

The main contro! of the centres has shifted from direct Sport Canada responsibllity
to the regpectlve NSGBs, In conjunctlon with the Quadrennlal Planning Program: tha
QPP has incorporated the HPSC applicatlon process, and Its focus on transferring proii

gram planning responsibllity to the NSGBs has meant a shift in the control of the

HPSCs.
Sport Canada ——=NSGB-——HPS(C(s)

Furthermors, the contro! which Sport Canada still retains, as the sponsor of the pro-
gram and via the QPP, Is tenuous at best, due to the rapid increase in the_number of
centres. There was a limited time to test the new policy before the program had ex-

ceaded lis capacity.
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Program evaluatlon Is one management practice that is notably deflicient Ir{ the
- HPSCs. The policy introduced Insufficient e;iralruation guldelines and Sport Canada was
unable to transfer sultable assistance along with the responsibility for the centres.
Thus the lack of evaluation practices has peen self-perpetuating in the HPSCs program.
The task ahead Is to educate those invoived in, and directly responsible for, the HPSCs

and to provide prescriptive guldslines for adaptive program evaluation practices.

The context of HPSCs in Canada, as summarized In the preceding discourse, will
serve as part of the basls for identifying and selecting an appropriate evaluation mode!,
.or combinatlon of models, for the development of a prescriptive model for the evalua-

tion of HPSCs.

PROGRAM EVALUATION

The Role of Evaluation

The Offlce of the Comptroller General of Canada (1981) defines program evaluation
as:
assessment of the continued relevance and of the effectiveness
of existing programs, involves systematic gathering of veriflable
Informatlon on a program and demonstrable evidence on its re-
sults. (p.-2) ’
The resultant benefits of a program evaluation Include increased capability to plan
ahead and thus devise better programs to meet policy goals, clarification of the pro-
gram'’s contribution to policy Initlatives and Improved management and administration

of the programis) (Comptroller General, [1981). In its Branch Dlscussion Paper on pro-

gram evaluation, the Comptroller General also cltes the fringe beneflts of regulariy in-
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volving program staff in the evaluation of their program(s): it will encourage them to
examine critically thelr own assumptions and behaviour which may lead them to experl-

ment and find ways to perform better (Comptroller General, 198l).

Carter and Whar_f {1973) discuss expliclt and Implicit benefits of program evalua-
tion. The former relates to organization-oriented evaluation, which servés to justity the
program, determine whether the program is headed in the right direction, dstermine If
the program’s needs are satls;ie;d. Justify past and future expenditures, determine the
program's financial. and human costs, and compare programs In relative/absolute
terms (Carter and Wha;f. 1973). A personally-oriented evaluation has the Implicit ben-
eflts of job Interest, motivation, proving a point, and many others Including ghose asso-

" clated with an organization-oriented evaluation (Carter and Wharf, 1973).

An evaluation may look at any or all of the program’s effort, effectiveness and effi-
clency (Carter and Wharf, 1973). Effort pertains to the kind and quantity of activitles
provided by a program. Effectiveness evaluation Implies assessment of goal fulfiliment
(Carter and Wharf, 1973).

Evaluation of program effectiveness Is caoncerned with whether
or not Intended outcomes, and beneficial unintended outcomes,
have besn attalned as a result of program efforts... (Tripodi,
Fellln and Epsteln, 1971, p. 47)

Efficiency evaluation pertains to the determination and assessment of the relative costs

of achleving program objectives, or ascertaining the degree of economy (Carter and

Wharf, 1973). o

-

Paterson (1980) looks excluslvely at the future benefits of prograrh evaluation. She
foels the general purpose of evaluation Is to find ways to improve future performance
and to promote the most efficlent and effective allocatlon of resources. Furthermore,

performance evaluation provides Information that, with a certain degree of knowledge
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of the future, forms the basls for decisionmaking (Paterson, 1980). Evaluation provides
- addltional informatlon in, "the difficult puzzle of program actlon, permitting some re-
_ ductlén In the uncertainty within which ariy...declslonmal:(er Inavitably operates” (Patton,

1978, p. 28).

*Evaluation Is a tool for decislonmaking” (Nelll, 1983, p. ). Decislons must be
made, by administrators and program managers, that wlll Improve the efficiency and ef-
fectlveness of their programs (Ne[!l 1983). - Accountable administrators require Inf(ma-
tion to make good program decisions, and the purpose of evaluation is to provide that

information (Neill, 1983).

Connolly (1982) criticizes that, "the idea) of evaluation Is belng worshipped at th
expense of putting Its techniques to practical use” (p. 24). Carter and Wharf (1973) add
that a lack of provislon for evaluatlon programs s a serious liability for those responsl-

ble for program planning, policy decislons and funding.

The nature of an evaluation plan will dlffe_r accarding to the context of different
programs, thus the level of program being evaluated must be clearly specified (Connol-
ly, 1982). The level of an evaluatlon may comprise the total organization, part of the
structure, a gecgraphical area, a program, an Indlvidual, or a group (Paterson, IQBO). If
the evaluation Is of a program It must be specifled whether It is concerned with the pro-
gram's goals, the program aé desgcribed in the program plan, and/or the progrém as

Implemented (Alkin, 1973).

A\

Regardless of the nature of the evaluation plan, it should be built right Into the pro-
gram design so that It Is a recognized requirement and an accepted aspect of the pro-

gram operation, rather than superimposed and conflicting with other operations (John-

son, 1970). An evaluation operatlon should be efficlent, requiring as little time as
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possible since It Is not the primary focus of the organization or program, It should be
feasible with regards to staff expertlse and/or wlllingness, and It should be approprlate

»

and useful within the context of the setting (Peterson and Gunn, 1984). -

There Is an opportunity cost of conducting an evaluation, and It may be measured
by the degree to which the evaluation is comprehensive and the results are utilized
(Carter and Wharf, 1973). - Conslstent with Paterson’s focus on program improvement for
the future Is her bellef that the succesé of the evaluatlon of a program depends on

whether improvement occurs (Paterson, 1980).

The literature is rich with models, examples and various kinds of support for the
9perative relationship between program p!anniﬁg and program evaluation (A'lk!n. 1976;
Dampler, 1979; Fu, 198]; Morris and Fltz-Glb.bon, I97é; Nachmlés and Felbinger, 1982,
Paterson, 1980; Stufflebeam, 1983; Suchman, 1976; Woo and Farley, 1982). Dampler
(1979) views program planning as a developmental process that operates concurrent to
the analytical process of program evaluation. He describes a universal program life cy-

cle with seven readily Identlfiable stages (see Figure 3, p. 35).

Source refers to the Introductlion of the Idea Into the organization as a resuit of a
percelved need. Elaboratlor; represents an Informal checking out of the potentlal pro-
gram, and serves as a building stage. During the Plt?nnlng phase the Idea Is formal-
1zed, and Prlorlzl‘ng represents the decislonmaking regarding the plan as It has been

proposed. The pian will receive a 'Go’ or ‘No Go’ signal (Dampler, 1879).

The next stage In Dampier's (1979) model Is Implementation whereln the, "plan is
alven life and expression” (p. 10). This Is superseded by what he refers to as the Clo-
sure and Reconclliation stages. These latter stages represent a summing up of the pro-
gram as It closes, and a de-briefing, or reconclllation of the program with its estab-

lished objectives.

e
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Source
Reconciliation
Elaboration
Program Idea
Closure
Planning
Implementation
Priorizing

FIGURE 3: Universal Program Life Cycle (Dampier, 1979, p. 9)

Dampier has superimposed three types of evaluation onto his program planning

‘model (sae Figure 4, p. 36},

Screening Infers that in the planning stages an idea passes through several
screens In order to gain acceptance and authorization, thus permitting its procedure to
Implementation. Dampier calls this, “Inslgh}fal evaluation” {p. Il). Monitoring Implies
that during Its operative phase a program must continue to be responsive to ongoing
feedback, especlally regarding critical aspects. Finally, Reconciliation corresponds to a
final evaluation whereln the ultimate destiny of a program is declded; the actual pro-

gram Is reconciled with Its objectives and various indices (Dampier, 1979).

. Alkin (1876) dellneates what he considers to be the role of evaluation at each stage
of the program life cycle (see Figure 5, p. 37). First is a "systems assessment”, which Is

the means by which the range and specificity of obJectlves are determined to be appro-
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FIGURE 4: Program Plannring and Evaluation Model (Dampier, 1979, p. 1ll)

priate for a particular situation. identified needs may represent a gap between the Ideal
and present state and thus needs must be assessed relative to the existing sltuation.
The result of this Initial assessment should be a statement of status and, consequently,

of objectives in terms of outputs of the program.

The "program planning” stage is complementead by informatien for declislonmaking,
derlved from internal and external evaluations (Alkin, 1976). An internal evaluation
looks at the extent to which the program being planned purports to achieve the stated -
objectives. An external evaluation provldes feedback Information from, for example, the
examination of the results of the Implementation of' {simlilar) programs In (simllar) sltu-

ations. The third stage of the program life cycle Is “program implementation” and eval-
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vation at this polnt, *determines the extent to which the Implemented program meets
the description formulated in the program planning decision” {p. llf). information from
these evaluations forms the basls for decisionmaking regarding program design or im-

plementation alterations, or for contlnuation as planned.

*Program Improvement” refiects the typlcal monitoring stage In planning models
(Péterson and Gunn, 1984). Much informatlon Is required here about the relative suc-
cess of all barts of the program. The purpose of program improvement is to Identify
problems and consider solutions leading to the immediate modification and improve-
ment of the program. The fifth and last stage Is "program certification”, which corre-
sponc{s to the typical ‘evaluation’ process described in planning models. Information
from evaluation at this stage enables the decisionmaker to make decislions about the

program as a whole, after examining the extent to which objectives have been achleved

‘Systems ——————— - Decision —————— Program ~———— =Decision ————ju=

Assessment Planning
Program
Implementation
\ Program
Decision Decisions —sCertification —m—Decision ———fm
\\\Progrnm /////'/
Improvement

FIGURE 5: Evaluation in a Program’s Life Cycle (Alkin, 1976,7p. 11l4)

and the Impact of program outcomes.



; In apply@ is model to educatlonal evaluation, Alkin divides it Into evaluation of

the system andje\lraluatlon of the instructlonal programs. He belleves that the evalua-
tion of an éctual program assumes the prior assessment and decision about the ob]ec-
tives and selactlon of .programs considered approprlate to meet thaese _bb]ecllves. Thus,

the evaluatlon of Instructional programs focusses primarily on the last three stages of

the program'’s life cycle.

In summary, evaluation Is recognized as an Integral part of a program'’s life cyplé. ,

due to its l}herent value at every stage whare declsions are made.

The Evaluator and Declsionmaker{

The declsionmaker may be the program manager or his superior, depending on the
degree of lmpqrtance of the declision(s) (Fu, 198I). RegardLess. the decislonmaker Is
usually internal to the organization, if not directly involved with the program. According
to Vail (1983), the decisionmakers are, “the individuals or groups that Influencg the dI-
rection of the program” (p. 3). This could include ar;y. or all, of the program manager,

director of the organlzation, or policy-makers.

The program evaluator may or may not be the ultimate declsionmaker (Comptroller
General, 1981), and he may or may not be internal to the organization. An "outsider” Is,
supposedly, skilled and objectlve in carrying out an evaluation, although he may be lim-
lted by a lack of knowledge of the organization and its program (Paterson, 1980). A
professional evaluator is a professlbnal In his field, but not usually in the field belng
evaluated; thus, he Is handicapped by a lack of famlllarity (Worthen and Sanders, 1973).
Furthermore, a professional (external) evaluator may exude a sceptical disposition that
can subduse the creativlty of a productive group; thus, he Is handicapped by a lack of
sympathy with the alms of a‘ creative group (Worthen and Sanders, 1973). However, as

famliiarity increases, objectlvity decreases, and so there Is a deflnite tradeoff.
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An "insider” has ari organizational and, probably, a program awareness and pre-

" sumably some skills In program evaluation If he has been chosen to carry out the oper-
ation. However, he Is limited by an Inherent blas, or subjectivity, as well as a time re-
strlctlo'n to avold jeopardizing his full-time tasks (Paterson, 1980)." The selection of an
Internal or external evaluator depends on the skills required, -as well as the Info;'mation

needed and Its avallability (Paterson, 1980).

Regardless of who assumes what role(s), the rasponsibllity of the evaluator is to
provide Informatlon to the decislonmaker so that the latter may make better-informed
decislons regarding the program. The evaluator and evaluation should be responsible

_to the organizational level where the daclslon{s) Is made (Alkin, 1976).

The degree to which their roles overlap - the evaluator analyzes the generated in-
formation and/or the decisionmaker aids data collection - varles from model to model..
Paterson. (1980) ;:ites some examples: the "comply model” involves problem identifica-
"{t‘lg}énd sﬁlutlon by the evaluator, who then commands the organization to adopt the
results (success Is dependent on,respect for the evaluator); the "dlagnosis and solution
mode!" stems from a request by management for the identification of the problem and |
suggestion of solutlons by the evaluator; the “service model” involves identification of
the‘problem by management, who then requests provision of information by the evalua-
tor in order to Identify a solution (success is dependent on the initlal problem identifica-
tlon); finally, the "enabler model” calls for the evaluator to help the managment Identlfy
the problem and choose a solution (the success of this more complex problem-solving
method, with many participants, depends on thelr Interrelationshlps). It is ve-. impor-
tant to clearly delineate the responsibilities of both the evaluator and decislonmaker

prior to the evaluation, -

Utlllzation
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Thejult[mate value in an evaluationls depender;f on the utlllzatlén of the Informa-
iloﬁ'generatediand the declslrons subse uer-uly made. Nachmias and Felbinger (1982)
define utilizatlon as, "the Immediate, direct and Instrumental application of svaluation
findings to particular... decisions” (p. 300). These authors suggest thaiutlllzatlon be
viewed as a feedback process that occurs at various stages of a program life cycles.
This is consistent Qlfh the propbnents of evaluation for decislonmaking at all the life cy-ﬁ

cle stages (Alkin, 1976; Dampiér, 1879; Fu, 1981; Stufflebeam, 1983).

Nachmias and Felbinger (1982) state that the extent to which utilization occurs de-
pends on the paniclpan@s in, and the varlous_stages of, the program's life cycle. Thei
oxtent to which participants get involved In the utilization process depends on their
self-interest and efficacy. The status quo is a dontentedly fea_slble state (Welss, 1972),
and, "evalua‘tlon is necessarily a force which leads to disequilibrium” (Gurel, 1975, p. 13).
Therefére, the organlzation, especially staff, must be educated regarding the valﬁé of
declslonmaking and subsequent alteration of a program (Welss, 1972); the self-lnte‘rest‘
of all participants should be clearly Identified (Nachmias and Felbinger, 1982). As an
example, Welss (1976) and Nelll (1983) describe the differing Information ‘interests ang
needs of various participants in the program life cycle: t‘h_e programmer and/or pro-
gram manager  basically want Information regarding lmprovéﬁants. They are con-
cerned with program monitoring, espec_lally those elements over which they have d}rect'
control. They want to monitor the program processes and direct impacts and, thus,
they require mostly non-quantitative, descriptive Information. The higher-level policy-
makers are more concerned with Informatibn to address broad policy issues, such as

allocatlon of funds, program continuation and overall vaiue of the program.

The second factor of efflcacy concerns the percelved and actual effectiveness of

the particlpants in the utilization process. Nachmias and Felbinger (1982) belleve that
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one's efflcacy Is relative to certaln personal characteristics, ékll[s and capaciltles, such
as “commitment, sblf-confldence, sdc[ablllty and leadership” {p. 302). Thus, utllization
of evaluatlon Information may be promoted by catering to the needs of the Informaticn
user (declsionmaker), with consideration of his skllls and capacities. Emphasis should

be on the ussfulnass of the evaluation Information (Peterson and Gunn, 1984).

If evaluation Information is effectively utilized there may be many fringe benefits, or
legitimate by-produéts. as well‘as misuses of the Information. The des[r'able secondary
benefits include re-examination and clarlfication of program objectives, a more careful
analysls of the content and operat[qn of the program, development of a more critical
attitude among staff, and an Increase In staff morale and commitment due to a sincere

attempt to Improve the program {Suchman, 1976).

The possible misuses of evaluation have been classifled as: "eye-wash” - an at-
tempt to Justlfy a weak program by deliberately evaluating only those program aspects
w.hlch look good on the surfaAce: "white-wash"” - an attempt to coverup a program fail-
ure by avoiding objectlve appraisal; "submaring” - an attampt to destroy a program re-
gardless of Its effectiveness; "posture” - an attempt to use evaluation as a gesture of
objectlvity or professlonallsm; and ;‘postponament" - an attempt to delay needed action

by pretending to seek the facts (Suchman, 1976).

