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Abstract 
 

of 
 

EFFECTIVE GOVERNMENTAL REPORTING: COMPARING COUNTY VETERAN 

SERVICE OFFICER REPORTING PROCESSES  

by 
 

Ryan Neil Roebuck  
 
 

 Effectively produced governmental reports serve an invaluable public function. These 

documents provide legislative and municipal leaders, policy entrepreneurs, program 

administrators and the general public with a means of measuring governmental accountability and 

making informed policy decisions.  Unfortunately, more often than not governmental reports are 

narrow and fragmented, can be ripe with inaccuracy and incomplete information.  In certain cases 

they provide very little insight into the health and effectiveness of a public program or agency.  

 This thesis seeks to better understand how limited and inefficient means of public reporting 

can be evaluated and compared to other reporting models.  I focus on the California Association 

of County Veteran Services Officers’ Annual Report as a baseline case study for incomplete 

reporting practices, and use a process called Criteria Alternative Matrix Analysis to compare this 

reporting model with three very different reports generated by organizations with similar missions 

and service functions. Using this matrix, I score each alternative against key criteria identified by 

academic literature on the subject.  My aim is to reveal ways in which each model may or may 

not comply with major theoretical principals identified in effective reporting and evaluation 

theory.  

 In comparing the baseline report to three different reports, I seek to not only find ways to 

promote more informed decision-making on the part of legislators and administrators alike, but 
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also to identify in general terms ways in which any governmental report might be compared to 

similar models in an effort to identify strengths and weaknesses in the authors’ reporting 

methods. Finally, I assert that principals for comparison, evaluation and expanding reporting 

practices found in this thesis are important for improving public reporting in general.  

 

_______________________, Committee Chair 
Edward L. Lascher, Jr., Ph.D. 
 
 
_______________________ 
Date 

 
  



 

vii 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

 First, I would like to thank all of my family and friends for your support throughout this 

process, your flexibility and positivity have been invaluable. Special thanks to my colleagues in 

the PPA program and coworkers in the Veterans Success Center at Sacramento State for your 

advice, comments and enthusiasm, which guided my progress in completing this thesis. Finally, I 

would like to thank my advisors Professors Ted Lascher and Su Jin Jez, for all of your guidance, 

time, thoughtful insights and open mindedness.   



 

viii 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
           Page 

 

Acknowledgments ...................................................................................................................  vii 

List of Tables ............................................................................................................................  x 

List of Figures ..........................................................................................................................  xi 

Chapter 

 1.   INTRODUCTION .......................………………………………………………………..  1 

   Background ..................................................................................................................  2 

   Significance of Study ...................................................................................................  7 

 2.   LITERATURE REVIEW .................................................................................................  10 

   Section I: Theories on Program Evaluation and its Importance ................................  11 

   Section II: How is Information Reported and Used in Program Evaluation? ...........  19 

   Section III: Veterans-Specific Reporting Practices ...................................................  26 

   Section IV: Literature Review Conclusion ................................................................  30 

 3.   METHODOLOGY ...........................................................................................................  32 

   Section I: Criteria Alternative Matrix ........................................................................  32 

   Section II: Model Composition – Alternatives and Key Criteria ..............................  34 

   Section III: CAM Scoring Methodology  ..................................................................  40 

 4.   CAM ANALYSIS RESULTS ..........................................................................................  43 

   Section I: CAM Scoring Outcomes ...........................................................................  43 

   Section II: CAM Descriptive Results Analysis .........................................................  45 

   Section III: Summary of CAM Analysis Results .......................................................  55 

5.   SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS.......................... 57 



 

ix 
 

Appendix A.  California Association of CVSO 2011 Annual Report and Directory  ............  61 

References ...............................................................................................................................  81  



 

x 
  

LIST OF TABLES 
Tables Page 
 

1. Table 3.1: CAM Scoring……………………………. ………………………………. 42 

2. Table 4.1: Quantitative CAM Analysis Scoring…….......…………………………… 45 

3. Table 4.2: Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Individualization….....…………………. 47 

4. Table 4.3: Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Competing Values….......………………. 49 

5. Table 4.4: Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Measure of Efficiency and Effectiveness. 51 

6. Table 4.5: Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Defined and Accurate Data Measures...... 53 

7. Table 4.6: Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Cost to Produce Report............................. 55 

 



 

xi 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
Figures Page 
 

1. Figure I. Campbell’s Indicators of Organizational Effectiveness……………..……. 16 



 

 

1 

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

  Reports and agency evaluations serve valuable functions in the public sector. If 

done effectively, they help inform decision makers, provide transparency for stakeholders 

and ensure organizational and programmatic charters are carried out successfully. Where 

many organizations fall short in reporting involves determining what information should 

be included and how that data can be used to effectively evaluate a program. Often 

insufficient, inaccurate and sometimes even misleading data is used to make assumptions 

about organizational or programmatic efficiency and effectiveness. These shortcomings 

have major implications for leaders trying to decide how to allocate scarce resources and 

create strategic priorities. If the wrong variables or insufficient data get reported, leaders 

may not make informed decisions, the public cannot hold an agency accountable and 

there is little if any assurance the public interest is being served appropriately.  

Given this problem, how do leaders develop evaluation and reporting methods 

that measure the right variables? Additionally, if their current method of reporting is 

flawed, how do they identify weak points and fix or alter that process in order to produce 

more accurate reporting and evaluation processes in the future? This thesis examines 

ways in which public leaders can answer those questions by reviewing the reporting 

practices of the County Veteran Service Officer program in California, whose primary 

function is to assist veterans and their dependents in obtaining state and federal veteran 

related benefits. I use this program as a lens through which analysts can better understand 

how reporting methods in an organization can be weighed against methods used by 

similar programs and to identify strengths and weaknesses in California’s reporting 
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model. I will first present brief background information on the County Veteran Service 

Officer (CVSO) program and an examination of why it is imperative that CVSO’s in 

general, report programmatic activities in an effective manner. In subsequent chapters, I 

explore the questions posed above through a detailed examination of reporting and 

evaluation literature, the execution of my methodological scoring model, and finally 

through a discussion of my findings and recommendations for potential policy changes to 

the current reporting model employed in California. Although this thesis covers some 

generalized reporting and evaluation topics, its focus centers on the importance of 

accurate and effective reporting in CVSO type programs, as there is significant need for 

improving veterans benefit assistance services as outlined in the proceeding section.  

    BACKGROUND 

Combat veterans returning from the War on Terrorism face many obstacles 

transitioning back into society, which are often compounded by fragmented local, state 

and federal support services, benefit claims processes, incomplete and ineffective 

reporting practices. These issues also include a stagnant economy, and for some veterans, 

service connected disabilities that severely limit their ability to pursue gainful 

employment. For these veterans, one of the only alternative means of supporting 

themselves is to obtain disability benefits while they wait for better economic forecasts 

and work to overcome transitional issues, again perhaps related to service-connected 

disabilities, unemployment and the more general challenge of reintegration into civilian 

life. Given the current economic climate, veterans of all generations are increasingly 

dependent upon disability compensation and pension payments as their primary source of 
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income both during and after the transition from active military service. With more than 

1.8 million veterans in California, roughly 300,000 receive such benefits, which infused 

the state’s economy with more than $3.3 billion in fiscal year 2011 (California 

Department of Veterans Affairs [CDVA], 2012; U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs 

[USDVA], 2011).   

While the number of California veterans receiving benefits as the result of a 

disabling injury acquired while on active military duty (hereafter referred to as 

“compensation”) and benefits as the result of a disability after military service (hereafter 

referred to as “pension”) equate to billions of dollars each year, the state’s per capita 

compensation and pension payment totals are below the national average.  Thousands of 

California’s nearly two million veterans await claims approvals and adjustments in a 

backlogged United States Department of Veterans Affairs (USDVA) claims system 

(eBenefits, 2010; Cover, 2012; Glantz, 2012; Maze, 2012; USDVA, 2011). From 2008-

2012, the USDVA reported a fifty percent increase in claims due to issues including 

drawback of troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, complications with multiple combat 

deployments, and exceedingly more complex injury claims resulting from relatively new 

advancements in detecting injuries like Gulf War Syndrome, Post Traumatic Stress 

Disorder and Traumatic Brain Injury (USDVA, 2011). Consisting of 19% percent more 

types of medical conditions than those from years prior to 2008, disability claims are not 

only more complicated but more numerous: reports cite a backlog of over 880,000 total 

pending claims with more than 580,000 claims being 125 days or older (Maze, 2012; 

USDVA, 2011; USDVA, 2012a).  
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State and National Policy Concerns 

Congress recently acknowledged the severity of the backlog situation and held a 

series of hearings to review the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (USDVA) 

procedures for processing disability claims and dealing with the backlog (House 

Committee on V.A., 2012). In response, the Veterans Benefit Administration (VBA), a 

department of the USDVA, undertook a transformational strategy aimed at reducing 

claims processing wait-times with more efficient internal practices.  However, little has 

been said at the federal level about the external processes contributing to the complexity 

and origination of those claims (USDVA, 2012b).  Journalists from around the country 

have begun to note this issue in recent articles citing the backlog in claims processing as 

well as the lag in policy development aimed at improving claims submission and 

processing at the local, state and federal levels (Cover, 2012; Glantz, 2012; Maze, 2012).  

In other words, the problem exists not only with the USDVA’s ability to process 

backlogged claims once it receives them, but also with services aiding in the submission 

of claims in the first place.  

 Glantz (2012) states that with the volume and complexity of claims on the rise 

across the country there are important policy questions surrounding the subject. In 

particular, what programs, services and organizations exist to help veterans submit these 

claims and how are their performances evaluated? Veterans may submit claims in a 

number of ways including self-submission to the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, 

through utilizing a Veterans Service Organization (VSO) such as the American Legion or 
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Disabled Veterans of America (DAV), and through state and locally funded veterans 

outreach programs that usually take the form of a County Veterans Service Officer or 

Office (CVSO).  

County Veterans Service Officers 

 State governments across the U.S. employ the CVSO model as a means of 

veterans’ advocacy and service delivery within their communities. Currently, twenty-

eight states are members of the National Association of County Veterans Services 

Officers (NACVSO), an organization comprised of individual state CVSO organizations 

that seek to promote the “rights of veterans and dependents of the United States through a 

progressive legislative platform” (National Association of County Veterans Services 

Officers [NACVSO], 2012). NACVSO estimates that 75% to 90% percent of all benefit 

claims originate from County Veteran Service Offices, a statistic that speaks to the 

importance of these programs for veterans and the claims system in general. Although the 

NACVSO organization suggests some efforts to collaborate and share business practices 

between state CVSO organizations exist, there are varying CVSO models and processes 

for internally evaluating and reporting on the efficacy of each program throughout the 

country. The variety of models and processes between states prompts an intriguing 

question: which models are the most effective?  

California’s CVSO Model 

 The California Association of County Veterans Service Officers, Inc. (CACVSO), 

a founding member of NACVSO and one of the oldest county veterans office 

associations (established in 1946), is responsible for coordinating the efforts of individual 
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county veterans offices and reporting their effectiveness in claims processing to the state 

legislature and Department of Veterans Affairs. Each year CACVSO publishes its Annual 

Report and Directory, which reflects the monetary benefits obtained by individual 

CVSOs. These totals are used by the California Department of Veterans Affairs (CDVA), 

a state agency charged with coordinating state veterans benefits, services and programs, 

to communicate the activities of CVSOs to the state legislature. These reports are also 

used to calculate the cost of processing claims in each county office as a means of 

partially refunding local governments for the administrative and employment costs 

associated with creating and processing compensation and pension claims. It should be 

noted that while these reports serve as informative guides for state officials and the public 

at large, they expose startling disparities between CVSO offices.  CACVSO’s annual 

reports suggest no apparent correlation between benefits obtained and total county 

population, veteran population, or geographic proximity to Veterans Affairs facilities or 

military bases (see Appendix A). Despite these flaws, as the most populous state in the 

country, California’s model provides one of the broadest samples of reporting practices 

for CVSOs in the country.  

Subvention Funding For County Veterans Service Officers 

Currently 56 of 58 California counties receive subvention funds from the state 

CDVA to encourage the implementation of CVSOs in county governments. While 

primary funding for CVSOs is the responsibility of individual counties, some costs 

associated with filing compensation and pension claims are subsidized by the state using 

subvention funds. In order to calculate what each county receives in subvention monies 
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for a given year, each CVSO semiannually reports the amount of workload units or man-

hours associated with processing benefit claims to the CDVA. In fiscal year 2011-2012, 

the CDVA issued $2.6 million to county governments in support of the subvention 

program. While California Military and Veterans Code §927 requires that no more than 

50 percent of an individual county office budget be funded by subvention funds, cash-

strapped counties rely partially on state subvention monies to support veterans in their 

communities.  The amount authorized for the subvention program in the California 

Military and Veterans Code §972.1 is $11million, meaning that nearly $7.4 million each 

year is not being utilized in support of benefit and service claims at the county level 

(California Military and Veterans Code §927, 2012).  While the reason such a small 

amount of the available funds is allocated for the program each year is unclear, there is an 

argument to be made that justification for further funding could be based on more holistic 

reporting practices. Simply put, if California’s CVSOs were to alter their reporting 

practices toward showcasing data on multiple services and showing the value of all 

benefits accessed via individual offices, they might be able to argue for increased funding 

especially given the disparity between the amount allotted each year and the amount 

authorized in statute.  

SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY  

Given the worthiness of the endeavor to assist veterans after more than a decade 

of our country being at war, it seems appropriate that state legislators and local 

administrators understand the current state of affairs related to programs like the County 

Veterans Service Offices. The best way for them to make educated budgetary and policy 
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decisions toward improving those services is to understand not only what services are 

provided by the federal government and non-profit organizations, but also what each state 

and county veteran service organization is doing in addition to simply filing 

compensation & pension benefit claims. My assertion is that adequate reports and 

program evaluations can help fulfill this need.  The current model of reporting in 

California is flawed and offers little more than questionable and inaccurate view of 

services provided by CVSOs throughout the state. This thesis attempts to understand how 

CVSO reporting practices could be improved or weighed against similar program’s 

reporting practices a manner that provides clear and purposeful policy recommendations.  

In the following chapter, I review literature covering theoretical and practical 

understandings of effective reporting and evaluation methods, measures and applications. 

This review serves the dual purpose of presenting pertinent areas of reporting and 

evaluation theory and identifying the key criteria associated with effective reports and 

evaluations that I employ in my analysis in subsequent chapters. The third chapter utilizes 

those key criteria in a method known as Criteria Alternative Matrixes (CAM) Analysis, in 

order to compare the current reporting model used by the California County Veterans 

Service Offices to models used by similar programs for veterans. The fourth chapter 

explores the CAM Analysis findings in detail. Lastly, the fifth chapter makes 

recommendations for improving or altering the current CACVSO reporting model, 

presents potential policy implications for the program in general. This final chapter also 

provides more general suggestions for comparing policy alternatives using CAM-like 
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tools and suggests ways in which programs outside of this study can utilize principles 

from academic literature to universally improve reporting and evaluation practices. 
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CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Before CACVSO (or the CDVA) considers improving CVSO reporting practices 

it must first understand the theory behind program evaluation and effective reporting 

practices. In this chapter, I review a body of literature providing clarification on two sets 

of questions surrounding the process and purpose of reporting appropriate and effective 

information to decision makers. First, what is program evaluation, why are evaluations 

important in the decision-making process, and how is organizational or programmatic 

effectiveness measured? Understanding why organizations need to evaluate the 

effectiveness of programs and services is critical to any effort that advocates for more 

holistic reporting practices as a means of informed decision-making. The second topic 

examines how program evaluations get reported and used. If leaders use evaluations as a 

means of informed decision-making it is crucial the reports they receive contain accurate 

and relevant information.  

The following sections clarify these questions but are limited to a “macro” view 

of theoretical concepts as there are many “micro” or subtopics within the literature that 

extend beyond the purpose of answering my research question. These micro topics 

include extensive theory on models of program evaluation, decision-making practices and 

performance reporting, on which I only touch lightly upon. After clarifying each question 

above, I identify assumptions and criteria found in that body of literature, which I use in 

later analyses of CACVSO’s reporting practices. The third section of this chapter 

examines literature focused specifically on program evaluation and reporting practices for 

veterans programs in order to identify important criteria not conceptualized in the more 
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general literature described above. The fourth and final section summarizes key 

observations and criteria found in the preceding three sections in an effort to introduce 

my methodological research approach.  

For the purpose of this review, I define evaluation as the theoretical and 

conceptual framework used by leaders to understand an organization viability and 

performance. Reports and the practice of reporting differ from evaluation in that reports 

comprise a collection of data and a presentation of relevant and accurate information used 

in the evaluation of an organization or program. Put simply, evaluations are a process 

measuring efficiency and effectiveness of a program and reports are tools meant to 

facilitate that process. I begin with an examination of effective program evaluation and its 

importance for leaders in the decision-making process. 

SECTION I: THEORIES ON PROGRAM EVALUATION AND ITS IMPORTANCE 

 Policy makers and leaders of organizations must have a means of understanding a 

program’s history and background, its current inputs, outputs and utilization of resources 

in order to make sound policy decisions about its future. Stone (2002) contends that 

decision makers cannot make completely rational decisions because that would require 

perfect information and evaluation of all possible outcomes. Instead leaders act with 

“bounded rationality” or by utilizing incomplete or limited information to make 

decisions. Given this assumption, what types of limited information do policy makers use 

to make bounded yet informed decisions? In many instances, program evaluations and 

reports serve as those incomplete yet critical mediums of information.  
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Politicians, pundits and theorists alike cite the importance of program evaluation 

in public sector decision-making processes, but arriving at a common definition of how to 

best evaluate programs can be a subject of some disagreement (Chelimsky, 1983; Stone, 

2002; Berner & Bronson, 2005; and Peters, 2007). By definition, program evaluation 

“applies systematic inquiry to help improve programs, products, and personnel, as well as 

the human actions associated with them” (American Evaluation Association, n.d., p. 1). 

Evaluations may also improve the knowledge and understanding of how programs work, 

justify funding, and provide a system of accountability for multiple stakeholder groups.  

While arguments for the importance and definition of program evaluation tend to be 

generalized and universally accepted in the literature, opinions on the best method of 

evaluation vary widely.   

Early theorists like Gouldner (1959) describe traditional methods of evaluation 

based on mechanistic and generalized criteria in what is known as the “Rational or Goal 

Oriented System” of evaluation. The Rational Model took a limited and systematic 

approach to evaluation, which focused primarily if not entirely on goal specific actions or 

attainment within an organization or program. This method failed to take into account the 

diverging yet unique needs and situations of individual organizations by applying a “one-

size-fits-all” approach to evaluation. Gouldner points out that critics acknowledge the 

Rational Model’s over-emphasis on goals and suggest this view may be too narrow. 

Theorists consequently began to focus on the development of “Natural System Models” 

of evaluation that have more open and holistic measures incorporated in their processes. 

These measures included more humanistic criteria such as group morale and cohesion as 



 

 

13 

important elements in the evaluation of an organization or individual program, and were 

largely considered to be a viable alternative to traditional, narrower methods of 

evaluation. The Natural Systems Model paved a path for more modern evaluation 

methods that consider the diverse needs of individual organizations in addition to specific 

emphases on goal attainment as indicators of organizational effectiveness.  