Summative Evaluation

Summative evaluatlon is that to which one has typlcally_refq{:{ad when eqnsidering
the evaluation of a program or person(s). 1t Implies end evaluation, wherein thesum-
A

matlon of all the facets of a particular program, at its conclusion, are judged on"thelr

effectlveness (Peterson and Gunn, 1984).
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Upon completion, a program is reconciled éccordlng to various, predetarmined in-
dlces (Dampler, 1979). This evaluation trles to determine why the affort falled or suc-
ceeded via a critical appraisal of the effectiveness of the program plan (Austin, i979).
In other words, an examination of the extent to which the program’s objectlves were

achleved, and Its Impact (Alkin, 1976).

Summatlvé evaluation has been likened to "program certiflcation” (Alkin, 1976). At
a program’s conclusion, collected data may be reduced to a summary statement {(Oi-
son, 1980), thus providing information to the decisionmaker(s) that will allow him to
make decisions regardlr{g the program as a whole (Alkin, 1976). These decisions usual-
ly pertaln to the continuation, expénsion, modification..or termination of the program

{Carter and Wharf, 1973; Fu, 198l; Neill, |1983; Weiss, 1972).

As wetl"as being a requirement for accountability by many funding agencies, Infor-

mation from a summative evaluation Is alsc very valuable for planning future programs

(Mead, 1980).

Formative Evaluation _ »

The complement to summative evaluation is formative evaluation, which has been
likened to monitoring in that it involves ongoing evaluation of a program during its life
cycle. Evaluative Information regarding the implementation and operation of a program
assists In its modification for the purpose of improvement, while it is [n operatlon (Alki_n.

1976; Mead, 1980; Morris and Fitz-Gibbon, 1978).

Olson (1980) defines formative evaluation as being, "responsive to the everchanging
dynamics that define a glven program” (p. 41). Thus, formative evaluation Is an ongolng
dynamic process wherein, "Information is added continuously, organized systematically

and analyzed periodically” (Jenkins, 1971, p. 3). According to Dampler (1979), effective
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honltorlqg requirés that the program be responsive to the ongoing feedback It recelves
during its operatl-ve phase, and that various critical aspects should be monito;red. Due
'io the Immediacy of program modification as much information as possible, regarding
the relative success of various parts of the program, must be provided as soon as pos-

sible to the declsionmaker(s) (Alkin, [976).

" Thus formative evaluation permits a direct review of program operaﬁons {Carter
and Wharf, 1973). Fu (1981) espouses that formative evaluation, or monitoring should
also occur durlng program development and Implementation. With the intent of making
lmprovements and modifications, monitorlng should be inherent In the planning and

development stages of a program.

This type of monitoring may be referred to as ex-aﬁte ("béfore the fact”’) eval‘uat{on;
that Is, review c_’f the program before it is put In place, or a "pre-investment feasibllity
study” .(Mehmet, 1984).' The complement is ex-post ("after the fact”) eva[u.at[on, which
corresﬁonds to monltoring of program operations and summative "Impact evaluation”

-

(Mehmaet, 1984) at the conciuston of the program.

In summary, both monitoring (ex-ante and ex-post) and summative (ex-post) evalu-
atlon are important to the life of a program. Monitoring ensures pre-program attention
to relevar;cy and practléality of objectives and plans, and within-program modification
of plans to promote effectiveness. Summative evaluation provldes a sﬁmmary state-
ment regarding the program’s overall effectiveness and final Impact, and these results

can be used for futurs planning.

Evalualion Models

The following revlew wlll examine several evaluation models taken from the current

evaluation llterature.~ A review of HPSCs, preceding the program evaluation literature
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review, facllitated the selection of evaluation models for their relevance to the study and
their furthgr screening to Identlfy an appropriate program‘evalﬁatlon model(s). It was
attempted to consider all tybes of evaluation models: goals-orlented and standards-o- .
rlented evaluailqn’. and qualltaflve and quantltailve evéluation types. The progra[m
evaluation literature review was, however, delimited to gvaluation models from simllar or
‘related flelds, such as education, recreation and public service. |

?
Farrell and Lundgren (1978) contrast two approaches to evaluation. Evaluation by

objectives arose from a demand for accountabillity; an evaluation of the program’s out-
come is based on the satisfaction of Identified, weighted and prlority-ranked objectlves
of the program (Farrel! and Lundgren, 1978). The basic premise s that good evaluation
wiil lead to objectives revision, better policy declsions and a stronger operatlonal base
(Farrell and Lundgren, 1978). The priority setting of the specific objectives Is based on
their relative importance and tangibiiity, or measurabllity (Farrell and Lundgren, 1978).
During the program planning phase, evaluation pertains to the intrinsic worth of the

program’s objectives.

At the other end of the continuum is evaluation by standards; evaluation of pro-
' gram outcomes is based on a sst level of acceptable performance (Farrell and L‘ljh.d’-ij':"
gren, 1978). ’

A standard is a statement of deslrable practice, a level of per-

formance for.a glven situation. Standards are Indirect measure-

ments of effectiveness using the cause and effect approach so

that if stated desirable practices are followed, the program )

should be effective. {(vanderSmissen, 1972, p. 4) &
Standards are usually developed in response to a felt need from those responsible for
the operation of any glven program. Standards aid the establishment of uniformity In
mesting objectlves, maintenance of a given performance level, assurance of a certaln

quallty of the program for particlpants, and assesment of the effectlveness of system-

wide methods {Farrell and Lundgren, 1978). ‘
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Crlterla are developed for the measurement of each standard and a measurement
tool, usually as a checklist, is the final product {Farrell and Lundgren, 1978). Farrell and
Lundgren cite an example of an authorlty group developing the standards-fo!lowed by
. the emergence of representative criterla from discussions and consensue. Weiss (1972)
advocates that evaluatlve criteria sheuld reflect situatlonal, managerial and technical

factors described by the program, as well as impact.

Criticlsms of the evaluation by standards approach Imply that the, resultant criteria
measurement tool may be too globai. As well, welghting the ltems for the purpose of
priority setting Is construed as difflcult and subsequently all criterla are taken to be
equal. In other words, the given standards do not eecount for equally acceptable but
different performiances; there Is a tendency to view standarde as absolute (Farrell and
Lundgren, 1978). Furthermore, Howe (1980) criticizes ,1hat "minimum standards” tend to
become maximum. The most distinct criticism, however, Is,

“the implied finkage betw'een the criteria (standards) and effec-
e tlveness:- There is little evidence to sypport the notion that ad-
' herence to program standards pred?&s some ultimate criterion

of program success. (Bannon, 1976, p. 269)

Sichel (1982) discussess "in-house evaluation”, a formative evaluation-oriented con-
cept. Informative answers are provided by the program staff to questions about pro-
gram operatlons. The In-house research consists of simple, short-term data collection
and analysls; Sichel espouses that the prografn staff are In the best position to recom-
mend refinements based on this information. The process for synthesizing useful evalu-
etloﬁ informatlon Involves three cruclal steps:

1.  communlication by personnel

2. data analysls through systematization

a. data interpretation
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The usefulness of generated data is dependent on relevant questions, planned In-
formatlon-gathering, ensured communication, and usable data reports. Data collection

should not |eopardize or result in a destructive compromise within the program’s func-

tioning. This type of formative evaluaticn can provide a data/lhformation base for

eventual summative evaluation (Carter and Whart, 1973].

Olson (1980) presents a similar evaluation model, for recreatlon programs, which he
refers to as In-house program portrayal. 1t Is based on the collectlon of non-nurmerical
”d.ata bits” (p. 41) by ali levels of program staif. Collection methods are by flrst-hand
observation, informal dlalogue and professional Intultive jJudgement (Olson, 1980). fhe

. <
data bits contain evidence regarding program transactlons and evidence to support

" and/or refute the program.

The program portraya! approach can have a formative orlentatlon, In that it [s cur-
rent, ongoing and therefore responsive to the program’s dynamlcs. Program portrayal
can also reflact a summative evaluatioriin that collected data bits can be reduced to a

summary statement at the concluslon of the program (Olson, i980).

The obvious limitations of subjectlvity, blas and lack of exposure to alliphenom-
enon which require judgement can be minimlzed by ensurlng data collection from a va-

rlety of sources, as well as a more formal structure and format to gulde that collection

{Olson, 1980).

Gardnrer (1977), Haggerty (1983) and Worthen and Sanders (1973) discuss judgemen-
tal models for the assessment of effectiveness. This simplest and least time-consuming
mode! relies on professional Judgement, elther internal or external, to evaluate a pro-
gram. A quallfied professional Is asked to examine the program and give his expert

oplinion regarding its quality, effectiveness and/or efflciency (Gardner, 1977); "the result-
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Ing statement of relative worth is the evaluation” (p. 574). Thus, the deslign of the eval-
uation calls fdr personal contact methods, and the objectlvity of the evaluation Is di-
rectly related to the evaluator's personal Interest in the results (Gardner, 'I977). The In-
r;erent problems with this evaluat}on approach Include disagreement as to who is "ex-
pert” and what should constitute the criterla (Howe, 1980), as well as the risk of

sub]ect!;rlty. bias and polltical abuse Gardner, 1877).

The evaluation can be based on Intrinéic and/or extrinsic criteria (Haggerty, 1983),
although they may not be identifled explléitly (Gardner, 1977). Internal characteflstlcs of
a program pertain to such things as facillties and management competence; evaluation -
by extrinsic criterla includes the effects or pay-off of the program (Haggerty, [983). The

former can be formative- and-swatlve-or[ented. and the latter has a summative eval-

1Y

uatlon connotation.

Among. Stufflebeam and Webster's {(1983) "Analysis of Alternative Approaches to
Evaluation” is a revlew of the management Information system, a questions-oriented ap-
proach to evaluation. There is a continuous supply of Information, based on predeter-
mined questions, to the program manager in order to better plan, dlrect_ and control the
program. While this formative approach Is directly related to program improvement, it
has been critlclzed for Its limitation to program monitoring. Typical management infor-
mation systems methods I'nclu‘de systemn analysls, critical path method (CPM), program

evaluation review technlque (PERT) and management by objectives (MBO).

Stake (1283) updated his theory of "countenance evaluation” (1976) to responsive
evaluatlon. He clalms that description and Judgement are the two basic essentlal acts
of evaluatlon. An evaluation report Includes description data and judgement data
about the program antecedents (a prlorl conditions), transactions and outcomes (Im-

pact, effect). Stake's more formal countenance model has a Description Matrix, In
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which the Intents are contrasted to thre Observations for each of the antecedents, trans-

actions and outcomes of the program. It also has a Judgement Matrix, In which Judge-

ments are made based on Standar@s {Stake, 1983).

Stake’s updated responslvé evaluation model Is less formal and relies on "natural
communication”, which he describes as observation and reaction. The intent of a criti<
cal examlnation of a program irrespective of It goals, Is to discover and judge the actu-
al effects without regard to Intended effects (Gardner, 1977). Thus, responsive evalua-
tion facllitates the discovery and evaluation of side effects as well, "unencumbered by
preordalned linkages to goals or standards” (Gardner, 1977, p. 584). In this manner,
Stake’'s model Is parallel to the in-house program portrayal models, except that the for-

mer specifies the observation (and data collection) of deslgnated program antecedents,

transactlions and outcomes.

Responslve evaluation has a stronger summative evaluation orientation than for-
matlve, however early outcomes can be observed during the transactions stage and

used as monltoring feedback (Stake, 1983).

The "Context, Input, Process, Product” (CIPP) model of evaluation was developed
by the Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation, and Is very formative
evaluation-oriented. According to Stufflebeam (1983), one of the model's maln propo-

nents, "the most important purpose of program evaluation is not to prove but to im-

prove” (p.l7).

The CIPP model is a declslonmaking approach to program evaluation. Declslon-o-
rlented evaluation requires the provision of evaluation information for making predeter-
mined declslons relevant to the life and Improvement of a program. Thus, the evalua-

tion Is directly related to the Information required for these decislons. The
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decislonmaking approach can Include both proactive (Improvement) and retroactive
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(judgement) evaluation (Stufflebeam, 1983}, corresponding to monitoring and summative
evaluation, respectively. The objective outcome of decision-oriented evaluation is efiec-

tlveness and quallty control (Stufflebeam and Webster, 1983).

Context evaluation (formative) Is for the purpose of program planning decisions. It
is analagous to a needs assessment in that its objective is to,
identlfy the target population and assess thelr needs, to identify
opportunities for addressing the needs, to diagnose problems

underlying the needs and to Judge whether proposed objectives
are sufficiently responsive to the assessed needs. (Stufflebeam,

The summative nature of context evaluation relates to Judgement decisions regarging

the actual objectives and rationale for their cholce (Stuffiebeam, 1983).

Input evaluation Is for the purpose of program structuring decislons. ' Information
provides guidance for the cholce of program strategy and; “Input for the specification
of procedural design" (Stufflébeam, 1983, p. 125). This formative evaluation corre-
sponds to an ex-ante feaslbllity study, to determine the appropriateness of potential
program plans. The summative evaluation counterpart judges the chosen strategy and

design (Stufflebeam, 1983).

Process evaluation Is for the purpose of program implementation decislons. The
objective of this formative evaluation is, "
to identify or predict, in process, defects In the procedural de-
sign or its Implementatlon, to provide Iinformation for the pre-
programmed decisions, and to record and judge procedural
events and activitles. {Stuffiebeam, 1983, p. 129)

The outcome of the decislonmaking process should be the implementation and reflne-

ment of program design and procedure; in other words, "effecting process control ”

(Stufflebeam, 1983, p. 129).
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Summatlve evaluation has Its unique counterpart In the CIPP evaluation modsel In
the form of Product evaluation, which is for the purpose of program recycling decl-
slons. These include decislons regarding program termination, continuation, modifica-
tlon or refocussing. The ob]ectlvé of product evaluation is,
to collect descriptions and judgements of outcomes and to re-
late them to objectives and to context, input and process Infor-
mation; and to interpret thelr worth and merit. (Stufflebeam,
1983, p. 129) ’
The essence of CIPP is an,
institutionalized feedback mechanism which provides for a con-
tinuous assessment of declsion-information needs and the ob-
taining and providing of information to meet those needs.
{Gardner, 1977, p. 580)
Thus, CIPP provides the impetus for self-study and anal&sls, and assures the collection
of relevant data (Gardner, 1977; Howe.\eqo; Stufflebeam, 1983). However, there Is an
underlying assumption of rationality in decislonmaking, and that the informatlon pro-

A

vided will be used (Gardner, 1977).

The CIPP model of program evaluation potentially Includes formative and summa-
tive evaluation processes. According to Stufflebeam (1983), any or all of the four proce-

dures may be used In the evaluation of a program, however they should only be applled

if the need exists.

Rossman (1980) categor[}.es and compares process and preordinate evaluation
models, for the evaluation of lelsure service programs. He describes process models as
belng very flexible because they do not prespecify the criterla to be used in determining
the worth of a program. Only the steps and procedures -are outlined a priorl. Propo-
nents of this type of mode! varylngly suggest that the judgement criterla be negotiated

by staff and cllents (Bannon, 1976), or developed by the evaluator following the prelimi-
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nary assessme.nt (Olson, 1978), or, alternatively, derived from the results of an asses's-
ment of the program’s Impact on Its cllents (Peterson and Gunnl‘, 1984). Rossman (1980)
states that the usefulness of the evaluation depends on the validity of the selected cri- ‘

tarla as Indlcative of a successful program.

On the other hand, preordinate models specify the evaluation process and the
Judgement criterla to be used in determining the worth of a program (Rossman, 1980).
Supporters of the preordinate models assume that evaluation Is based on a "mordel of
the sltuation” (Rossman, 1980, p. 44), which includes a set of presumptions regarding
what is iImportant and relevant. Hossm;em (1980) likens _this to evaluation by standards,
and the critics question the Implied linkage between the criteria (standards) and pro-

gram effectlveness.

Stelnmetz (1983) puts forth the “discrepancy evaluation model” (DEM) for program

avaluatlon. The baslc tenets of his model include,

Standard (S) - a list, description or representation of the qualities and
characteristics an object should possess.
¥ Performance {P) - the actual characteristics of that object.
Discrapancy (D) - information from a comparison of 8 and D.
Evaluation (E) - a Judgement regardlng the worth or adequacy of the ob-

Ject based on D Information between S and P.
Creating the standard (S) involves component analysls (Stelnmetz, 1983) or division of
the program’supan'e into sub~comp;3nents with an appropriate level of detail. Stelnmetz
sees this level as being at least equal to an analysis of the input, process, and output
for each sub-component. Conceptualizing Input, process ahd output helps determine

what program variables to evaluate (Alkin, 1976).

Performance informatlon Is gathered via priorlzed questions that determine,

"whether what should be actually Is ; whether Inputs are avallable as specified; whether
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processes are carrled out as planned; and whether outcomes are belng achleved as in-
tended” (Steinmetz, 1983, p. 95).

| .
This type of evaluation can be formative or summative. In this model, the purpose

. . of formative evaluation Is to Identify and clarify the objectives, and continually assess
thelr worth (Gardnqr. 1977). It also implies the provlsion of feedback for Improi:ement
during'an ongolng program (Gardner, 1977). Steinmetz (I983) also discusses program
design evalwation in the planning stage. Consistent with the néture of DEM,.’such an-

Lo

evaluation would focus on design adequacy, comprehensivensess, relationshlp to need

and appropriateness.

Thus, DEM promotes the development of standards (a detalled program déslgn
with lnbut-process—output descriptions for ail sub-components), a, data coliecflon plan
for each evaluation question (developed relative to the set stamgrds). and an Internal
feadback gnyta\s\uch that the program can be continually monitored and managed on

f

discrepancy !nfoi{nat[on, which is génerated by systematically comparing S and P (Ste-

inmetz, 1983).

Steinmetz' (1983) suggests that P data be coilected by an external evaluator, al-
though the client of the evaluation ultimately sets § and decldes on the slgnificance of;
Identified D. While this method certalnly enhances objectivity, and hopsfully credibility,
it Is only practical for the more formal summative evaluation. However, the nature of
the DEM puts an emphasis on self-evaluation and systematic program Improvemeant

(Steinmetz, 1983), which Is very relevant to formatlve evaluation.

Soucle (1974) proposed an adapted discrepancy evaluation model, for.identifylng
and evaluating admlinistrative problems in physlcal' educatlion. His model reflects a sys-
tems analysls via designative-appralsive inquiry, or alternatively, a descriptive-appralsal

model of a systems approach (Soucle, 1974).



A systems analyslé mode! represents how a program funbtions. and thus conceptu-
alizes progrém aspects that merit atte-ntlon (Soucle, 1974). Read (1974) dlfferéntiates be-
tween systems and system analysls, espousing that the former infers analysis and eval-
uatto—rT of alternatlve systoms (also Peterson, 1976). He deflnes system analysis as a
planning ar;d problem solving technique, thus analogous to Soucle’s systems analysis.
The actual analysis Involves determlning’?now well each subsystem of a diversified oper-
ation operates indlvidually and how each functions as a cqmplerhentary unit of an inte-
grated whole (Mead, 1980). From this one can Identify and deflne a problem(s) that is

: Impeqlng the proper function of the system (Soucle, 1974). The proposed objective Is to
determine and rate problem areas, based on the comparison between what is and what
should be, and then to evéluate any discrepancles according to set criterlon or deci-

slon-rule (Soucle, 1974).

Soucle (1974) lists the following steps In a designative-appralsive model:

1. Identlfy major systems In a program‘é operation; eg; flnance, petsonnel, fa-
cillties.

2. List the processes Inherent in each system; eg. personnel - hiring, training,
evaluation.

3. Asslgn a designative score (polnt value) for each process according to the
criterlon rating; eg. 4 - excellent, 3 - good, 2 - average, | - poor.

4. Asslgn an appralsive s%:ore (point value)' reprasenting the identified need or
predetermined oblectlve of each process; N.B. may not require "excellent”
performance In some processes (Soucia, 1974),

This quantitative approach permits easy contrast, discrepancy evaluation and identifi-

catlon of major problem areas {Soucle, 1974).

Soucle’s proposed model has a strong summative orlentation to evaluatibn, due to

its complex nature. The complexity is especlally Inherent in the need to set @ point val-
ue (appralsive score) for each process, consldering that the priority of the processes

may alter over time as the program progresses. Furthermors, it Is difficult to objectively
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rate each process, as well as belng a timely process to set up and administer. Lastly, It

is not conducive to the less formal formative evaluatlon,' in Its current form.

_ Bookwalter and Dollgener (1962) developed a scorecard, partlcularly ior the forma-
tive evaluation of undergraduate physical education programs. The premise of the sco-
recard Is-that It can provide a single source for essential program standards, a valld
and objectlvg means for evaluating p'rogram status, a guide for the priority alsp-ectsqn

need of Improvement, and It provides the basis for Immediate program Improvement

(Bookwalter and Dollgener, 1962).

—

The steps listed by the authors include:

1. Identify the major components and criterla of the program {Including major
and secondary aspects). -

2. Determine criteria sultable for assessing the completeness and effectiveness
of these aspects. N

' 8
3. Asslgn a welghted value to each criteria, that comprise the Identifled compo-
nents, according to actual performance (Bookwalter and Dollgener, 1962).

This model also takes on the aura of a discrepancy medel In that "polnts earned” .(as-
signed) are contrasted to the pre-set "points possible” for each criterla. Since the
polints are not assigned according to a ranking scale, the relatlve vaiues are assigned a
discrepancy value in terms of "ﬁetcentage of points attalned” (Bookwalter and Ccllgen-

er, 1962). This Identifies the major problem areas.

The Amerlcan Alllance for Health, Physical Education and Recreation (AAHPER) de-
signed an Assessment Gulde, specifically for secondary school physical education pro-
grams (1977). This functional, comprehensive tool can be easlly administered anq is
proposed for self-study and self-evaluation. The basic tenet of the Assessment Gulde Is

identiflcation of problem areas, leading to program Improvement (AAHPER, 1877).
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This avaluation model utilizes a checklist for evaluative criterla sbéc[ﬂc to the pro-
gram’s sta'ted phllosoﬁhy. Each criterla statement reflects the minimum requirements
for effectlveness ar‘ld should be Interpreted according to the_program’s pre-stated phi-
losophy (AAHPER, 1977). In carrying out an evaluation, a Yes or No raesponse to the cri-

| térla statements, with or without comments, Is required. A negative response Indicates

that additional sélf—study is needed in a specific area (AAHPER, 1977).

The authors espouse that the results qf this type of evaluation can be utilized to
develop a self-study report including a detalled analysis of strengths, weaknesses and
future directlons. Thus, progr.am evaluation by the AAHPER Assessment Guide can
demonstrate program quality and/or assess progress (AAHPER, 1977); thereby likening it

te both monitoring and summative evaluation.

'Vogel (1979) developed a simllar "systematic program design” evaluative checklist.

' ¢
HIs checklist of criteria statements for each evaluative item [program (sub)components]
also requires Yes, No and Comment responses. Vogel further states that a No response
s <

Indicates that "appropriate modifications are required” {p. 7); a Yes response indicates

that "there Is no need for modifications” {p. 7).

The effectiveness of boih AAHPEF{‘S and Vogei's models depends on the relevance
and practicallty of the criterla statements. The more specific the evaluative. criteria the
more useful the results, be It either a”slngle Yes or No, Ideally with comments to justify
and explaln the response. Ussful resu.lts‘promote program Improvement and/qr facili-

tate declslof’lmaklng.

Systems evaluatlon Is a bread term that has Included many varlatlons of evaluation
models. Durkin and Durkin (1975) speciflcally discuss microsystem evaluation, with the

Implication that a program is a social microsystem. Thelr proposed systems model at-
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tempts, "to evaluate programs qua organizations Instead of trylng to assess them In
terms of thelr Irhpact on'people" {p. 320). In other words, evaluation of a program In
terms of the v&ay it is organized and allocates Its. resources to achleve Its goals (Durkin
and Durkin, 1975). Via this modsl the evaluator seeks to assess the extent to which the

program achleves its goals, and its functional efficiency vis-a-vis these goals.

Durkin and Durkln (1975) differentiate between proximal and distal goals, and thelr
evaluation. The description of distal, or long-term goals tends to b§eluslve and lacking
in clarity, and is confounded with the problem of developing operatlonal measures to
determine the extent to which they arés hiéved. Proximal, or short-term goals, "tend to

be speclfic and concrete and are consequently more accessible to evaluation” {Durkin

and Durkin, 1975, p. 322).

Specifically, mlcrosysterr; evaluation 1n'volves an examination of the functional and
dysfunctional aspects of a program, as well as the extent to wh‘lch it meets the require-
ments of the larger suprasystem (Durkin and Durkin, 1975). In promoting the clarifica-
tion of the functioning of the program, the model surves to, "enhance the program’s

t .
self-awareness so that It can monitor its own functioning” (Durkin and Durkin, 1975, p.

- 321).

The basic tenets of the microsystem evaluation model can be construed to repre-
sent monitoring, with the assumptlon that examination of aspects of a program leads to
its Improvement, and- _summativa evaluation, In the form of a summary of the aspects

and their ultimate relationship (accountabllity) to the larger system (funding agency).

Etzloni's {in Schulberg and Baker, 1968) system model for evaluation Is one of the
original evaluation models. It Is based on the establishment of a wor'klng'model of a

soclal unit capable of achleving a goal. Evaluation comprises the assessment of a mul-
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tifunctlonal unlt (an organization) based on four critical functions for survival: goal

achlevement, effective co-ordination of organizational sub-units, resource acqulsition

and maintenance, and adaptabiiity ic the environment (Schulberg and Baker, 1968).

Etzioni's model parallels other discrepancy models In that it requires the deterrﬁlnae
tion of the optlmum-level of attainment and co-ordination of each function, followed by
the deterr}{l—r;ation of the actual degree of realization. The system model provides links
~and feedback mechanisms to bridge the gap between generated data and program
modification (Scht.Jlberg and Baker 1968). This is a result of the assessment of data

~within the context of the functions, which aflows for Immediate supposition and expla-

" nation of the successes and fallures of the organization and/or program. Schulberg

and Baker (1968) thus imply that the system rhodel is most effective as a formative eval-

. . uation tool, for program Irhprovement. However, the adaptablility to summative evalua-

".tton+$ Hpparent.
g

" Suchman (1976) proposes a process model of evaluation. It Is basicaily evaluation
for the Improveiment of operational, or ongolng, programs; in other words, monitoring.
Although Suchman believes evaluatlon Is an Integral part of the administrative cycle of

any operating system {declslonmaking programming communicating controlling

reappraising), he does not feel that formal evaluatlon should be undertaken until the '

pro'gram has had enough time to prove Its possible effectiveness (also Cronbach, 1963).

The process model of evaluation Is analogous to operations research (or system

analysls). This Implles, "the study of relations rather than ‘entitles’ with an emphasis on
process and transition...” (Suchman, 1976, p.‘;58). Process Is continually in operation
and constantly changing In response to Internal and external pressures, therefore,
*evaluation Is most productive when it can become a contlnuou's‘ process of program

assessment gnd improvement” (Suchman, 1976, p. 56). Mehmet (1984) vlews process
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evaluation as an assessment of the extent td which ongoing policy Is belng carrled out

with regard to its stated objectives.

Suchman (1976) describas evaluative crlteria as Fhe basls for declsionmaking re-
" garding the program’s means towafds the ends. Crltér!a have an Information Compo-
nent which serves as the model for selecilﬁg. collecting and evaluating information. An
Interpretation Component represents the value p.osltlon regardlng appropriate and ac-
ceptable means for decisionmaking (weighting and prlority setti'ng). Finally, the Actlon

Component represents the limlts of acceptable error (Suchman, 1976).

The process mode!l can be adapted to summative evaluation as a means to_ an end

evaluation; that Is, generated Information can be used in a summative assessment of

program worth. <

2

Reicken (1976) discusses a varlatlor}of the operations analysis approach. He refers
t6 evaluation of the program’s means or operations, without speclfic regard to the out-
comé. Evaluation comprises an exarﬁinatloﬁ of the program according to standards of
effectiveness. This formative apbroach is alded by even more Informal periodic prog-
ress reports of activities, without reference to predetermined standards (Relcken, 1976).
The information generated by an operations analysis Is lntended for Immediate and on-
golng program improvement, but can also be valuable to a summative 'evaluatlon of the

program’s operations.

Helt, Roszell, Stantey and vanDuyvenbode (1980) propose a "management operation
revlew"xmodel. for recreation program evaluation. This model Is a comblination of the
goals- and criterion-orlented approaches I_h ‘that measurement factors include program

policles, objectives, operationa! performance standards and senlor management judge-

ment.
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As an operatlons revle_w tr;e rmodel reflects program monltoring. The manager ap-
pralses operations on a continuous and systematic basis, thus ensuring that objectives
are met efficlently and effectively and that dally operations are run efficlently, according

to program pollcy and objectives (Hait et al., 1980).

A summative orlentatlon can be developed from the gengrated information, al-
though there Is th'e Inherent probleﬁrﬁ" 'Bf'“sab]ectivity and expertise with this type of in-
house evaluation. Heit et al. (1980) offer an alternative that addresses summative evalu-
étlon - operatlonalu performance measurement. It Is a management and operational
Informatlon system to assess performance according to how well program outputs help
goal achisvement (Heit et al., 1980); that is, measuring operatlons performance via per-
formance Indicators. Thils summatlve evaluation approach can also be adapted for

monitoring via input and analysis of relevant data on a continuing basis, and subse-

— -

-,

quent immeédiate decislonmaking and action to Improve by management (Heit et al.,

1980).

Managément by objectives (MBO) is described by Prif:é (1978) as participative pro-
gram planning, management and evaluation which promotes the collective striving for
common geals. As an evaluation model it does not differ significantly in terms of phi-

| losophy; that Is, program evaluation conslsts of measurement of the degree of success
in objectlves achlevement, leading to modification, revision and change where neces-
sary {Price, 1978). MBO suggests that the participative goal setting process is followed
by the formulation and prlority settin_g of measurable operational objectives (state-

mehts). This [s commensurate with the goal-orlented approach to program evaluation.

Goal-orlented, or oblectives-based, evaluation is categorized by Stufflebeam and
Webster (1983) as a "questions-oriented evaluatlon”. In other words, the measurement

of program objectivaes achievement predstermines what questions should be asked (In
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order to generate useful Information), and thus, what methodology should be utilized.
What does the evaluator need to know to assess objectives achlevement, and therefore,
what doas he do to find that Information? In order to comply with the need for forma-
tive énd summative program evaluation, there must be short term and long term objec-

tives, and they must be logically sequenced.
-

Steers (1975) discusses an evaluation model comparable to MBO - the operative
goals aproach. It reflgcts the MBO method In that flexible operative goals are welghted -

and prlority-ranked, and program effectiveness Is based on their realization, as op-

posed to general criterla.

Steers (1975) criticlzes criteria-orlented evaluation because current models tend to
have \}ery generalize;j criterla that can be applied universally, without accounting for
contingency. Furthermore, she presents the problem of criterion stabllity over time; that
Is, a criterion may not contlnue to represent a stable indicator of effedtlveness (if it ever
did). Steers also polnts out that multiple criteria may conflict with regard to achleve-
ment of organizational effectiveness. Another criticism Is with the precislon of meas-

urement, implying that quantifying criterion measures of effectiveness Is a very difficult

task (Steers, 1975).

Thus, Steers’ response to these weaknesses Inherent in criterlon-oriented evalua-
tion Is the operatlve goals approach, in which effectiveness is viewed in tarms‘of‘ opera-
tive goal attalnment. Goodman and Pennings (1982) contrast official goals, operative
goals and operational goals. The former is a formal statement of organizational pur-
pose (misslon); it tends to be abstract and aspirational In nature and Is baslcally for
support and leglitimacy. Operative goals reflect the true Intentions of an organization,
and théy mirror the actual tasks and activities. Operational goals are deflned as ap-
proved criterla and evaluatlon procedures that clearly dellneate how varlous levels of

accomplishment will be measured (Goodman and Pennings, 1982).
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The oberatlire goals approach Is summatlve%h nature, although speclfic short term
goals could be assessed during operation of the program. The Inhereht problems with
- this mode} Include the potential for conflict of gc;als and the Inconslste_ncy portrayed by

dynamic goals in a relatlvely static model (Goodman and Pennings, 1982).

)

Another oblactives-based evaluation approach was developed by Worthen and
Sanders (1973). Their "hybrid evaluation” is an amalgar‘natlon of Intrinsic evaluation
and pay-gff evaluation. The former is an appraisal of the program itself and is anala-
gous to goal achlevement evaluation; the latter is an operationally-oriented examination

of the effects of the program (Worthen and Sanders, 1973).

The authors espouse that the one functlonal goal of the evaluation process is de-
termining the worth or merit of a program; a ]udgement must be made. Furthermore,
evaluation of pro_gr;m objectives is a prerequisite to program evaluation since they
must be wor}hwhlle for the prografn to exlst (Worthen and Sanders, 1973). This outlook
reflects the signlficance of ex-ante evaluation and summative evaluation. Worthen and
Sanders (1973) ensure the Inclusion of formative evaluation as well, however, with the

Judgement of the integrity of the program’s content {intrinsic) and the judgement of the

Interim effecta for feedback to program managers (payoff).