Buckley (1967) and Scott (1977) were some of the first authors to acknowledge 

the importance of developing “Open Systems” of evaluation which emphasize 

adaptability, flexibility and resource acquisition that “conform” to the unique contexts 

and needs of an organization. They stress that practitioners should create evaluation 

methods tailored to their organization and reject the notion that any one model is best or 

can be universally employed. Put simply, these authors refute the idea that any “one-size-

fits-all” model of evaluation can truly describe organizational effectiveness, and argue in 

favor of creating methods that adapt to the needs of individual institutions and programs.     

Despite different methodological approaches to program evaluation such as 

Collaborative Evaluation, which focuses on small group cohesion and inputs as a means 

of evaluation (Berner & Bronson, 2005), or Output Evaluation which focuses on outputs 

rather than inputs as a means of measuring the contributions of a public program (Peters, 

2007), theorists acknowledge and generally agree with the significance of Buckley (1967) 

and Campbell’s (1977) notion that a well defined, consistent Open System of evaluation 

measurement is the best theoretical approach to evaluation and consequently to informed 

decision-making (Rainey, 2009; Rossi & Freeman 1993; Scott, 1977; Scott, 2003). Thus, 

while members of an organization may utilize a specific methodological approach to 
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evaluate a program (i.e. Collaborative Evaluation or Output Evaluation), they should 

tailor that model to meet the needs of their organization.  

Even though theorists do not agree on a single best methodological approach, 

most agree with the notion of implementing an open and adaptable system of evaluation 

in order to assess and consequently make informed decisions about the future of an 

organization or program. This assertion is echoed by authors like Chelimsky (1983) who 

note that thorough program evaluation often leads to appropriate policy actions and helps 

identify areas of inadequate service delivery in public programs.  This assertion prompts 

another question: given the constructs of an open and adaptable system, what factors 

constitute effective or “thorough” evaluation?  

Rossi & Freeman (1993) suggest that “systematic examination of program 

coverage and delivery” should be the goal of public program evaluation (p. 165).  This 

means organizations should aim to develop an evaluation system that tracks and reports 

the effectiveness of program delivery and outcomes. These authors emphasize the 

importance of a broad spectrum of data collection and analysis as well as the importance 

of monitoring what occurred within a particular program as critical elements in any 

evaluation plan. While they support a systematic approach, they recommend 

individualizing evaluation plans to meet the needs of different organizations.  

Much literature centers around two key measurement indicators of adequate 

evaluations: efficiency and effectiveness. For many leaders and decision makers these 

two factors often serve as the primary purpose of an evaluation in an attempt to discover 

if an organization is operating efficiently and/or if it is carrying out its mission/goals 
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effectively. Rainey (2009) notes that greater emphasis is often placed solely on efficiency 

or the value of outputs compared to the value of inputs even though many outputs from 

public programs are not easily described in monetary terms. In some cases it may be 

more appropriate to evaluate a public program based on its effectiveness as a public 

good. One problem with this approach is the challenge of defining what programmatic 

effectiveness means for a particular program, and then measuring it.  

Measuring Effectiveness 

  Peters (2007) contends that many organizations shy away from attempts to 

measure the effectiveness of programs in favor of measuring procedural efficiency due 

largely to the challenge and subjectivity inherent in defining “effectiveness” in an 

evaluation process. Rainey (2009) points out that despite multiple attempts by scholars 

across disciplines to define effectiveness, most efforts resulted in ambiguous and 

generalized explanations. While many theorists share Peters and Rainey’s sentiments on 

defining effectiveness, some early scholars, including Scott (1977) and Campbell (1977), 

sought to narrow that ambiguity by creating frameworks in which organizations can still 

attempt to measure effectiveness.  

 Building on the work of Buckley (1967) who suggested organizations utilize an 

“Open System” model of evaluation tailored to the needs of an individual organization, 

Scott (1977) began to formulate a framework for measuring the effectiveness of a 

program based on two key criteria: flexibility and adaptability. Scott (2003) emphasized 

the importance of adapting criteria to individual programs in an effort to best measure 

effectiveness. Encapsulating the core values of an Open System, these two elements 
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become overarching themes in many if not all current models of evaluation as adaptable 

and flexible individual evaluation plans and related effectiveness criteria are commonly 

accepted and almost universally employed components of most methodological 

evaluation approaches. In addition to this framework, Campbell (1977) identified thirty 

criteria, which he contends indicate organizational effectiveness. These criteria include 

many indicators mentioned by earlier authors such as efficiency, flexibility and 

adaptability as well as more “traditional” ideas from authors like Rossi & Freeman 

(1993) who emphasize output measurement and a systematic approach to evaluation 

through criteria such as productivity and goal achievement [see Figure 1 for a complete 

list of Campbell’s indicators].  

Figure I: Campbell’s Indicators of Organizational Effectiveness (Campbell, 1977) 
 Overall 
Effectiveness 

Growth Control Role and Norm 
Congruence  

Stability 

 Productivity  Absenteeism Conflict/ 
Cohesion 

Managerial 
Interpersonal Skills 

Value of Human 
Resources 

Efficiency Turnover Flexibility/ 
Adaptation 

Information 
Management and 
Communication 

Participation and 
Shared Influence 

Profit Job 
Satisfaction 

Planning and 
Goal Setting 

Readiness  Training and 
Development 
Emphasis 

Quality Motivation Goal Consensus Utilization of 
Environment  

Achievement 
Emphasis  

Accidents Morale Internalization 
of 
Organizational 
Goals 

Evaluation by External 
Entities 

Managerial Task 
Skills 

  
 While Campbell’s (1977) list was one of the first comprehensive attempts to aid 

an evaluation of programmatic effectiveness, subsequent theorists such as Rainey (2009) 

point out multiple “subjective” and “objective” criteria that may help define 

effectiveness, and in some cases even appear counterintuitive to one another in what is 
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known as the  “competing values approach.” Quinn & Rohrbaugh (1981, 1983), some of 

the first to write on this topic, developed a spatial model of effectiveness based on three 

axes or what they describe as “value dimensions” of competing values. These authors 

recognize that while vigilant attempts to identify criteria or measures of effectiveness by 

theorists like Campbell (1977) paved a pathway for studying the topic, they fell short by 

narrowing down the key criteria into a generalized list that may or may not meet the 

needs of every organization’s individual understanding of or goals for, measuring 

effectiveness.  

 Quinn & Rohrbaugh (1983) contend that effectiveness is based on values; thus, 

evaluation criteria must incorporate individualized criteria identified by leaders within a 

given organization. They argue that rather than utilize a generic list such as Campbell’s, 

organizations should create a unique list of effectiveness criteria based on three 

dimensions of competing values (one, Organizational Focus or emphasis on the internal 

and external wellbeing of the organization; two, Organizational Structure, or design 

based on control versus flexibility; and three, Organizational Means and Ends or the use 

and acquisition of resources with emphasis on inputs or outputs) (Rainey, 2009, p. 163). 