The characteristics of this objectives-based hybrid evaluation are based on:

1. Goal farmulation.

2. Regular re-examination and modification of goals.

3. Construction of a question pool (operational version of goals).

4, Comparison of goals and program content, goals and questlons, and pro-
~ gram content and questions for validity. (Worthen and Sanders, 1973).

A review of current evaluation models would not be complete without a discussion

of cost-effectivenass assessment. Levin (1975) describes It as a form of ex-ante evalua-
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tion, for cbmparlng alternatives. That Is, to determine a strategy that maximizes the de-
slred result for any given resource or budget constraint. Cost-effectlveness analysls,
*attempts to Integrate cost considerations Into standard evaluation research designs”

{Levin, 1975, p. 90). it is baslcally an econometric approach to evaluation (Mead, 1980;

Mehmet, 1984).

Haggerty (1983) describes an ex-post cost-sffectlveness assessment using ratios to
determine the degree to which a program attained Its objectives (as applled to an Inter-
collegiate athletics program). For example, actual dollars spent:pla'nned use of dollars,
and actual activities:planned actlvitlés. Effectlveness variables are generated by any
\one of a number o}:smethods for assessing program effectiveness; variableg are then

priority-ranked and weighted. The gvaluator(s) then rates the program based on each
variable; this produces a welighted effectiveness score. Cost data Is broﬁén down from

direct costs of the program. The final data may be presented on a graph (X axis - cost,

Y axis - effectiveness), with each varlable plotted (Haggerty, 1983).

-_Accordlng to Haggerty (1983) the benefits of such an analysls depend on the prob-
ablllty that it will vield a different decislon that wlll be more approprlate an& useful than
the decision that would have otherwlse been made. The principle of diminishing returns
must be taken into account when consldering the time and effort involved in a cost-ef-
fectiveness analysis. An Inherent criticlsm Is the ability, and need, to quantify, and the

i

resultant use of less than adequate proxles (Haggerty, 1983).

Summary

Program evaluatlon can serve many valuable functions. By providing Information
on a program’s operatlons and/or outcome, evaluation contributes to the overall man-

. agement of a program, particularly decisionmaking, improved program planning and



83
subsequently improved future performance of a program, and Justification of a pro-
gram's existence. Evaluatlon information may describe any or all of a program’s effort,

efficiency and effectlveness.

There Is an operative relationshlp between program planning and evaluation, such
that evaluatlon Is inherent at every stage‘of a program’s life cycle. Due to the lmbor-
tance and frequency of Iprogram evaluation, a plan for Its administration must be built
into the program design. The nature of the evaluation plan should correspond to the
need and resources avallable for an evaluation; the opportunity cost of conducting an

evaluation ought to be considered In the development of a plan.

The declslonmaker, utllizing t_he generated evaluation information, s typlcélly nter-
nal to the organization and has I’nf[uence over the direction of the program. The dsle-
gatlon of thls—l-'ésponslblllty depends on the Importance of the decisions to be made.
The evaluator may be the final decislonmaker, and may be internal or external to the or-
ganization. These factors depend on the need, cost and time for a full-fledged, formal

evaluation. The roles of declsionmaker and evaluator may overlap, elther intentionally

or with potentlally destructive results.

The ultimate goa) of gvaluation Is utilizatlon of the results. : This will be enhanced
by the generation of useful, timely information that Is addressed to the decislonmak-

or(s).

Summatlve and formative evaluation imply the timé gﬁa}ormallty of an evaluation.
Summative refers tb end evaluation, whlch occurs at tﬁ:completlon of a program, 1t
typlcally includes a study of objactives achlevement, prmp@ct and ovaerall ‘effec~
tiveness of a program. Formatlve evaluation corresponds to monitoring, or ongaing -

evaluation throughout a program'’s life cycle. Formative evaluation Is Ideally responsiva

to the continuous needs of a program.
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Such Is the basis of effective evaluation, however the means by which the actual
evaluation Is carrled out varles widely. There are numerous complementary and con-
trasting evaluation modéls. The most effective will ba one, or a cohblnatlon. that I.s‘ap-
propriate to the context of the prbgram and considers the bqslc. yot crltlcal elements of
program evaluation: the role of evaluation in a program, the evaluator and declislon-

maker, the utllization of evaluation information, and the application of formative and

summative svaluation.

ik



Chapter lll

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

In developing a prescriptive model for the evaluation of HPSCs-in Canada It Is es-
sential to explaln why an evaluation should be done, what should be involved in the
evaluation plan, when and how It should be carried out, and finally how the program
shou'ld be evaluated (that Is, on what basis). This categorization of Identified varlables
facllitates the organization of thoughts regarding the phenomenon under study A reft-
eration of the corresponding HPSC concepts will further facllitate the Integration’ ‘of the

classiﬂed evaluation processes into a prescriptive evaluation model.
4

The twenty-three models reviewed were screéned according to the context of the
HPSC program which, as one optlon in the high performance program of NSGBs, Is
characterized by a, "contractual, multi-component system” {(Shaw, 1982, p. 6). This re-
fers to the partnerships involved In the establishment and operation of a HPSC and the
comblination of components, consldered important for high performance athlete devel-
opment, to which a partlcﬁlar HPSC caters. Furthermore, a HPSC is characterized by
General and sport-specific crite;rla. which serve as a broad evaluatlon instrument to as-
certaln eligibllity for Implementat[o_n. An awareness of the characteristics of a HPSC,
the role and requisltes of each partner, and baslcally the environment n which a centre

. operates facilitates the Identiflcation of applicable program evaluation theory.

-65 -
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Also consldered In the screening oﬂf the twenty-three'modéls reviewed was thelr
concordance with certaln characteristics and Important considerations of program
egvaluation, which have been ldentl'ﬂad throughout the literature as the main compo-
nents to be considered In an effectlve evaluation plan. They Include:

1. the role of evaluation throughout the life cycle of a program;

2. the evaluator and declsionmaker, and thelr roles and responsibilities;

3. utllization of evaluation results,;

4, and formative and summative evaluation procedures. (Alkin, 1976); (Austin,

1979); (Carter and Wharf, 1973); (Dampler, 1979); (Fu, 1981); (Johnson, 1970);
{Mead, 1980); (Morris and Fitz-Gibbon, 1978); (Nachnias and Felbinger, 1982);
{Neill, 1983); (Olson, 1980); (Paterson, 1980); (Peterson and Gunn, 1984); {Price,
1978); (Reicken, 1976); (Sichel, 1982); (Soucie, 1974); (Stalnmetz, 1983); (Stuffle-

beam, 1983); (Stufflebeam and Webster, 1983); (Suchman, 1976); (Vall, 1983);

(Welss, 1972); (Welss, 1976); (Woo and Farley, 1982); (Worthen and Sanders,
1973).

- These characteristics, with reference to the selected model(s), will be explained in the

description of the resultant prescriptive modal (Chapter IV).

With specific regard to the important conslderation of the role of evaluation .
tl"lroughout a program's life cycle, Dampler's (1979) u-nlversal {ife cycle model of program
planning and evaluation is particularly relevant to this study. As revealed in Chapter Il
{pp. 34-36), Dampier describes a cycle of planning stages in the life of a program and
then superimposes a corresponding cycle of evaluation phases for each planning
stage. This useful model is highly complemente;fy to the identifled life cycle‘ for the
HPSC program (Chapter I, p. 22): the planning stages correspond, and consequently
the evaluation phases can bé utllized to Indicate when evaluatlon should take place

and basically what it should involve.

Alkin's (1976) description of the role of evaluation at the various stages of a pro-
gr.;:lm's life cycle (ses Chapter Il, p. 35-37) Iis also very applicable and valuable to this

study; It strongly corresponds to, and thus supports, Dampler's model.
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Of the twenty-lﬁree models reviewed no ons Is exclusively appropriate to the nature

of HPSCs. However, four approaches to program evalpation and eight related models

have been identifled as havlng certain attributes that, In combimation, would most ade-

quately address the evaluation needs of the HPSC program. These models varyingly

describe types, processes and methodologles of/p{ogram evaluation that would be par-
P .

ticularly suitable te this study. /

]

The following Is a review of the IntegratiTn of the selected evaluation approaches
and models in a format which precipitates the evolution of a prescriptivea model for the

avaluation of HPSCs in Canada.

MICROSYSTEM EVALUATION

This approach to evaluation is based on the presumption that a program is a
unique social microsystem, operating within a Iarger'suprasystem. Microsystem evalua-
tion proposes to assess the net efficiency and effectiveness (ou'tputs), and relative con-
tribution of each integral part (throughputs), of the program. The HPSC program typi-
fles a microsystem, operating both within the larger high performance program of the

NSGB and within the even broader high performance program of Sport Canada.
R

An important aspect of Durkin and Durkin's (1975) microsystem evaluation is the
description, for evaluation purposes, of the vari?us parts of a systems model. These in-
clude essential inputs (fincancial, material and human resources), roles (statuses and
role-related activities), components (including subsystems which are intended to con-
- tribute to the goals of the program), and intramural processes (functional prerequisites,
such as communication, accountability, decisionmaking and monitoring). Evaluation of

a program involves the delineation of these parts followed by examination of the pro-
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gram's practices vis-a-vls sach. Examination should consider both the functional and
dysfunctional aspects of the program, as well as the extent to which it mests the re-

quirements of the larger sdprasystem.

A delineation of tha parts of the HPSC system would Include the following:

Inpu'ts - funding from various partners Including Sport Cénada. PSGB. Provin-
cial Government, host facllity, host clty
- any direct revenue {eg. clinics, demonstratlons,(tournaments. competi-
tions) '

- equipment provided by facility or other partners

- coach{es), athletes, facllity host(s), medlcal/paramedical services, sport
sclence services )

A record of the allocation of these resources facllitates thelr monitoring, as part of the
system (Durkin and Durkin, 1975). _
Roles : - head coach, asslistant coach(es), apprentice coach(es)
- HPSC Manager, team manager, facllity manager
- carded athletes, elite athletes, development athletes
- medical/paramedical and sport sclence services, counsellors
All statuses wflhin the program should be specified and the roles must be delineated
with regard to expected behaviour and responsibilitles (Durkin and Durkin, 1975).
Components - athlete support )
- training, competition and administrative support
- coaching support
- sport sciénce/medlcal/paramed[cal sdpport
Intramural Processes - prerequisite administrative processes which are essential to the
planning and operation of a HPSC and, according to the Gener-
al Criteria, Include: office support, recordkeeping, public rela-
tlons, communlication, staffing (including competency, credibility

and commitment), management {(accountabllity, monltoring, de- -
cislonmaking)
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The evaluation of the HPSC microsystem comprises an Ihventory of inputs, assessment
of felatlve functionning of the throughputs and the resuitant net efflclency and effective-

ness, or outputs, of the program. Significantly, It indlcates what should be evaluated.

Operations Analysis

Reicken’s /(I976) description of a varlation of an operation’s analysls modet Is re-
flective of the microsystem evaluation approach. This particular model Is delimited to
the evaluatlon (or monitoring) of a program’'s means or operations (throughputs}, with-
out specific regard to the outcome. It Is an informal, formative evaluation approach to
aid the program manager with daily operations via Immedlate information generation
for program Improvement. ‘lt enables the manager to keeb informed about the function-
al and dysfunctional aspects of the prograrﬁ, so that they may be dealt with immediate-

ly.

DECISION-ORIENTED EVALUATION

Following the delineation of the parts of the HPSC program that should be evaluat-

ed, a prescriptlve model must conslder the Intent and the timing of the evaluation.

A maln purpose of evaluation Is to improve the management and admlnls_tratloﬁ of
a program, and Its future performance. This Is made possible by decisionmaking relat-
ed to such improvements. The evaluation process facllitates decislonmaklng by provtd-'
~ Ing Informatlon regarding the program’s effort (what it has accomplished), effectiveness

(how wall It has been accomplished), and/or efficlency (relatlve cost).

Evaluation Is for eventual declslonmaking regarding the program. The decislon-orl-

ented evaluatlon approach Implles that the decisions to be made from the evaluation
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I‘nformatlon gulds the collection of that information. Further attributes of this approach,

as outlined by Stufflebeam and Webster (1983), ingiude its commitment to problem iden-

tification, and value assessment of the,program In-order to slicit Improvement'. This at-

tentlon to program improvement encourages continuous and systematic use of evalua-

tion.

Stuffletledm-and Webster (i9

contrast this approach to guestions-oriented evalu-
ation, & "quasi-evaluation” (p;. 38), In which the questions to be asked determine the

y ) ,
metﬁodology of information collectlon. The answers to the questions. will Ideally be

A}

useful in assessing a program’s worth. However, the preset questions may not be con-

tingent to each evaluation and thus may not actually be related to assessing the pro-

gram’'s.worth.

The decislon-orlented appfoach, consists of adapting the evaluation dues’tions to
the specific decisions to be made; whether they pertain to short-term program improve-
ment and/or Idng-term program continuation, terminatlon, maintenance or modifica-

tion. Thus, declsion-orlented evaluation fosters adaptive evaluatlon In a dynamic pro-

gram.

The relevance of the decision-oriented approach to the HPSC program is In Its indl-
cating why to evaluate and when. This is further demonstrable In a review of the fol-

lowlng_,_sélected evaluation model.

Context, Input, Process, Product Evaluation Model

The CIPP model proposes that any or all of the phases In the life cycle of a system/
program may be evaluatéd as required. Each aspect of CIPP deriotes the type of decl-
slons to be made In its evaluation, and has been corresponded to the stages In the

HPSC life cycle:

Context Evaluation: program planning declslons, including
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. -sport identification and appropriateness of HPSC program
© - development of sport-speciflc criteria
G
Input Evaluation: program structuring declslons, Including

LY

- revlew and selectlon of fackHities
- confirmation of conformlty to criterla
- funding, partnerships
Process Evaluation: program implementation declsions. Including

- ongolng decislons regarding short term operation and monltor—
ing of the HPSC ~——

il ' )
Product Evaluation; program recycling decislons, including
- long term HPSC program evaluation declslons regardlng contin-
uation, terminatlon, expansion, maintenance or modification of
the HPSC program. \
This decision-oriented model helps to clarlfy the primary focus of the evaluation In-
formatlon to be collected. Furthermore, CIPP provides a useful framework for structur-
~ Ing tasks that should th&e asslgned In order for systemat[c declsion- orlented evalua-

tion to occur (Gardner, IQT?).

¢

Thus, In accord w!th_'the d_eclslon-orlehted approach, the CIPP model probeses
that, In_Iarge'part, the stage of a program’s life cycle determines the'declslons to be
made, which In turn deternelne the questions to be asked. The resultant’]nfor'mat[on‘ls

bl
t

redulred‘ for making th%tlmely decisions that affect the life and Improvement of a ﬁro-

gram.

EVALUATION BY STANDARDS .

) Progresslng loglcally from the delineatlon of what should be eveluated and for
P .
what speclfic purpbse, there emerges the evaluation by standards approach which pro-

/poees the basls for evaluatlon of the dellneatad components

,,, “
- ,’ '
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Thera are several authors who espouse the attrlbﬁtes of evaluation by standards,

as opposed to evaluation by objectives, however this study focussed primarily on ihe
review by Farrell and Lundgren (1978).

Evaluation by objectives infers evaluation of a program's outcome based on the

L4

satisfactlon of weighted and priority-ranked objettives of the program. A criticlsm of

this basic approach is that effective evaluatlon depends on the tangibility and measur-

abllity of program objectives. With particular reference to HPSCs, because the objec-

tives of this program (baslcally, attentlon to training, coaching, facllittes and support
services) are tended to be treated equally, they are not conducive to priority-ranking; as

a general description of}_the purpose of a HPSC, they are nelther conducive to measure-

ment. Most of the objective components of a HPSC are Interdependent; for example,

there is no need for a coach without the athletes, and there can be no high quality ath-

lete training without the facillties. . .

The HPSC program has, through Workshop consensus, Identifled General Criteria

which indirectly reflect the ob]ectivés.of the program;_ihey provide a more speciflc de-

w

scription. These criteria are akin to the standards charagteristic of the alternate evalu-

ation appproach described by Farrell and Lundgren (I978). . .

Evaluation by standards involves evaluatlon of a pRSgyam’s outcome based on the .

achlevement of a set level of acceptable performance. A standard has been defined as
a statement of desirable practice. The HPSC Generai and sport-speclific criteria reflect
these standards an_d serve as a measurement tool. The criteria are not a substitute for

the objectives of the HPSC program since the program will not even be In place If these

criteria are not initially met. . 9
/ .