They argue that defining an organization’s effectiveness relies on many competing values 

or interests, thus a generalized “cookie-cutter” list of measures like Campbell’s does not 

adequately explain the effectiveness of an organization.  

 Expanding on the idea that organizations must measure effectiveness based on a 

competing set of values, Quinn & Rohrbaugh (1981) believe that taking a “multivariate” 

approach will help mitigate contentious values within an organization and may be the 
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best theoretical method of measuring effectiveness. These authors identified four models 

of effectiveness which, despite being inherently contradictory to one another, should be 

considered of equal importance and incorporated in an organization’s evaluation plan in 

order to meet the competing values or interests within that institution. The four models 

are: the human relations model which emphasizes flexible processes, morale, cohesion 

and human development within the organization; the internal process model which 

emphasizes maintaining internal control via structure, streamlined processes, internal 

auditing and accountability; the open systems model which emphasizes responsiveness to 

the environment; and the rational goal model which emphasizes a focus on planning and 

maximizing efficiency (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1981; Rainey, 2009, p. 163).  In effect, 

Quinn and Rohrbaugh acknowledge that many values and interests contribute to the 

measurement of effectiveness which may appear to contradict one another, but those 

contradictions or competing values should not deter leaders from attempting to measure 

as many aspects (i.e. the four models just mentioned) of effectiveness within the 

organization as possible.   

Section I: Summary 

 The first section of this review examined literature aimed at answering three 

questions: what is program evaluation, why are evaluations important in the decision-

making process, and how is organizational/programmatic effectiveness measured? After a 

detailed analysis of the literature, some clear inroads can be made toward answering 

those questions. First, it is evident many theorists agree with the notion that evaluations 

can serve as important mediums of information for decision makers if they are objective 



 

 

19 

and uniquely tailored to the needs, goals and values of an individual organization or 

program. Second, despite many efforts to create “the best” model for program evaluation, 

most theorists would argue that leaders should design an evaluation plan that incorporates 

many competing values, interests or opinions about the appropriate measures of 

effectiveness. Lastly, despite those competing values and the inherent difficulty in 

defining effectiveness, leaders should implement multivariate approaches with flexible 

measures and adapt their evaluation plans to meet the current needs of the organization. 

As Ammons (2002) points out however, organizations must report or measure 

appropriate criteria which lead to innovative managerial thinking and ultimately 

organizational or programmatic change.  Even if leaders attempt a multivariate approach 

that meets the needs of competing interests, how are those interests reported, and 

information measured and disseminated to leaders in the most influential manner? The 

next section highlights literature on reporting theory in order to answer these questions.  

SECTION II: HOW IS INFORMATION REPORTED AND USED IN PROGRAM 
EVALUATION? 

 
“Numbers in politics are measures of human activities, made by human beings, and intended to influence 
human behavior. They are subject to conscious and unconscious manipulation by the people being 
measured, the people making the measurements, and the people who interpret and use measures made by 
others.  

Stone (2002) 
 

 Similar to evaluation theory, opinions over methods of reporting vary widely in 

the literature. As Stone (2002) alludes to above, numbers or data can be misleading and 

are subject not only to human error but human interpretation (and misinterpretation). For 

many, the idea of data being collected by an organization brings to mind detailed 

accounting statistics which can be vague and limiting for consumers of that information, 
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especially decision makers. Take for instance the CVSO’s reporting practices mentioned 

in Chapter 1.  The primary problem in the CVSO’s reporting model is its inability to 

explain the data presented in the report. Of course, text often accompanies data measures 

in a report with the attempt to explain said data, but such text can be equally misleading 

and is similarly subject to human interpretation. Given these realities, how do 

organizations choose relevant data and then present it in reports that ultimately help 

decision makers evaluate programs?  

 Most scholars agree that information in reports should be accurate and presented 

in an effective manner in order to minimize potential misgivings with numbers, data and 

information (Ridley, 1938; Rossi & Freeman, 1993; Cuccia et al., 1995; Kaplan & 

Norton, 1996). But how do organizations collect and report the “right” data? The 

subsequent sections examine literature related to reporting in an effort to answer two 

primary questions: how is information reported and how is that information used to make 

informed decisions? I present general background on reporting theory before answering 

the questions above.  

Background on Reporting Theory 

 Early scholars of reporting such as Graves (1938) and Ridley (1937) wrote 

extensively on the importance of reporting and the development of theoretical constructs 

that guide the practice today. Graves, for instance, emphasized the importance of public 

reporting for not only public outreach but also accountability. Foreshadowing more 

modern constructs of reporting and to some extents evaluation theory in general, he felt 

there were many ways to report information and that each institution must develop its 
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own method of reporting while remaining consistent and accurate at the same time. His 

emphasis on the ability of well-developed reports to influence policy and organizational 

change lends further support to earlier claims in the first section of this review that stress 

the importance of holistic evaluations on informed decision-making.  

 Adding to the notion that reports contribute to informed decision-making, Ridley 

(1937) suggested that progress and change should not happen by chance but rather 

reports should serve as leading agents of change. Ridley emphasized the importance of 

developing appropriate measures and avoiding the use and reporting of, useless statistics. 

He proclaimed that only meaningful data should be reported which again echoes 

effectiveness measurement theory discussed in the first section of this review: 

organizations must choose the data and measures most meaningful to their competing yet 

important values, goals and interests. Both authors highlight the importance of reporting 

only meaningful data as well as hint at nascent understandings of philosophical elements 

of evaluation theory such as the Natural and Open Systems Models championed much 

later by Gouldner (1959) and Buckley (1967).   

 Although many early scholars like Ridley and Graves understood the importance 

of flexible, individualized yet systematic reporting processes, much government reporting 

still follows private accounting procedures and formats. Bhattacharyya (1971), a 

proponent of Management Reporting which emphasizes the monitoring of data regarding 

accomplishments and not merely accounting statistics, criticizes those reporting practices 

which rely too heavily on simple accounting principles (i.e. value of outputs over inputs, 

expense and revenue charts, etc.). Bhattacharyya notes that reports based too precisely on 
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formal plans and accounting practices run the risk of being ineffective. As mentioned in 

the first section, public programs are difficult to understand in accounting terms because 

those services often have no monetary value attached; thus they must use multiple types 

of data if a report is to be effective.  