LY
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Critlés of the evaluation by standards appr'oachl point out the tendéncy to view
standards as absolute; the minimum acceptable level becomes the maximum (Farrell
and Lundgren, 1978). This Is definitely a v;veakness of which to be alert. It can be re-
duced by the comprehension and acceptance of the.potentlal for program improvement
via evaluation on the part of those ’slgnlflcantly lm;olved in the pfog‘ m. Further criti-
cl.sm concerns the implied cause and effect linkage; that is, If the stgndards are met
then the program will be effective. It may be helpful to adopt the at?ltude that if the
HPSC criteria are met effectlve‘aly, then, there will be a greater probability that the HPSC

wll! be successful.

Based on Petarson and Gunn's {(1984) model of program development, it appears
that the evaluation by standards approach can actually be construed as an extrapola¥
tion of }he evaluation by objectives approach, and an example Is found In the HPSCs
program: ‘

o

Terminal Program ———=Enahling Objectives ——m Performance

Qbjectives .Measures
" (more specific, measurable
{general cutcome units of behaviour) {statements of
statements) i "behaviour as

evidence that
E.0. achieved)
{Peterson and Gunn, 1984i§

(HPSC Program)- . v

OBJECTIVES =- STANDARDS - = CRITERIA
(Essential Components (HPSC General
of a HPSC) Criteria)

FIGURE 6: A Model of Program Development as an example of
the extrapolation of Criteria from Objectives
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In a _goals-brtented arganization/program, ob]ectlvés serve as a planning tool by
setting the program’s framework, and as a management tool in terms of performance
measures (Farley, 1884). The HPSC components and General Criterla reflect the prol

gram'’s goals and thus serve these planning and evaluation functions.

-~
This analysls identifies the potential for adaptation of typical evaluatlon by objec-
tlvés models to fit the HPSCs program, and to be useful In other evaluation by stan-
dards-orlented programs.

Discrepancy Evaluation Model

Steinmetz’s (1983) DEM is very representative of the evaluation by standards ap-

proach. He ‘espouses the creatlon of standards, by component analysis (including In-
| ";Jut."‘process and output), for comparison to actual performance charaéteristics. Dis-
crepancy Iinformation resuitlﬁg fro'm this comparison hlighlights problem areas and

forms the baslis for an evaluation Jjudgemeant.

~

As a dec!s]onma_king model, discrepancy evaluation assumes that the most impor-
tant decisions to be made regarding the program under evaluation are contingent on
the criteria established for judging that program’s relatlve success or failure {Gardner,
1977). The HPSC Program Policy and General Criterla documents outline these criteria,
or standards, to be used for judging. They are ldentifled through the mlcrosysten‘: eval-

uation approach, and have been mentioned briefly above.

This evaluation by standards model may be summarized diagrammatically:

o



75

INPUT ~financial
-equip./facilities

~human
PROCESS . INTENDED ' EVALUATION
—operation e STANDARDS =t v s, =———fe—- 1 SCREPANCY w——te—and PROBLEM
of HPSC {Essential ACTUAL ’ IDENTIFICATION
Components (Performance)
of HPSC)

QUTPUT -athletic pertformance
] -coaching development
-athlete development

FIGURE 7: Representation of the Discrepancy Evaluation Model

Systems Analysis by Designative-Appraisive Inquiry

Soucle’s (1974) adapted discrepancy evaluation model reflects the evaluation by
standards approach and the microsystem evaluation approach. As a systems analysls
model It includes consideration of the absolute and relatlve functionning of each aspect
{process, component) of a system/program. These processes are defined as, "a combl-
natlon of unified elementary processes that carry out some specific objectives” (Kelly,
1969, p. 4). The processes, and their derivation, resemble the HPSC components (stan-
dards) and criterla, which also were delineated as essential aspects of the HPSC micro-

system. {

Evaluation of thése aspects Is based on dicsrepancy Informat[on’ resuit[ng from a
compérlson of the Intended processes and those actually carried out. Soucle’s modal
-Is not sultable for HPSC evaluatlbn due to the complexity of rating lnt.ended versus ac-
tual psrformance. However, hlsA work does have a place In the Identh‘lcat[_on of prob-

lems, based on the generation of discrepancy information.

A
’
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In summary, evaluation by standards reprasents how the evaluatlon takes place,

that Is, on what basls the program Is to be evaluated.

PREORDINATE EVALUATION

Flnally, a prescriptive model must advise on the methodology of a program evalua-

tion,

Rossman (1980) contrasts and compares process and preordlnate evaluation ap-
proaches. From his revlew It appears .that the latter is particularly suitable to HPSCs.
The process evaluation approach to which he refers suggests that criterla should not
be prespecified In deterrﬁinlng’ the worth of a program; only the steps and procedure.

(process)'aro outlined a priori. The argument for this type of evaluation Is in favour of

its flexlbijity'.

In contrast, preordlnaté evaluation involves the specification of the evaluation pro-
cess and judgement criteria to be used In détermlning the woﬁh of a program. This ap-
proach presupposses that evaluation is based on a moedel of the situation, In this case
as defined by the criteria (standards) of the HPSC. Thus the relevance of this approach

to the nature of HPSCs Is evident. Furthermore, the newness of program evaluation in

the HPSC program predisposes it to the need for the guldance provided by set criteria.
Otherwise there Is an Increased risk of evaluation blas, Incompleteness and misuse.

Management by Oblectives

Although MBO Is reflective of the evaluation by objectives approach, It has many
characteristics.which are valuable to any type of evaluation, and of course it can be ex-

trapolated to reflect evaluation by standards.
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A major attribute of MBQ Is lts emphasls on particlpative program planning, man-
agement and evaluation (Price, 1978). This concept Is particularly appropriate to the
'many partners Involved in a HPSC, and to the need for participative .identification of
sport-speclfic criteria. This approach promotes collective striving for common goals,

Including understanding and acceptance of the need for evaluation for program Im-

. provement.

~Management Information System 7

This evaluation mbdel also-suggests a valuable orleptatlon-to the evaluation of a
HPSC. As Its name Implles, the management information system depends on a continu-
ous supply of information from the participants and Interested parties to the program
manager in order to better plan, direct and control the program. The ultimate Intention
of the Informatlon, based on predetermined questions, is for declslonmlaking reg_ard!ng
program.improvement. The primary relevance of thls model, for the purpose of this
study, Is Its emphasls on monltoring and continuous feedback to the program manager
for p‘rogram improvement. .

In-house Program Portrayal

One of the least formal of program evalq‘atlon modei's_:'and technlques is program
portrayal for in-house evaluatlon. Both Sichel {1982) and Otson (1980) ‘dlscuss this for-
mative evaluation-oriented model, which is based on data collectionTégarding the pro-

gram’s operations.

Sichel (1982) proposes that the short-term data collectlon Is based on preset ques-
" .tlons answered by program staff. Olson (1980) proposes collection of "data bits” from
program staft via systematic observation, dlalogue and intuitive judgement. These

models can be adapted to include Input from centre athletes and Interasted partles.
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The cbvlous limitations of sublecflvity. bias and incompleteness can be minimized, "
and the usefulness of generated data maximized, by. ensuring relevant questions and
guidelines, planned Informatlon-gathering, a variety of informatlon sources, and a more

formal format to guide data collection (Olson, 1980; Sichel, 1982).

The informal, particlpative nature of program portrayal fosters useful short-term
program monitoring, and ldeally Improvement, and is the basls for long-term judge-
ments and decislonmaking.

Evaluative Checklists

A potential equally informal method for program evaluation Is an evaluation check-
list. Such a checklist may be as formal as the scorecard devéloped by Bdokwalter and
Dollegener (1962), which Includes rating the achlevement of prograrﬁ criteria, or as sim-
ple as checking Yes or No, with or without comment, regarding the achlevement of pro-

gram criterla (AAHPER, 1977). The effectiveness of an evaluative checklist for program

g . .
evaluation depends on the relevance and practicality of the criterla statements..

Thus, the final aspect 'of a prescriptive evaluation model Is the method by which it
-

is carried out. To summarize, a preordinate evaluation plan should attend to the pro-

cess of Information collection:

- participative

- contlnuous Information to the manager for ongoing monitoring
- short-term data collection (systematic, sourcg variety, relevant)
- discrepancy evaluation via standardized checklist

and the evaluative criterla to be used:
Standards —— = Criteria

(microsystem
processes)
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SUMMARY

A prascriptive model for the evaluation of HPSCs evolves from the logical and all-
encompassing brogress[on of selected evaluation approaches and models. To summa-
rize diagramatically:

MICROSYSTEM EVALUATION - what is to be evaluated

DECISION-ORIENTED EVALUATION - why do we evaluate, and when

EVALUATION BY STANDARDS - what Is the basis for the evaluation

Y

PREORDINATE EVALUATION_ - what Is the procedure for the evaluation

-

The outcome will be a modei that considers the integral parts of the HPSC to be evalu-
-ated, what that evaluation would mean to the program, how the particular parts are to

be Judged, and how the actual evaluation should proceed.

None of the selected approaches and models wili individually dictate an evaluation
plan for the HPSC program. Rather, the concepts inherent in these particular models

will gulde the formulation of the resulting prescriptive model for the evaluation of

HPSCs.



Chapter IV

THE MODEL - DESCRIPTION AND DISCUSSION.

D
THE MODEL e

The previously-described HPSC life cycle stages (Chapter Il, p. 22), correspond to
the stages of program plannring and evafuatlon delineated in Dampiler’'s (1979) model.
Thus, a graphic representation of the prescriptive evaluation model wlll have its basls in
Dampier. Adaptations have béen made to the original model in order to‘accomodate
the unique characteristics of the HPSC program; for example, HPSCs are ongolng pro-

grams with mdltlple year commitments, thus not requliring annual "Closdre" of the pro-

gram.

A survey of parties directly Involved with the current HPSCs In Canada {(athletes,
coaches, HPSC Managers, NSGB HPSC representatives and Sport Can?da consultants)
was conducted in or‘der to derive information and opinicns regarding past'evaluatlon
practices, desired evaluation practices and identiflcation of the partles to be involved.
Respondents completea an Opinlonnalre (see Appendix A) which Included ldentifying
who, when and what has been Involved In past HPSC evaluation, and Identifying and
rating who, when and what they wc;auld llke to seé happen in future HPSC evaluation,
This information, as frequency responseé In terms of percentages, Is Intendad to ald the

deveiopment of the prescriptive model for the evaluation of HPSCs in Canada.

~80 -
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FIGURE B: A Presocriptive Nodel for the Evaluation of HPSés in Canada
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Description of the Model

Stages of Model

I PROGRAM IDEA/
SOURCE
—introduction of

the idea into the

organization as a
result of a pex-
ceived need

IT ELABORATION
-informal checking

out of the poten-
tial program

III PLANNING

IV PRIORITY
SETTING

~decisionmaking
with regard to the
further develop-

ment of the program

or its rejection

vV IMPLEMENTATION
-of the program
plan

Corresponding
Evaluation

SCREENING

-idea passes through
several evaluations
to gain acceptance
and authorization

SCREENING

SCREENING

SCREENING

'MONITORING
~ongoing evaluaticn

to provide feedback
to a responsive
program during its
operative phase

»

Relation to HPSCs
- Life Cycle

SPORT IDENTIFICATION

-notice of intent of an NSGB
to develop a HPSC(s), via
Quadrennial Planning
Program

DETERMINE APPROPRIATENESS

OF THE SPORT

~via QPP, . includes NSGB
rationale, long range plan
assessment of technical
program and ability to
meet HPSC planning criteria

DEVELOPMENT OF SPORT-

SPECIFIC CRITERIA

-serve as basis for evaluation
of concept and facilities

REVIEW OF POTENTIAL FACILITIES

-based on, ability to fulfill
criteria

SELECTION OF FACILITY/SITE
FUNDING COMMITMENTS

e

IMPLEMENTATION



TABLE 3 cont’'d4.

VI RECONCILIATION RECONCILIATION ANNUAL REVIEW

—corresponds to -(final) evaluation —typically a review of the
completion of * wherein the ultimate  technical operations
the program destiny of a program. and performance impact of

is decided; program a HPSC
is reconciled with
its objectives

N.B. After the Inltlal planning cycle, the program caontinues In a smaller cycle of Plan-
ning, Priority Setting, Implementation and Reconclllation. Evaluatlon in this smaller cy-

- cle comprises Monltoring, with ongolng feedback for Planning and Priority Setting, and

Reconciliation. -

. DISCUSSION

The following discussion of each successive phase of the model will be based on
the Role of Evaluation at‘ that stage In the HPSC life cycle, the Eva[‘uator(s) and Deci-
slonmaker(s) who should be Involved, Utllizatlon of the evaluation Informatjon, and a

prescribed Format for the evaluation at each stage. |

| PROGRAM IDEA/SOURCE - HPSC PROGRAM CONCEPT/SPORT IDENTIFICATION

(D_Role of Evaluation o

The baslc essentlal element at the outset of the piannlng of a potential HPSC pro-
gram is ensuring adequate compreheansion of the program concept by the NSGB. Thus,

there must bs a preliminary assessment, by the NSGB, of the HPSC concept and of the

E

" needs and nature of the sport with particular reference to this concept. This is akin to

AlKkin's (1976) System Assessment, in which an Identified need represents a gap between

the actual and Ideal situation. This assessment takes place within the QPP. Hoffman

(1985} suggests that the preliminary assessment process Involve a sltuational anaylsls,

consldering:
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1. the sport's current situational base, le. club format;
2. quality of currenf’éoachlng. fac!llt!es and other teéhnical_ services;
é. current degree of centralization df athletes. | ~
If the situation is adéquate then It should not be tampered with; if It is less than optlrmal_

then improvement must be consldered (Hoffman, 1985').,

=3 "l'he role of evaluation ‘ﬁf__the‘outset of program planning is also directly related to
Context evaluation (Stufflebeam, 1983), which comprises formative evaluatlon for pro-
gram planning decisions. As appllea_d to this mode!, assessment of the needs of the faf-
get population and identifying the means of addressing those needs would be the out-

come for program planning decisions.

(i) Evaluator and Dec(slonmakér -

In line with the QPP, through which this Inltlal planning and evaluation take place..
eva_luatlng and d}élslonmak[ng is carrled out by the NSGB and Sport Canada. Their
respective respo'.nsibllit[es are dictated by the QPP guidelines {Sport Canada, 1984).

| /,/‘\\ - ‘
(iin_Utllization /

fhe value of the information generated from an assessment{evaluatlon will be sig-
niflcantly increased if as méhy parties as possible are ln-volved In that generation. The
extent of this Involvel;xent willl be dependent on the time avallable ahd the Interest of the
peopls. However, at‘the very least, making concerned parties aware of the Intentions of
the NSGB and the concept of a HPSC will enhance acceptance _of the declslon to pro-
ceed or rejact the idea. All parties currently directly involved with the HPSCs in Canada
‘(athletes, coaches, HPSC managers, NSGBs and Sport Canada) strongly support the
additional consulitation of athletes and coaches before a HPSC Is established (see Ta-

ble 7, Appendix B).



(iv) Format

a— —

The QPP guidelines dictate processes for evaluation during planning (Sport Cana-

-
»

da, 1984) that are applicable to the prescribed evaluation at this stage. In order to in-
volve parties, that are externai to the QPP, In the preliminary HPSC planning evaluation

techniques such as survay, document review, hearing and Interviews should augment

the QPP process.

It ELABORATION - DETERMINE APPB(')PRIATENESS OF THE SPORT

Evaluation at this phase of the HPSC program life ‘cycle requires formal ex-ante
evaluation. Increased formalization, which will demand more paperwork and prepara-
tion, will Ideally enhance the status and/or gredlblllty of the HPSC concept, reducs fu-
‘ture problems and uncertainties, and reduce fincancial waste. In short, one~ wants to ™
have all means avallable and all relevant partles Involved so as to Aensure appropriate

planning from the outset of the program. -

() Role of Evaluation

N _ .
Directly related t%) this stage Is Alkin's (I1976) Program Planning, In which Internal

and external evaluation of the organization and the program take place; lh_at Is, evalua-
tlon of the organization with respect to its objectlves and with respect to the HPSC pro-
gram, and evaluation of the program vis-a-vls other high p;r;;rmance programs. This
" 1s done via the QPP (general assessment) and on the basls of.fulﬂllment of HPSC Gen-
eral Criterla by the NSGB. For example, do the NSGB's objectives and current situatlon
call for a new htgri performancé program and Is the HPSC program the Ideal alterna-
five, and to what degree can the sport organization fﬁeet the General Criterla which

represent the objectives and standards of the HPSC program.



86

(I)_Evaluator and Declslonmaker

The NS_GB Is rasponsible for.generating the information at thls stage and present--

Ing it to Sport Canada (QPP). The NSGB should play a self-evaluator role during infor-

mation collection Including reassessing theqapproprlatenéss of the HPSC concept.