 Bhattacharyya suggests two main types of criteria be considered in management 

reporting: efficiency criteria which emphasizes the quantity of outputs, and effectiveness 

criteria which emphasizes the quality of technical specifications and opinions of 

consumers. These categories allow the inclusion of not only accounting data but also 

more subjective information like consumer feedback, environmental factors and group 

cohesion that aid in making more holistic reports and consequently more informed 

decisions.  Recent literature including Broadbent & Guthrie (1992) and Sinclair (1995) 

echo criticisms directed at the traditional over-emphasis on accounting principles in 

government reports and suggest that while some private accounting practices may be 

useful in government reports, many are not; thus, the aforementioned researchers 

advocate for more complex systems of public reporting.    

What Data Needs to be Reported and How is that Data Used to Inform Decision Makers? 

 Much literature in the field is concerned with what types of information are the 

most useful for reporting the efficiency and effectiveness of an organization or program. 

Primarily accounting reports suffice in explaining the overall efficiency of an institution; 

measures of effectiveness however, are again more difficult to determine (Ammons, 

2002; Peters, 2007). The situation is also convoluted because of vast amounts of literature 

detailing different methodological approaches to reporting that achieve the goals of 
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measuring efficiency and effectiveness. These approaches include theories on 

Management Reporting, which emphasizes monitoring accomplishments and not merely 

accounting data (Bhattacharyya, 1971) and Strategic Management Approaches described 

by Bryson (2004) which detail a very specific reporting plan based on the results of 

strategic goals. Both approaches take from a more popular, albeit controversial method 

known as Performance Reporting.  

 In response to traditional yet narrow accounting-like reporting systems, scholars, 

managers and policy makers have been paying a considerable amount of attention toward 

Performance Reporting (PR), which uses measurement and budgeting systems as a means 

to provide a broader view of organizational effectiveness (Rainey, 2009). Often, PR or 

the measures that comprise it, are developed during an organization’s strategic planning 

process as leaders identify and invent institutional or programmatic goals (Bryson, 2004). 

Scholars such as Ho (2003) contend that PR, albeit more time and resource consuming 

than accounting-like reporting, provides a more holistic view of an organization’s overall 

effectiveness (i.e. the goals set out through mitigation of competing values) and 

ultimately lead to better policy and programmatic outcomes than simple accounting-like 

reports.  

 Additionally, some scholars note an absence of performance data in reports may 

lead to organizational conflict and poor lines of communication between employees, 

customers, managers and policy makers which hinder effective and informed decision-

making processes (Ho, 2003; Bryson, 2004). Although many authors and leaders alike 

note the increased value PR brings to consumers of public reports, critics cite the 
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difficulty in determining performance measures for public organizations as well as the 

potential drawbacks of bureaucratically centralized performance measurement systems 

which are often determined by top leaders rather than a diverse set of stakeholder 

interests (Bryson, 2004; Kelly, 2008).  Ammons (2002) notes that many PR critics cite an 

over-emphasis on workload units rather than “higher-order measures” or institutional 

goals, interests and values that may detract from the usefulness of performance reports 

for leaders. If this problem is avoided, Ammons contends that proper performance 

measurement criteria can result in reports that ultimately help lead to adequate 

managerial thinking and change. Thus, Ammons suggests that proper identification and 

emphasis on competing yet diverse values in the pre-reporting or planning phases can 

result in reports that help leaders make informed decisions. 

  Despite flaws in the strategic planning element of PR, this method of public 

reporting has gained wide acclaim as it is thought to provide deeper insight into 

organizational effectiveness, aid in informed decision-making, and ultimately increase 

accountability, which many argue is the primary function of reports (Hood, 1991). While 

performance reporting is simply one approach to reporting the effectiveness of an 

organization, it is clear that arguments made by scholars like Graves (1938) and Sinclair 

(1995) in favor of individualized, holistic and detailed reports with diverse sets of 

measures (i.e. both accounting statistics, performance measures and criteria based on the 

competing values of stakeholders and leaders alike) contribute not only to making 

informed decisions but holding public institutions accountable. Unfortunately, one 

problem with this assertion is the difficulty in defining the term “accountability.”  
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Difficulty Defining Accountability 

 Authors like Sinclair (1995) and Cunningham & Harris (2001) note the ambiguity 

and subjectivity of the term “accountability.” Often, as Cunningham and Harris (2001) 

point out, reports serve the purpose of helping to hold an organization or program 

accountable to stakeholders although the definition and importance of accountability can 

be vague and sometimes misleading. Sinclair (1995) contends that accountability is 

subjective and can be viewed in any number of ways; thus it is imperative that reporting 

practitioners understand and define what accountability measures help consumers of 

those reports better understand the organization. Quite simply, a detailed accounting table 

does not achieve accountability because it only explains one aspect of the program in 

rather narrow terms.  

 Accountability, according to Cunningham and Harris (2001) can be achieved in 

any number of ways. Thus a multivariate approach, similar to ones employed in 

evaluation theory, which conforms to the needs and values of a particular organization, is 

the most effective means of measuring accountability within that institution. Hood (1991) 

suggests that detailed reporting aids decision makers in formulating increased 

organizational or programmatic requirements for accountability and accounts for a sound 

understanding of inputs and outputs.  Leaders and decision makers must strategize about 

their competing values and determine the most meaningful measures for making 

informed decisions: for example, some may simply value accounting statistics while 

others may value customer or employee satisfaction. Either way, the only way to ensure a 

report holds that institution or program accountable is to define what accountability 
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measures are important and collect data on those criteria. Thus, information identified by 

consumers of reports, which conforms to the competing values of that organization, must 

be included in an effective report.  

Section II: Summary  

 After reviewing the literature on reporting theory and practices a few assumptions 

can be made which add significant value to an evaluation of CVSO reporting practices. 

First, it is clear that both early and modern scholars on reporting agree that reports should 

contain diverse forms of data; a simple accounting spreadsheet or over-emphasis on 

workload unit data cannot adequately inform decision makers nor hold that institution 

accountable to its stakeholders. Second, given that knowledge, it is important that reports 

contain data on efficiency criteria (i.e. accounting statistics) and effectiveness criteria 

which should be determined through careful examination of that organization’s 

competing values. Finally, reports should be accurate, well designed and consistent if 

they are to serve as tools for informed decision-making and public accountability.  

SECTION III: VETERANS-SPECIFIC REPORTING PRACTICES 

 Unfortunately, literature related to the reporting of veteran benefits is limited and 

primarily directed towards health and medical related practices. Some elements of these 

publications can be applied to broader veteran specific programs but rarely stress 

theoretical constructs outside of the more generalized evaluation and reporting literature 

discussed in earlier sections of this review. For instance a report by the Institute for 

Defense Analysis (2006) suggests that veterans healthcare reporting practices should be 

standardized in order to account for variance and inaccuracies amongst different Veterans 
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Administration hospitals. While this information is critical for creating accurate reports, it 

does not highlight any specific criteria related solely to evaluating veterans programs.  

 Despite the dearth of veterans benefits reporting, a few reports conducted by 

governmental agencies relate specifically to the reporting processes of County Veterans 

Service Officers. The first and arguably more general report by the Tennessee Advisory 

Commission on Intergovernmental Relations [TACIR] (2012) highlights some important 

factors of the CVSO program that should be measured in reports to decision makers. The 

second report by the California State Auditor’s [CSA] (2000) office provides invaluable 

insight into the flaws and potential improvements upon the current reporting method of 

California’s CVSOs. I briefly describe elements of these documents that extend beyond 

the more general literature described in previous sections of this review.  

 TACIR’s (2012) review of Tennessee’s CVSOs arose from prospective state 

legislation aimed at assessing and potentially changing the pay scale of Tenessee-based 

CVSOs. The report shows that each county office carries varying workloads, thus making 

universal pay changes difficult to recommend without careful and comprehensive 

understanding and verification of individual workloads. The authors suggest that factors 

such as total county population, percentage of veterans receiving benefits, amount of 

claims processed relative to the total veteran population within that county, and the 

number of veterans served by each CVSO should factor into funding calculations. They 

argue that reports detailing this type of information helps state legislators make more 

informed decisions about the program (specifically funding). This assertion suggests that 

current methods of reporting based solely on calculations of benefit claims or estimated 
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benefits attained by veterans in individual counties do not provide enough information to 

make sound decisions about all aspects of the CVSO program.  

 The CSA (2000) audit of California’s CVSO program provides one of the clearest 

and most direct accounts of both flaws in the current reporting system and proposed 

changes aimed at mitigating those shortcomings. Many of the flaws mentioned in the first 

chapter of this thesis are highlighted in the CSA audit including the over-emphasis on 

benefit attainment estimations by individual county CVSOs. The publication notes the 

current reporting system’s failures as follows:  

“…certain reported benefits and savings were reported inaccurately and should be viewed with 
caution…even if the department reported these figures correctly, such benefits should not function 
as the only measures of whether the CVSOs are serving veterans successfully” (CSA, 2000, p. 11).  
 

Auditors recommend that more emphasis be placed on measurements of other CVSO 

functions including education benefit advising, homeless veteran services, and assistance 

for veterans in accessing Veterans Administration health services which saves the 

California Medical Assistance (Medi-Cal) Program considerable amounts of money. 

They contend that helping process federal benefit claims is only part of what the CVSO 

program does and consequently that should not be the sole criterion by which leaders in 

both state and county governments evaluate programmatic effectiveness.   

 Additionally, the CSA report offers two sets of suggested improvements to the 

current reporting model. First, the agency contends that individual counties should set 

internal CVSO performance measures based on the strategic goals and needs of veterans 

within that locale. These measures could include year-to-year evaluations of individual 

staff members based on such factors as the number of claims processed by each employee 

in the CVSO office. The second set of reporting improvements are generalized towards 
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statewide practices aimed at creating broader and more holistic reporting 

measures/practices. CSA suggests that the California Department of Veterans Affairs set 

standards for staff training, create statewide goals and priorities for CVSOs, better 

explain in reports to the legislature why the current county data based on benefit claims 

processing varies from county to county, and assist county governments in professional 

development and standardization of CVSO reporting practices, which may improve 

benefit data accuracy. Finally the CSA suggests the state promote the practice of local 

governments developing individualized county priorities for veterans and measure the 

attainment of those goals each year.  

Section III. Summary 

 While the body of literature related specifically to veterans program reporting 

practices is limited, there are two key reports that help clarify elements outside of the 

general academic literature that factor into effective CVSO reporting practices. These 

studies suggest primarily that CVSO reports broaden their current reporting model 

beyond number of benefit claims and estimated dollar values of those benefits in favor of 

a model that encompasses measurements from multiple aspects of the program. 

Additionally, both reports identify the need to create measures specific to each county’s 

needs, goals and arguably, in some cases, competing interests with the state veterans 

agency.  
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SECTION IV: LITERATURE REVIEW CONCLUSION  

 The purpose of this review was to provide a macro-view of literature surrounding 

three main topics: evaluation theory and measures of effectiveness, reporting theory, and 

literature expanding upon the reporting and evaluation practices in not only veterans 

programs in general but specifically County Veterans Service Offices. The first section 

covered in some detail the theory behind evaluation and measuring effectiveness as a 

means toward informed decision-making. Scholars in this field generally agree that 

program evaluation, if carried out in a manner that encompasses and measures the 

competing values of an organization or program, can be an instrumental tool for leaders 

and stakeholders alike. Furthermore, the literature repeatedly mentioned that leaders must 

adapt an evaluation plan to the needs and competing values of that organization.  

 The second section of this review built upon many of the theories espoused in the 

first section through analyzing literature on general reporting practices. Scholars in this 

field acknowledged that effective reports help decision makers evaluate the current state 

of an organization or program. In order to do this, reports must use multiple points of data 

centered on two key criteria: efficiency and effectiveness. Finally, the literature suggested 

that reports be tailored to measure the competing interests behind the activities of an 

organization, and that reporting practices and measures be well defined, accurate, 

consistent and holistic.  

 Finally, the third section of this review attempted to identify aspects of veterans 

program evaluation and reporting unique to that demographic. Unfortunately, most of the 

literature contains many of the same principles discussed in the more general 
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understandings described in the first two sections. However, this section showed that 

many of the principles emphasized by the two specific publications on the subject 

correlate closely with the theoretical concepts encompassed in the Open Systems theory 

discussed by authors like Buckley (1967) and Scott (1977). These principles include the 

development of consistent yet broader and multivariate evaluation measures as well as 

reports on individualized goals and values from the smallest to largest units of authority 

(i.e. goals at the county and state level). With a better understanding of how leaders can 

approach evaluating organizational and programmatic effectiveness I begin the third 

chapter of this thesis.  
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CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY 

 Analysts use a number of techniques to compare policy alternatives, which makes 

selecting one method over another a highly subjective undertaking, as certain methods 

may be more appropriate than others for a given situation. Commonly, theorists such as 

Bardach (2009) suggest analysts faced with multiple policy alternatives create an 

“outcomes matrix” to serve as a means of deconstructing each alternative and evaluating 

it based on key criteria or desired outcomes, although he does warn against the exclusive 

use of these tools for making decisions without additional analyses and discussion (p. 