Sport Canada plays the role of evaluator as part of Ilts QPP responsibilities and Is the fi-

———

nal dacislonmaker ragarding the appropriatensss of the sport for establishing a HPSC.

(ilny_Utllization

Formal ex-ante evaluation, utilizing a glven format, will greatly enhance the useful-
ness of generated Information and the effectiveness of Its utilization'In the planning de-

clslons at this stage.

(iv) Format

z

* The pres.crlb_ed format for a formal ex-ante evaluation Includes the following tasks
to be complsted by the Interested NSGB and submitted as Information for the evalua-
tlon of the appropriateness of the sport to the HPSC program:

A Statement of Rationale for_the establishment of a HPSC, including the
consequences of a HPSC on the sport's international and domestic pro-
gram. (Thils prescribed task is fully supported by the coaches, HPSC
Managers, NSGBs and Sport Canada consultants directly involved with
the HPSC program; see Table 9, Appendix B). .

_Out!ln‘a the Long Rangse Plan of the NSGB, identifying In particular the
need fé?. and inclusion and consequences of, a HPSC.

Present the results of a Cost Beneflt Analysls comparling the alternatives
for .a high performance sport program, for example, HPSCs, tralning
camps, travelling Natlonal Coach.

Identlfy the particular needs of the sport’s technlcal program and natlon-
al team, and illustrate how these needs can best be met through a HPSC
environment.

Complete the Survey of HPSC General Criterla, Indicating which criterla
the NSGB can and cannot meet (see Table 1, Chapter ll, p. 18, for ex-
ample of General Criteria). (The Coaches, HPSC Managers, NSGBs and
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Sport Canada consultants fully support this task; see Table 10b, Appen-
dix B).

-
The recently decreased role of Sport Canada In the planning and establishment of

"~ HPSCs (Tibl, 19886) should not detract from the importance and value of the Information
generated through these tasks. This Information Is squally essentlal to the evaluation
through the QPP and the self-evaluation by the NSGB. Also, the Survey of HPSC Gen-

eral Criterla fulfillment will serve as a self-contract for future evaluation of the HPSC. ’\

Il PLANNING - DEVELOPMENT OF SPORT-SPECIFIC CRITERIA/ IDENTIFICATION OF
POTENTIAL FACILITIES .

'i'he main task of this phase of the HPSC life cycle Is thé development of sport-spe-
cific crlferla. ‘The,crlterla will be used for planning the praogram, assessing potential fa-
cilltles and, ultlmately, for evaluating the operatlon of the centre. The validity and ac-
ceptance of the sport-specific crlterla will be enhanced by the involvement of HPSC

partles In thelr development. .
A

() Bole of Evaluation

The prescribed evaluation is akin to Alkin's (1976) Program Planning In which Infor-
mation Is generated for planning decisions. Itls aléo directly related to _Input evaluation
{Stufflebeam, 1983), which pertalns to program structuring declslons: evaluation Infor-
matio;'l guides the choice of program strategy and Input related to the program design.
In this case, the baslc design is set and the NSGB, and Involved parties, plan the spe-
cific Inputs and processes desired. For example, funding, equipment, human resources
and technical Inputs, and the admlnlstratlve_ processes which are essential té the plan-

ning and operation of a HPSC.

(Ih_Evaluator and Declslonmaker

p— "
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As the program planner, the NSGB is the méin»evaluator and 'ong_;olng declislon-
make_r In this phase. The role, If any, of Sport Canada Is dependent on the autonomy
of the NSGB In lts planning phase; having approved of the proposed establishment of a
HPSC by the end of the QPP, Sport Canada assumes an increaslingly reduced rote in
the planﬁing and qperatlon of the HPSC.

The NSGB Is primarily responsible for identifying potential HPSC sites - either
through dirsct searching or by th;‘approach of Interested sites Indicating thelr interest
in belng consldered. AS of yet there Is no Index of What facllitles offer and thelr willing-

ness to cooperate In the HPSC program (Helkkila, 1985; Tibl, 1986).
(lIp_Utilizatlon

Participative planning throughout will encourage utllizatlon of all the evaluation In-
formation generated and provided at this stage. With regard to the sport-sggcific cri-
terla development, participative planning will especlally foster thelr ultimate acceptance
and use as planning and evaluatlon tools. The sport-speciflc clrteria wilﬁl augment the

General Criteria in the HPSC's self-contract for future evaluation.

In agresing that the sport-specific criterla should be developed and Incorporated,

the partles surveyed prescribs the involvement of the athletes, coaches, HPSC Manager,

| ﬁSGB. Sport Canada, and to a lesser degree the PSGB and the Provincial Government
{see Table ll, Appendix B). Furthermore, tﬁe Managers, the NSGBs and Sport Canada
consultants varyingly supported the Involvement of oiher partles, Including: facllity
host, any funding partner, local club(s), sport sclence and sportsmedicine repr_esenta-

! tives, volunteers and sport officlals. [n short, it would appear that all HPSC partners
and particlpants should be Involved to a varying degree to ensure that the con-cerlzit’ and . :

criterla address the needs/deslres of these parties and receive their full support.

(iv)_Format
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Suggested evaluation techniques for the Involvement of all parties In the develop-

ment of sport-specific criterta Include survey, hearing and Iinterviews. The means of

collecting Informatlon should suit the deslred ends, Including degree of Involvement of

the respective parties.

IV PRIORITY SETTING - SELECTION OF FACILITIES/FUNDING COMMITMENTS

{) Role of Evaluation

W-:I'he setting of priorities may be'seen as the progresslon from Screening to Monltor-
. ing in the evaluatlon model and is directly related to Input evaluation (Stufflebeam,
1983). At this pdlnt decislons are made with regard to program ‘structure, strategy and
input. The HPSC facllity site s selected and funding commitments by Involved partners

are finalized. If the input is Judged to be acceptable then Implementation of the pro-

gram occurs.

{I)_Evaluator and Decislonmaker . -

Again, the role of Sport Canada in this stage depends on the autonomy of the
NSGB and its HPSC program. By the conclusion of the QPP, and the evaluation of the
potential -HPSC program within it (end of Elaboratlon stage), Sport Canada wlll have
declared its intention of a grant allocation for the ;réposed HPSC(é). Thus, at this tllme
commlﬁnents will be recelved from Sport Canada and the other funding partnefs; this-

can be construed as declslonmaking by these partles regarding the HPSC program.

The decislon on facility selection has been varled In the past. Sixty percent of

NSGBs predetermine the site they want for their HPSC, that Is, the selection Is basically
. ve

" made prior to the planning-of the program (Tibl, 1986). Sites are usually predstermined

based on climate, facllities and athlete concentration. Forty percent of the NSGBs have
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open bidding for site selection. In this process, provinces usually set an agreement that
If the centre is put Ingheir province then they wlil provide a glven level of financial re-
sources. Regardless of whether a HPSC site is predetermined, ai'_i; t—hls 'cart';béfore the
‘horse’ practice may warrant revlew, any such site should stlll‘be evaluated accqrding to

the General and sport-spaclific criteria to ensure appropriateness and to sst a contract

for future evaluation.
—f;/ .
The final selection of the slte will be made by the NSGB, with Information for the
evaluation coming from provincial blds, the degree of fulfillment of sport-specific cri-
teria by eacltpulential facliity, and fesdback from the athlstes and coaches who would
\ - — ——
be Involved in the centre. (Involved parties strongly agree that athletes and coaches

also should be consulted prior to the selection of a site for thelr HPSC; see Table 8, Ap-

pendix B}.
(Iih_Utilization , -

According to MBO theory, If program participants are involved in the planning of
the program then they will be more likely to accept the decislons regarding the final
program plan (Price, 1978}, If parties directly Involved In the _propoqu HPSC have been
involved in the generation of evaluatlon informatlon for the Priority Setting (declsion-
making) then there [s a higher probabllity that they will apprO\‘re and comply with the ul-
timate declsions. Furthermore, a program ;I]I baslically be more effective If it reflects

the needs and desires of lis participants.
(ly) Format

Agaln, athletes and coaches may be consulted regarding slte selectlon via survey,

hearlngs and Interviews.
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V IMPLEMENTATION

() Role of Evaluation

-

This stage of the model and the 'HPSC life cycle correspond to Alkin's (1976) Pro-
gram lmplementation. It comprises an evaluation of the extent to which the actual pro-
gram reflects the plan. Evaluation decisions concern alterations or continuation. This

stage also corresponds to Alkin's evaluation ‘concept of Program Improvement, which

implles monitoring, Information 1s required rega'rdlng the relatIVfZLuc;iesses of all parts -

of the program, and to Identlfy problems and consider solutions fpr the immediate mod-

-

Iflcation and Improvemﬂ‘lt of the program.
Furthermore, this stage of the evaluation model is directly related to Process evalu-

ation. Its purpose Is to Identify problems in the program deslgn after it has been Imple-
mented, and to provide Information for the refinement of the design and Its implementa-

. tion; in other words, evaluation at this point-serves as “process control”.

(I)_Evaluator and Decisionmaker

The evaluator for the prescribed evaluation should be the HPSC Manager (or relat-
ad positlon), and thils responsibility should be described In his/her contract. The ad-
vantages of having a; Internal evaluator include minimizing time and expense, knowl-
edge of the program and the organization, and a liaison between the program and

policy levels. A speciflc format for monitoring will enable the HPSC Manager to carry

out effective evaluation. ' f

Partles polled overwhelmingly support the exlstence of an Internal Management
Committee for HPSC evaluation (see Table 12, Appendix B). They further agree that

such a committee should Include the NSGB, Centre Coach, Facllity Host, Sport Canada,
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and varyingly, the HPSC Man_ager and an athletes’ representative. However, such a
committee cannot realistically be expected to be responsible for, nor significantly .in-
v'olved In, the dally monitoring of the HPSC program. Ongolng generation of useful In-
formation for Immediate program Imprdvement would be |eopardized if It had to cater

to, and walt for, every committee member.

All parties support the full Involvement of the HPSC Manager in the evaluation of a
centre. Thay aléo support the full lnvd[vemen_t of the Centre Coach, an athletes’ repre-
sentative and to a lesser degres the NSGB (see Table 5, p. 95). However, thess latter
groups will be mglnly Involved as_ Information generators and as decisionmakers

{coach, NSGB) for broad declslons.

Regarding short term déclslons for immediate programl Improvement, the HPSC
Manager, with or without the Centre Coach (if relevant) will be the decisionmaker. Ol-
son (1980) encourages the program manager to modify the program in accordance with
the directlon suggested by the generated Information, and to not necessarlly wait for
decisions regarding changg._Thls further diminishes the role of the Intergl Manage-
ment Committee in the monitoring of a HPSC because of tﬁe further time Involved in a

committes decislon.

_ . More broad decislons, including pollcy and financlal concerns, should Include the
NSGB and perhaps the Sport Canada consultant as declslonmakers, bependlng on _.the
urgency of the decision. The HPSC Manager should be organized enough E& inform
these other partles in advance of the declsion, llkewise they should be keeping up to
date with the major HPSC concarns. All decisions, spontaneous and plannéd, should

be recorded for summatlve evaluation input.

(ii)_ Utllizatlon \
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Recall that, according to definition, "utilizatlon occurs when there Is an Immediate,
concrete, a'nd observable sffect on spéclflc decislons and program actlvities...” (Patton,
1978, p. 24)., Fu_rthermore. the \{alue of evaluatlon information affects utiiizatlon and is
affected by-the varle_ty of sources, the validity, rellabllity (of. collection) and prasentation
.~of the Information. These factors are controlled by havlng set guidelines for collection,

analysis and presentation.

»
i

The Involvemant of all concerned partles wlll foster acceptance of any declslohs
made. This study has found that (Table 4) up to this polnt, atiilates and coaches at the
HPSCs have been inconsistently involved In the evaluation of their respective centres

ancivarylngly satisfled with that level of involvement.

. " -
TABLY, 4
Reported Level of Involvement and Satisfaction
. With HPSC Evaluation J
a) Level of Involvement in HPSC Evaluation
-~ =~  None Some Full
Athletes 44.7% 45.6 9.7
Coaches 6.1% 28.6 64.3
b) Level of Satisfaction With this Involyement
o
None . Alot
1 2 3 4- 5
Athletes 20.2% . 20.2 '27.3 26.3 6.0

"7 "cdaches .6.7% 20.0 40.0 i3.3 20.0
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Table 5 presents data regarding the degree to which all the polled’ﬁartl_eé (athletes,

coac{:}hes. HPSC Managers, NSGBs and Sport Canada consultants) support the Involve-

-

ment of .thg varlous HPSC partners in HPSC evaluation.
o iﬂ o . v

A

.

e
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TABLE 5
Desired Level of Involvement of Certain Parties
in HPSC Evaluation®
None Some Full

a) NSGB

Athletes 3.9% 48, 0% 48,0%
Coaches .0 62.5 ~ 37.5

HPSC Managers 0 23.1 76.9

NSGBs 0 15.4 84.6

Sport Canada 0 14.3 B85.7

b) Codch -7

Athletes 0 22.5% 77.6%
Coaches 0 25.0 75.0

HPSC Managers 0 30.8 69.2

NSGBs 0 7.7 92.3

Sport Canada 0 14.3 85.7

¢) HPSC Manager

Athletes 0 25.4% 69.6%
. Coaches 0 18.8 81.2

HPSC Managers 0 7.7 92.3

NSGBs 0 7.7 , 92.3

Sport Canada 0 0 100.0

d) Sport Canada

Athletes 9.9% 61,4% 28.7%
Coaches 0 73.3 26.7

HPSC Managers 7.7 61.5 30.8

NSGBs 0 69.2 30.8

Sport Canada 0 57.1 42.9

w

e) Facility Host

Athletes 19.9% 55.4% 35.7%
Coaches 0 43.8 56.2 =
HPSC Managers 8.3 16.7 75.0

NSGBs 0 76.9 23.1

Sport Canada 0 28.6 71.4
~ f) Athletes

Athletes 1.0% 35,9% 63.1%
Coaches 6.7 46.7 46.7

HPSC Managers 8.3 25.0 66.7

NSGBs 7.1 38.5 53.8

Sport Canada v} 57.1 53.8



Table 5 cont'd.

None Some . FPull
q) PSGB ‘
Athletes 10.7% 55.3% 34.0
Coaches 13.3 46.7 40.0
HPSC Managers 0 61.5 38.5. .
NSGBs 15.4 69.2 15.4
Sport Canada ’ 0 57.1 42.9

h) Provincial Government

Athletes 22.5% 55.9% 21.7% 7

Coaches o 33.3 46.7 20.0 &

HPSC Managers P 15.4 53.8 30.8

NSGBs C 7.7 92.3 0 -
Sport Canada 0 71.4 "28.6

¥

‘ .
The results pertaln to HPSC evaluation in general, with no breakdown by monitor-

. ing and formal evaluatlon. Therefore the results are open to IntErBretatlon. Wwith regard

to monitoring during the Implementation phase of the model, the role of the HPSC Man-
ager has been described and supported; the Centre Coach may be Involved In.the most
lmmedl_ate‘declslons/hodlﬂcatlons as deemed necessary by tﬁe Manager; the athletes/
representative should be fully Involved providing information and'feedback to ald the

declslonmaking; the facllity host should be Involved in rélevant decisions; the NSGB's

‘role has been described but It should be available régardless. Sport Canada, the PSGB

and the Provincial Government should also be avallable as consultants and to provide

#
raquired Informatlon.

{lv) Format

S

All parties agree with the notlon that formal monitoring should occur quarterly, with
‘formal’ Implylng the use of set guldelines for the collection, analysis and presentation
of evaluation Informatlon. The proposed format Is presented below, followed by a de-

scription of each component: , </

%
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WHAT SHOULD BE° ;WHAT IS ) DISCREPANCY ACTION -

. L, INFORMATION
General Criteria Summary of Identify Problem Solution(s)

- Portfolios, - What = What
Sport—-Specifie which are - Saverity - Who
Cyiteria : based on . ‘ — When

Criteria
,
P FIGURE 9: Frormat for Formal Monitoring of HPSCs in Canada

—

Crlterla As uti[lzed in the ex-ante evaluatlon of the appropriateness of the NSGB and

the selected fac)?

Sport- Speclflc Criterla As developed in the process of establishing the HPSC, and
added to during the operation of the program.

Criteria describe the ideal state and Intended activities, Iﬁcluding what and who is in-
volved; thereby‘denoting what and who shbuld be considered in the evaluation of each

criterla. Recall that Standards reflect the HPSC program’s objectives, that is, what

should be (see Table 13, Appendix B}):
. B
Concentrated and expert tralining  ~

v Concentrated and expert coaching

Provision of sport-speclfic equipment and facllities
Access to"profess]onal advice ahd asslstanca In
- sportsmedicine :

Access to professional advice and asslstance In I

sport science K
. ¢ '

Coaching development in support of Improved

lavels of athlstic performance

Suppgrt services

These are provided via the attalnment
i of the general/sport-speciflc criteria
v (Ideal state, actlvities)
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Portfolios: Baslcally files for the ongoing collection of informatlon for eventual evalua-
_. tlon of the HPSC. The portfollos are based on the maln components of a
HPSC: athletes, coaches, facility, administration, sport sclence and sport-
smedicine, and they serve as a primary reference for subsequent evaluation
reports.

For the systematic collectlon of data bits regarding any of these compo-
nents, related informaflon must be separated and entered into the appropri-
ate portfolio in an evaluation-useful format. Duplicated information, that Is,
aplicable to more than one portfolio, must be copled and entered Into the
appropriate portfolios. .

-

The HPSC Manager must be constantly aware of potentlally evaluation-use-

ful information that can be entered directly, or by-extrapolation, into the
., portfolios. The Manager must Inform all program partles that the portfolios

Are avallable for entering comments regarding any aspect of the program.

The portfolios should Include positive and negative data blts; examples of
collection methods Include oral testimonles, observations, transactions, me-
dla reports. .

Actual evaluation occurs when the HPSC Manager summarizes the collected
‘data bits wlth regard to each criterla; any lack of information should be
noted and explalned.

Thers Is considerable support for the creation and maintenance of these portfolios by

the HPSC Manager (see Tables 10d and e, Appendix B).

Discrepancy Information: A positive discrepancy between the intended and actual pro-
gram operatlon(s) denotes a problem(s), which should be de-
scribed and judged with regards to severlty: A negative dis-
crepancy denotes the lack of a, or a very minor, problem; this
information is equally valuable.

——

--Actlon: Potential action statements include: a description of the Immediate solution;
the potential solutions to be declded on later (including when and by whom); a
decision to delay consideratlon of the problem untll the annual review; a deci-
slon to carry on as before. The depth of the description, Including the lan-
guage, what and who are Involved and when the action is to be carried out,
will affect the utillzation of these declsions and this Informatloc.

Formal monitoring, utilizing the above chart, should be conducted quarterly with a
varlable review of all the criteria. That Is, not all criteria need be evaluated every three

months; It should be dependent-on the Information available (collected in the portfol-
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—t

-ios). Immeadiate problems, and critical criteria which particularly require ongolng evalu- .
atlon, for example, athlete emb!oyment. tralning, testing and financlal concerns.” How-

aver, avery criterion should be evaluated at least seml-annually.

The HPSC Manager sﬁould proceed through the above steps, baslcally checking
what criterla have and have not been met as Intended (based on information from the
respective portfolios). This formal rq\onltorlng task should also include the identification
of potentlal problemé that are-not formally outlivied ﬂ1 the criterla; one must consider In-
tended and unintended resulis. f a problem Is detected then the Manager must first
ob]ectlvely’determlne the 1deal sltuatlon, then objectively relate the actual situation and
thls; u{!ll, ideally, Identlfy the real, if any, pioblem. Quarterly evatuation reports will, fur-
thermore, be prepared by the HPSC Manager based on the above format (see Tables I0f
‘and g, Appendix B). |f a problem(s} Is detected and acted upon prior to the quarterly
monitoring reports then a full account of the proceduras/should be included in the
quart;rly report. These reports will be further utilized to update HPSC partners and as

a basis for summatlve evaluation.

e

Vi RECONCILIATION - HPSC ANNUAL REVIEW ) .

There is an observable. discrepancy betweean the need for comprehenslve summa-
- tive program evaluation, which the literature supports (Alkin, 1976; Mead, 1380; Olson,
1982; Peterson and Gunn, 1984), and the past ievel and frequency of summative HPSC
evaluation (see Table 2, Chapter Il, p. 28). This highlights the critical need for more for-
mal and consistent summative HPSC evluation than In the past, to foster more effectlve

decisionmaking and value judgements.

(i) Role of Evaluation

—— e T
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Reconclilation, or HPSC Annual Review, s directly related to Alkin’s (1976) Program
Certiflcation In wplch Infprmétlon regarding ob]ectlves achleveme'nt and program Im-
pact facllitate declslons regarding the program as a whole. The corresponding CIPP
component Is Product evaldatlon, which Is for the _purpﬁsa of\ recycling decisions re-
garding the program’s termination, continuation, modification or refogussing. It is basi-
cally discrepancy evaluation between the program outcomes (descriptions and Judge-
ments regarding Impéct) and the original objectives and Intents (as defined through C, |

and P evaluation).

(liy Evaluator and Decislonmaker . -

It 1s strongly supported that the evaluator, or co-ordinator of the evaluation, should
be the HPSC Manager (ses Tables 10h, Appendix B). He/she wlll be responsible for
complllng the annual report since he/she Is most directly Involved with the continﬁous
generatlbn of most of the evaluation information through program monitoring. Sum-
marles of the quarterlly formative evaluaton reports should be directly useful to the sum-.

matlve evaluation.

a

it should be noted at this point that, In fact, athletes at the HPSCs In Ca'nada are
equally divided In thelr support for formal summative evaluation at quarterly, semi-an-
nual or annual intervals {26.7%, 28.7% and 23.7%, respectively). The Coaches are
slightly more In favour of seml-annual formal reviews (42.9%). while the majorlty of
HPSC Manégers, NSGBs and Sport Canada consultants favour annual HPSC review
(46.2%, 76.9% and 57.1%, respectively). Regardless of why the athletes and coaches
support anything more frequent than an annual review, ihe evaluation literature indl-
cates Ithat summative evaluation, supported by ongoing program monitoring, need not
occuf more than once g year (atyplcal cycle for most programs). Since the developed

prescriptive evaluation mode! proposes formal monitoring at quarterly intervals, the
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summmative revlew of a centre is proposed to occur annually. In fact, the time frame
for program review partly depends on the vartous partners’ needs for a major review,
especlally that of Sport Canada as the ultimately accountable agent (TIbi, 1986). Monl-
foring may be effective enough to control the HPSC program until a review at the end of

a longer period, for example, bi-annually.

-

The parties polled further support the distribution of this annual report to, all part-
ners Involved In the HPSC, for the purpose of feedback regardlrrlg problems, solutlons-
and decisions (see Table 10i, Appendix B). it is at this point that the, so-called, Internal
Managemeant Committee Is directly involved. The partles polled strongly favour the exls-
tence of an Internal Management Committee, with the NSO, Centre Coach, Facllity Host,
Sport Canada, HPSC Manager and and athletes’ representative as members. Thay fur-
ther propose that this committee monltor quarterly and review the HPSC program annu-
ally. However, the disadvantages of having an Internal Management Commlittee in-
volved In monitoring have been discussed; and the expense and effort to coordinate a
multi-party annual revlew has been censured by several partles (Heikkila, 1985; Landry,’
1985: TIbl, 1986). The expense can be minimized by the proposed distribution of de-
taﬁgd—summatlve evaluatlion reports. The possible distribution of the quarterly evalua-
tion reports, for reference only, would facilitate the partners’ comprehension of the

summative evaluation report.

The'actuél declsionmaker(s) depends on the declslons to be made. Since the
HPSC Is not generally an annual program, Ité continuation versus termination Is rarely
an annual decision to be made.” Rather, declslons regarding modification and refo-
cussing are more common and thus, sﬁould Include the Influence of the program man-
-ager. However, the nature of the declslons, as they are accountable to many partles,

must be recognized as program/policy declsions and therefore should Include repre-
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sentatives from the major partners (NSGB. Sport Canada, Provinclal @overnment. faclli-

ty; the HPSC ‘Manager can represent the program itself, thd athletes and/or the facllity).

-

(1Ip_Utitizatlon

To relterate, acceptance, understanding and utllization of evaluation information
depends on Its belng catered to Its audlence. Summartes of formative evaluation may
have to be expanded for better Informing partles external to the HPSC (better Informa-

-

tion for better comprehenslon).

Utllizatlon of the final evaluation decislons wlll be fostered by the preliminary in-
volvement of all parties, and their effective representation during the declsionmaking.
This uitimate representation must be stressed throughout the program’s monltoring.

-{lv) Format

Although the HPSC Manager compiles and distributes the Annual Review report tq_
obtaln ‘feedback regarding problems, solutions and declsions, the Manager (72.7%),
Sport Canada (100%), NSGB (84.7%) and to a lesser extent the coaches (46.6%) sup-
port the gathering and analysls of the feedback by Sport Canada, for the purpose of fi-
nal evaluation. This transfers the resbonsiblllty and effort from the HPSC Manager to

an, I‘deally. objective body with evaluation expertlse. -

Vil EXTENDED EVALUATION CYCLE: PLANNING/PRIORITY SETTING/IMPLEMENTATION/
RECONCILIATION - HPSC PROGRAM ACTION PLANS (RESULTING FROM
MONITORING AND ANNUAL REVIEW)

. 7
There Is a continuation of the evaluation cycle that has not been previously identi-

fled in the HPSC life cycle. As an ongoing program, there must be continuous plan-

ning, evaluation and further planning in order for the program to continue effectively.

4
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Decisionmaking Is planning, and accepted plans are implementad for program Improve-

ment. This Implementation Is accompanted by formatlvg and summative evaluation and

further decislonmaking/planning.



Chapter V

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A prescriptive model was developed to address the critical need for a formal guide-
Iine for the evaluation of HPSCs In Canada. As a legitimate high performance sport
program within Sport Canada, the HPSC program must include the essential process of-- -

evaluation throughout its life cycle.

The purpose of the prescriptive model Is to provide a comprehensive guideline by
which NSGBs, wjth varying assistance from Sport Canada, may develop and implement
an evaluation plan into their current and future HPSCs, Furthermore, such a guldel'ine
~wili facliitate the regulation, by Sport Canada, of evaluation throughout the HPSC pro-
gram, Including all sizes of NSGBs and types of HPSCZ.E_The prescriptive model devel-
oped herein serves this guideline function, that is, being generally applicable and adap-

table to various NSGBs and HPSCs.

Th‘e development of a model in this study was based on de Groot's (1969) four
phase interpretative-theoretical methodology: Exploration, Analysis, Classification and
Explanation. Information was collected regarding the past role of evaluation in HPSCs
in Canada, and the potentlal role of program evaluation. The nature of the HPSC pro-
gram was corresponded to appropriate evaluation models and a single prescrlptlver

model emargad from the synthesls of the sltuation and the literature.

- 104 -



-

105

This Integration highlighted four evaluation approachas that were particularly rele- ’
vant In the development of an evaluation model for HPSCs in Canada. They Include:

microsystem evaluation, refering to what is to be evaluated; decision-oriented evalua-

~ tion, concerning why evaluation occurs and when; evaluation by standards, which re-

fers to the basls for the evaluation; and preordinate evaluation, implying the need for
formal procedure in evaluation, These approaches to program e';(aluatlon, and the cor-
responding evaluation models, are Intrlnsl‘i'c in the re.sultant prescriptive model, which is
graphically represented by an adapted.version of Dampier's {1979) Universal Program

Planning and Evaiuation Lifecycle.

Evaluation literature recommends that evaluation occur throughout the entire pro-
gra_m life cycle, from the introduction of the idea through its plannlng and implementa-
tion to the reconciliation of the ‘program objectives wi't'h the outcome. The prescrlpt{de
model describes the role of evaluation at each stage, as well as the proposed evalua-
tors and decisionmakers; who assumes these roles depends on the decisions to be
made and the extent of the evaluation required. The rqovdel prescribes the frequent in-
volvement of all or many of the partl@ dlrectly involved in.the HP:SCS (athletes, coach-
es, HPSC Manager, NSGB and Sport Canada consultant), In order to promote utiliza-

-tion and acceptance of the evaluation results and fina! decisions. The evaluation
format for the respective evaluation stages is described, however only to the extent that
it will generally guide the NSGBs through important evaluation procedures; the model

as a comprehensive guideline is paramount to its being a definitive evaluation plan.

Recommendations

As a guideline, the prescriptive evaluation model developed In this study must be
further adapted to the unique nature of each HPSC. There are many blanks to be com-
dpleted in terms of the application of a definitive evaluation plan. The current model

provides the framework for the development of evaluation plans.
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Although the study has found that concerned parﬂes support the use of_ the HPSC
General Criteria In lthe plénnlng and evaluation of a centre, the heretofore deflclent utill-
zatlon of these criteria may warrant thelr review. They were;/developed during the Initial
plann[ng of the HPSC program concept and thus any or all of the criterla may now be

obsolete or irrelevant. The Criteria must continue to reflect the Standards, which In turn

reflact the Objectives of the HPSC progra,‘w.
i

The evaluation processes within the HPSC program, especially Reconclliation,

' should be increasingly tled to the QPP (Hoffman, 1985).- As a QPP proéram (that Is,

planned through the NSGB's QPP)}, the HPSCs will automatically be reviewed every four
yéars (Tibi, 1986). Yet, Ideally more frequent revlews can also fall within the QPP Juris-
diction, thereby Integrating an NSGB's high perf.orma,nce,program evaluatloﬁ. in the
author’s vlew, program evaluation must first become an established and accepted part

of the Independent HPSC program.
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Appendix A
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF OPINIONNAIRE

The intention of the Opl_nlonnalre was to gather information from partles directly In-
volved In the High Performance Sport Centres program in Canada regardiné"the actual
and deslred role of program evaluation In the Centres. Conse_:quently the opInions of
the parties polled would help to support or refute the Identifled problem (inadequate
program evaluation to this polnt), and to Influence and verify the development of a pre-

scriptlve evaluation model.

The self—éonstructed questionnalre (Van Dalen, 1979), was developed according to
the typs of Information sought. Closed-form questions were intended to garner lnfo'r-
matlon regarding past and present evaluation practices (based on what the HPSC Poli-

-cy outlines and what the evaluation literature recommends). Questions werg also deveal-
oped to elicit opinions regarding deslred evaluation ﬁracttces within the HPSC program
(based on the evaluation literature and the com;;onents of a pllot prescriptive model); in
essence, to determine the relatlve welght (opinlon) of the actuallty and importance of
aspects derived from the literature. Three- and flve-polnt semantic gi[fferent!al scales

were Incorporated to measure perception and opinlons (Van Dalen, IQW_

F N

The attached Opinlonnaire Is a copy of that which WQWﬂé HPSC
Managers. The other subjects - Athletes, Coaches, NSGB Respresentatives and Sport
Canada Corfsultants - received varlations of this Opinlonnalre depending on the appro-

priateness and relevancea of the questlons to each party.
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The intentlon of the author was to study the largest sample possible of the total
population of partles directly involved in the HPSCs program. These parties were iden-
tified as the Athletes tralnlng_af the centrss, the Head Céach at each centre, the Man-
ager at each centre, the NSGB Representative for the respectlve centres, and the Sport
Canda Consultants responslblg for NSGBs with HPSCs. The size of the sample de-
pended on the co-gpgratton.of.the NSGBs with HPSCs. Thirteen of a possible seven-

teen NSGBs provided the !nformat!on'requlred to contact and study the HPSCs (forty-

v

two HPSCs in total). e

N
+

The content valldity of the Opinionnalre was Introduced in the construction of the
questions. The auth'or flrst developed the questlons according to the Information
sought, then In turn analyzed each question to determine If it was Ilk_el_y ‘to ellcit the in-
formation Intended (Van Dalen, 1979). The valldity was further tested via a pllot study of
fifteen graduate students in Physical Education at the Unlverslty of Ottawa (Oppenheim,
1966; Van Dalen, 1979). Ad|ustments were madse to the respective Opinionnalres based
on the feedback from this pilot study. The unique content of the Oplinionnalres and the
fact that they were belngiadmlntstered to the majority of the particular population, un-

der study, which has a vested Interest In the subject, supported the rellability compo-

>

nent of the Opinlonnalre.

1t was known that there wer§ varying numbers of athletes at each centre, and po-
tentlally a coach who doubled a$ the centre manager. Thus, the optimum of ten Opinl-
onnaires were sent for the athletes at each centre with Instructlons for as many to com- |
plete it as possible. One Opinlonnaire each was sent to the Coach and the Manager at
eéch centre, and to the NSGB Representatives and the Sport Canac;a Consultants. The
uncoded Oplnionnalres were accompanied by a covering letter explaining the purpoge

of the study and the Importance of the Information being sought. The pgckages of ien
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athletes Oplnlonnalres, one Coach’s Opinionnaire and one Manager's Oplnlonnalre
were sent to each centre to be distribpted and collected by the Manager/Coach. Indi-
vidual envelopes wers provided to ensure confidentiallty and one large pre-paid enve-

lope per centre was provided for the return of the completed OplInionnaires.

Table | shows the number of Oplnlonnaires distributed and returned, and the fre-
quency response rate. The particularly low response rate for the Athletes Is due In part
to the small number of athletes at the Centres (average 4.7 respondents per‘centre).

This factor also affects the Total rate of response.

TABLE' 6

Response Rate for HPSC Opinionnaires

Respondent N % of Total N
Athletes b 420 24.5%
Coaches . 42 38.0
HPSC Managers 42 31.0
NSGB Representatives 13 100.0
Sport Canada Consultants 7 100.0
Total 524 29.0
HPSCs 42 52.4
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November 7, 1986

Dear HPSC Manager

As a major requirement for the completion of my Masters of Physical Education
(Admin.} program at the University of Ottawa, I have chosen for my thesis to
study the evaluation of High Performance Sport Centres (HPSCs) in Canada.

My research has revealed that, throughout their short life span to date, there
has been relatively little attention paid to the evaluation of HPSCs. The
purpose of my thesis is to develop a model and guideline by which HPSCs can
be efficiently and effectively evaluated. :

The intended outcome of my study is to have an evaluation guideline which
National Sport Organizations (NSOs) may adopt and/or adapt for their use in
consideration of their HPSCs.

As part of my study I would like to administer an opinionnaire to various
perties involved in HPSCs. I have obtained consent to Contact you fram your
NSO, '

The purpose of the opinionmaire is to obtain verification, and a measure of
relative importance, of the main aspects of my evaluation model guidelines,
as well as to obtain feedback regarding porposed evaluation methods.

The questions have been designed and addressed specifically to you - the athlete,
coach, HPSC manager or NSO representative. For each question I am interested
in your opinion in particular because of your unique situation and experience.

There are no wrong answers and the information will not jeopardize your
situation at the HPSC. Your confidentiality, and that of the HPSC, will be
ensured. This is a study of the overall HPSC program in Canada, and is not
particularly concerned with individual centres.

Please read each question carefully. The opinionnaire will not take lemg to
canplete, but your sincere opinion will be most valuable to my study and
the future of HPSCs in Canada. . '

Thank you for your support.
Yours truly, -

Alison Armstrong



MANAGER's Opinionnaire e

INSTRUCTIONS

1. Make sure you have the appropriate opinionnaire:
ATHLETE or MANAGER or COACH

2. Read each question carefully and respond with your personal opinion.
Confidentiality is guaranteed.

3. Seal your opinionnaire in the envelope provided and return it with
the other completed and collected opinionnaires.

Thank you for your valuable time and support.

~

1. Please indicate your positiori .at the HPSC (high performance sport centre)? (/)
Full-time/Resident HPSC Manager ]
On-site Coach and Acting HPSC Manager D

aTravelling Coach and Acting HPSC Manager . D
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1

2. As outlined in Sport Canada's HPSC Policy, the following services define a

HPSC,

a) Indicate (V) whether . b)Indicate (V) whether
these services are " these services should
provided-at your HPSC. be pmv:l.ded at a H:PSC.
Yes Mo Yes Mo

L 3

concentrated and expert training
concentrated and expert coaching

provision of sport specific equipment
and facilities for such training

access to professional advice and
assistance in the field of sport
medicine

access to professional advice and
assistance in the field of sport
sciences (eg. physiology, psycholegy,
biocmechanics)

coaching development in support of
improved levels of athletic
performance

List any other services that you think should be provided:

3. a) Did your Maticnal Sport Organization complete a statement of rationale,
outlining the implications and consequences of a HPSC to the organization's
long range high performance plan? W '

Yes
No

— ! - P L\

Do Not Know

b) Should a National Sport Organization complete such a stai:enent of
rationale prior to establishing a HPSC ? W)
Yes
No
No Opinion
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4. a) Should a National Sport Organization develop sport: i.{fic criteria,
to be used as standards for the establishment and futwe evaluation of
a HPSC? (see last page of Opinionnaire for Sample of general criteria) h

Yes
- - m
No Opinion
b) Should input into the development of these criteria come from the
following partners in a HPSC? (V)

o

Yes No
Athlete
Coach
HPSC Manager
National Sport Organization
Provincial Sport Organization
Sport Canada
Provincial Government Representative for Sport
Other(s), list them:

5. a)Before a HPSC is established, should the following people be consulted? (V)
| Yes No  No Opinion
i Athletes D D D
ii Coach(es) D D D

b)Presented with the option of several locatiolls, should the following
people be consulted before selecting the locale of a HPSC? (V)

No Opinion

Yes No
i Athletes D D Ij
ii Coach (es) | (] ] M
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Program evaluation ideally consists of two types of review: formal
evaluation, including a conprehensive review of the achievement of
program goals, and less formal monitoring of the progress and operations

of a program.

a) i How often has your HPSC been

formally evaluated? (V)

NENERE

monthly
quarterly
semi-annually
annually
bi-annually
never

Do Not Know/
No Opinion

b} i How often has your HPSC been

informally monitored, for

example by participant feed-
back and progress reports? (J)

[P EET

monthly
quarterly
semi-annually
annually
bi-annually
never

Do Not Know/
No Opinion

ii How often do you think your
HPSC should ?a formally
evaluated? (V)

e
(RIS
et
r———

ii Bow often do you think your
HPSC should be informally
noni tored? (v)
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Indicate the type of involvement you believe each of the following
partners should have in the evaluation of your HPSC. (

No Inwvolve- Some Involvenent ‘Full Involve-
ment - (eg. consultation) Ment
i National Sport T
Organization - = o [
ii National Gpach ] ) ]
iii HPSC Manager ] ] []
iv  Sport Canada D |_—_| D
v Facility Host ] ] ]
vi Athletes (or Rep.) ] ] -
vii Provincial Sport
Organi za}iionpo. D D D
viii Provincial Govern-
ment Represent- ] [] D

ative for Sport
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Sport Canada's HPSC Policy recommends that evaluation of a HPSC be
carried out by a formal Internal Management Committee, comprised of the
various partners in a HPSC.

Does yGur HPSC have a formal Internal Management Comwittee? W
T2 Yes -~
No (proceed to #11)

Do Not Know (proceed to #11)

a) Indicate the actual membership of this Committee. (/)
National Sport Organization

Provincial Sport Organization

National Coach

Facility Host

Provincial Government Representative for Sport
Other(s), list them:

b) i Bow often & they, as a group, .. ii How often do they, as a
formally evaluate your HPSC? (¥) group, informally monitor
: _ the pmrogress of your HPSC? (v

monthly —
quarterly
semi-annually
annually
bi-annually

. never

——
———
———
—

-~ ~

{ B Do Not Know

———

REEEEE
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-

10. Do you think your HPSC should have a formal Internal Management Commitiee
T to-evaluate the HPSC's activities? (v)

Yes \,
No (proceed to #13)
No Opinion (proceed tb #13)

11. a) What membership would you prefer for a formal Internal Management
Commi ttee? (4) -

National Sport Organization
, _____ Provincial Sport Organization
National Coach .
- d Facility Host &

. i .. ’
Provincial Government Representative for Sport

Other(s), list them: -

b) i Bow often shoulc.i an Internal ii How often shoul@ an Ir}tenlal
cvatonts your HBSCT (P L onitor fhe progress S PR
- W5C? V)
- . monthly ; —_—
. quarterly - —
- ~ semi-annually L
o annually R
e bi-annually .
never o



12, .

-

4

‘ ' -8~ 125

Listed below are certain tasks which contribute to the evaluation process.
With specific reference to the evaluation of HPSCs, indicate your support
for each task. () |
Do Not " : Colpletely

Support - _ , Support

1 2 3 4 5
a}completion of a statement of ’
rationale, by the NSO, outlining
the implications and consequences D
of a HPSC to the organization
and its long range plan.

b)use of established criteria as
standards for the establishment
and evaluation of the HPSC
(see sample next page).

c)development of additional sport-
specific criteria for HPSC
establishment and evaluation.

d)creation of files for the
informal campilation of infor-
mation relevant to aspects of
the HPSC.

e)development and muintenance
of these files by the HPSC
Manager.

f)preparation of quarterly
evaluation reports,based on
the files.

rg) campilation of these reports
by the HPSC Manmager.

h)campilation of an amual report
by- the HPSC Manager (based on
files and reports).

i)distribution of this annual
report to all parties involved
in the HPSC, for the purpcse of
feedback re. problems, solutions
and decisions.

j)gathering and analysis of feed-

back and reports by Sport Canada, [:l D D D [:]
for the purpose of final evaluation.

OO0 O g 0O 0O

a=i=I =R === =
s O A s O A 5 R
OO0 0O o O o 0
- m

L]
]
L
]
[
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The following is a description of the High Performance Sport Centres General Criteria,
as outlined in Sport Canada's HPSC Policy.

These criteria reflect items that can be considered, and subsequently should be
met, in the establishment and operation of an effective HPSC.

ATHLETES

Living (location)

Education (variety, access)
Erployment (opportunity, flexibility)
Social (recreation, religion)
Finance (athlete assigtance)
Training

QOACHES ' -

Employment (support, responsibility, authorii{‘)“-" el
Assistants /
Professional Development !
Athlete Identification (contact) J/
Support Staff (administration, science, medical)

Orientation (facility, authority, communication networks)
Facilities (access, quality) /‘J '

FACTLITY

Iocation

Training Facilities/Equipment (quality, access, maintenance)
Support (eg. A-V equipment, lockers, science testing, medical care)

Y
ADMINTISTRATION

Office/Suppart (for coach)

Management (formal committee to monitor/plan)

Records (maintenance)

Public Relations

Commnication (among HPSC partners - facility, Sport Canada, NSO, etc.)
Contract (re. authority and commitment)

SPORT SCIENCH
Testing (facilities, personnel, commitment, education}
Monitoring :
© Talent Identification (develcpment of field tests)
‘Administration (records, files)

MEDICAL/PARAMEDICAL

" Facility (appropriate, conveniently available)
Staff (commitment from professionals, sport-specific education)
f  Administration (records, priority system, budget)
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Appendix B

PRESENTATION OF OPINIONNAIRE RESULTS

TABLE 7

Athlete/Coach Consultatibn Prior to HPSC Establishment -

a) Before a HPSC is Established,
Should the Athletes Be Consulted?

Yes No No Opinion

Athlete 93.1% 3.0% 4.0%
Coach 78.6 14.3 - 7.1
HPSC Manager 83.3 0 16.7
NSGB 83,3 16.7 0
Sport Canada 100.0 0 0
b)....Should the Coaches Be Consulted?
Yes No No Opinion
Athlete 99,0% 0 1.0
Coach 100.0 v 0
HPSC Manager 100.0 1] 0
NSGB 92.3 7.7 0
Sport Canada 100.0 0 0
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TABLE 8

Athlete}Coach Consultation‘Prior to Confirmation
of HPSC Locale

a) Before the HPSC Locale is Set,
> Should the Athletes Be Consulted?

Yes - No No Opinion

Athlete 87.0% 6.,0% 7.0%
Coach 86.7 0 13.3%
HPSC Manager 90.0 0 10.0
NSGB 69.2 30.8 4]
. Sport Canada 85.7 | o 14.3
b}....Should the Coaches Be Consulted?
Yes No No Opinien.
Athlete 92. 2% 2.9% 4,9%
Coach 100.0 0 0
HPSC Manager 100.90 0 0]
NSGB i 92.3 7.1 0
Sport Canada 100.0 0 0
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TABLE 9

Statement of Rationale

a) Was a Statement of Rationale Completed
Before Your HPSC Was Established?

HPSC Manager 100.0% 0

b) Should a Statement of Rationale Be Completed
Before the Establishment of an HPSC?

Yes No
HPSC Manager 100.0% 0
NSGB 100.0 ]

Sport Canada 100.0 0




TABLE 10

Support for the Potential Inclusion of the Following Tasks

In HPSC Evaluation
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No Support

1 2

a) Statement of Rationale

Coach ] 0
HPSC Manager 0 o
NSGB 0 0
Sport Canada 0 o]
b) ‘Use of General Criteria

Coach . 6.7% 0
HPSC Manager 0 0]
NSGB 0 0
Sport Canada 0 0

¢) Use of Sport—Specific Criteria

Coach ] 7.1%
HPSC Manager 0 o__
NSGB 8.3 0
Sport Canada 0 0
d) Creation of Portfolios

Coach 7.7% 6.7%
HPSC Manager 0 9.1
NSGB 7.7 7.7
Sport Canada 0 0

e) Development and Maintenance of Portfolios by the HPSC Manager

Coach 6.7% 6.7%
HPSC Manager v 9.1
NSGB 7.7 7.7
Sport Canada 0 0

14,

28.
18,

46.
18.
15.
28.

46.
18.
15.
14.

W oo

© ~ o~

o oMY

o B~

7%
2
4
3

26.

15,

46.
27.
16.
28,

21,
18.

14.

15.

15.

20.

9
23
14

W W A W

Full Suggort

O WO~

o~ W g

S b O

0%

.1
.1
.3

5

53.
90.
84.
85.

-~ oW W

40.
63.
66.
7L.

B o] O

38,
63.
83.
85.

~ W h n

23.
72.
53.
71.

Lo I B

20.0%
63.6
46.2
71.4



TABLE 10 cont‘d.

No Support

1 . 2 3

A4

f) Preparation of Quarterly Eﬁaluation
I

Coach 13.3% 13.3% 53,
HPSC Manager 0 9,1 - 36.

NSGB 15.4 0 7.
0 16.7 33,

Sport Canada

g) Preparation of Quarterly Evaluatiocn
Manager

Coach 6.7% 6.7% 46.
HPSC Manager 0 0 27.
NSGB 16.7 0 8.

-Sport Canada 0 14.3

h) Compilation of Annual Report by the

Coach 0 v 20.
HPSC Manager 0 0 18,
NSGB 0 0
Sport Canada o 0

14,

Full Support

Reports

3% 13,3%
4 0
1 38.5
3 ]

»

5 -

6.7%
54.5
38.5
50,0

Reports by the HPSC

7% -26.7%
3 18.2
3 41.7
0 14.3

HPSC Manager

% 4 %

w oo
- O O
(=B ]

i) Distributien of Annual Report to HPSC Partners

Coach (] 0 13.
HPSC Manager 0 0 18.
NSGB 4] 0
Sport Canada 0 14.3

3% 40.0%
2 9.1
0 @5.4
0 0

j) Feedback Reports Collected and Analysed by Sport

Coach 0 6.7% 46,
HPSC Manager 9,1 0 18.
NSGB 0 7.7
Sport Canada 0 0

7.

7% 33,3%
2 18.2
7 46.2
0 0

7.7%
54.5
33.3
71.4

40.0%
72.7
92.3
85.7

46.7%
1207
84.6
85.7

Canada

13.3%
54.5
ig.5

100.0
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Support for the Involvement of the Following.Parties
in the Development of Sport—-Specific Criteria- ’

TABLE 11
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a) Athlete-
HPSC Managékr
NSGB

Sport Canada

(]
b) Coach
HPSC Manager
NSGB
Sport Canada

c) HPSC Manager
HPSC Manager
NSGB

Sport Canada

d) NSGB
HPSC Manager
NSGB

Sport Canada

e) PSGB

HPSC Manager
NSGB

Sport Canada

f) Sport Canada
HPSF Manager
NSGB

Sport Canada

g) Provincial Government
HPSC Manager

NSGB

Sport Canada

Yes

91.7%
100.¢
100.0

B3.3%
92.
100.0

[F)

91.7%
100.¢
85.7

100.0%
100.
100.0

[ =]

106.0%
61.5
85.7

91.7%
92,
85.7

W

100.0%
61.5
85.7

14.

38,
14,

(=]
-]

38,

~l

o

(=]

un

(51}
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TABLE 11 cont’'Qd.

Yes No
h) Others
HPSC Manager 100, 0% 0
NSGB 30.8 69.2
Sport Canada . 42.9 57.1
TABC 12
Support for an Internal Management Committee
‘ for an HPSC
J Yes _ng No Opinion
Coach 69.2% 20.0% 6.7%
HPSC Manager 83.3 8.3 8.3
NSGB 100.0 ] y.
Sport Canada 100.0 0 $0
\
”

EEEERI 7



Support for the Provision of Various’'Services
at One’'s HPSC

TABLE 13
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HPSC Manager 100.

Yes
a) Training
Athlete ' 100. 0%
Coach 100.0
HPSC Manager 100.0
b) Coaching
Athlete 100.0%
Coach 100.0
HPSC Manager 100.0
¢) Equipment/Facilitiles
Athlete 100, 0%
Coach 100.0
HPSC Manager 100.0
d) Sportsmedicine
Athlete 94.1%
Coach 100.0
HPSC Manager 100.0
e) Sport Sclence
Athlete 98.0%
Coach ‘ 92.9
HPSC Manager 92.3
f) Coaching Development
Athlete 99.0%
Coach 92.3

~J b3

ey

o

L= ]

o

~J