49). While outcomes matrixes take many forms, they allow analysts to compare multiple 

policy alternatives in an objectively scientific manner. In this chapter, I describe a 

process similar to ones noted by Bardach to evaluate reporting practices used by CVSOs 

in California and three similar organizations providing veterans based services. I begin 

with a brief background on my methodological process, Criteria Alternative Matrix 

Analysis, before moving into a detailed section that describes each reporting practice 

alternative and key criteria. 

SECTION I. CRITERIA ALTERNATIVE MATRIX 

 This thesis utilizes an outcome or decision matrix process known as Criteria 

Alternative Matrix, or CAM, Analysis in order to evaluate multiple reporting practices 

employed by CVSOs and other organizations with similar functions (i.e. providing 

veterans services). Munger (2000) argues that CAM is useful in comparing alternatives 

and in getting “good, accurate measures of the levels of satisfaction of the criteria for 

each alternative” and that “the CAM approach is a genuinely scientific approach to 
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decision analysis” (p. 14). In modeling this matrix, Munger suggests policy analysts list 

each alternative on one axis of a table with key criteria listed on the opposing axis. Once 

a graph is generated, the analyst assigns weights to individual criterion and scores each 

alternative based on its performance in meeting that objective. This process, if done 

correctly, helps an analyst make objective and relatively scientific recommendations 

about the best policy alternative.  

 Furthermore, Bardach (2009) recommends that outcomes matrix practitioners 

select one “principal objective” or criterion to be maximized with other criteria acting as 

supplemental or secondary evidence (p. 36). For example, if the main problem with 

California’s CVSO reporting practices is that they only report one aspect of their mission 

(compensation and pension claims statistics), the “principal objective” in that outcomes 

matrix might be reporting on multiple points of data or organizational/programmatic 

functions. In this case, individual alternative performances in meeting this criterion 

would be weighed higher than proceeding criteria for scoring purposes (i.e. criteria such 

as flexibility and adaptability would have lower relative values). Once all alternatives 

receive weights for each criterion, scores are totaled and then analysts proceed in making 

recommendations based on those scored outcomes.  

 Munger and Bardach both note the difficulty in assigning weights to criteria for 

the purpose of scoring alternatives. They recommend a detailed rationalization of scoring 

methodology before an analyst scores each alternative. Thus, I provide justification and 

explanatory analysis to support each of my scores in Chapter 4. If done carefully, the 

CAM analysis provides a sound means of comparing alternatives and making rational and 
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well-rounded policy recommendations. The model used in this thesis follows the basic 

outlines described by Munger and Bardach, starting with a detailed explanation of each 

alternative and key criteria found in Chapter 2.  

SECTION II: MODEL COMPOSITION - ALTERNATIVES AND KEY CRITERIA 

Alternatives  

 In order to evaluate the California CVSO reporting model, this thesis examines 

three alternative models used by organizations with similar mission objectives (localized 

or regional veterans service offices). Each model, including the one used by California’s 

CVSOs, is outlined on a macro level but given the space constraints of this thesis, with 

the exception of the CACVSO 2011 Annual Report (Found in Appendix A.), I do not 

attach copies of the exact reports, but instead provide hyperlinks after each description 

for reference purposes.  

 1. California CVSO Model – The California Association of County Veterans 

Service Officers (CACVSO) develops a professionally published annual report detailing 

the scope of the CVSO program within the state for a given year (California Association 

of County Veterans Service Officers, Inc., 2012). This report lists more than thirty-five 

specific job functions conducted within individual CVSO offices in addition to 

Compensation and Pension claims processing described in Chapter 1.  The only detailed 

statistics provided in the report are comprised of CVSO workload units and estimates of 

the monetary value of compensation and pension claims processed in individual counties. 

The report does not include data associated with any other job function conducted by 

CVSO offices. Additionally, there are news updates from a number of the 56 counties 
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who are members of CAVSO. Finally, the report gives an update on veterans and CVSO 

related legislation at the state and federal levels as well as a directory for all CACVSO 

member offices. To reference this report, see Appendix A. or visit 

http://www.cacvso.org/page/2011-1-18-25-annual-report/. 

 2. Tennessee CVSO Model – Similar to the model implemented in California, the 

Tennessee Department of Veterans Affairs (TDVA) publishes a yearly report detailing 

the performance of its CVSO program (Tennessee Department of Veterans Affairs, 

2012). Mirroring the CACVSO report, many services or job functions of CVSO offices 

are listed with little or no supporting data for those functions. Again, the only detailed 

statistical data present for services rendered relates specifically to Compensation and 

Pension claims estimates. One major difference between the TDVA and CDVA reports is 

the source of each publication. The TDVA report is drafted by a state agency rather than 

a professional organization, and therefore may have a more objective interest in reporting 

statistics. That being said, the report is unclear regarding the totals provided in its limited 

data section, and therefore readers cannot assume that compensation and pension 

statistics in the TDVA report are any more accurate than those found in the CACVSO 

publication. To reference this report visit http://tn.gov/veteran/.  

 3. Waushara CVSO Model – Unlike the first two reports described in this section 

which are professionally designed and published, the third alternative is relatively plain 

and straight forward, but was selected specifically for its variance in format and detailed 

statistical reporting. Waushara County Wisconsin’s Veterans Service Office, like many 

other individual counties across the country, develops a yearly report of services provided 
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in their individual county office (Waushara County Veterans Office, 2012). The 

Waurshara CVSO report provides statistics for a number of job functions in the office in 

addition to the compensation and pension claims estimates featured prominently in the 

first two models. These include services such as the use and value of transportation 

grants, home improvement loans and state education benefits for veterans. While fairly 

limited in content (the document is only two pages in length), this report provides a more 

quantitative and holistic approach to CVSO reporting that goes beyond the more 

qualitative and statistically limited reports used by the first two organizations. To 

reference this report visit: http://www.co.waushara.wi.us/veterans.htm.   

 4. Disabled American Veterans Model – The fourth and final reporting alternative 

was selected for its independent status. Whereas the first three alternatives report the 

function of governmental actors, this final report was drafted by a charitable non-profit 

organization known as Disabled American Veterans (DAV), which provides similar 

benefit assistance to veterans and their families to those offered by CVSOs (Disabled 

American Veterans, 2012). One major difference with this organization is that it has an 

active legislative agenda and national voice on veterans issues that may create some bias 

in its reporting practices. Despite those facts, the DAV’s Annual Report is the most 

comprehensive and detailed example among the four alternatives. For instance, rather 

than stating each job function (or service) provided by individual DAV field offices as in 

the first two alternatives, this report provides qualitative summaries and quantitative data 

for almost every job function. In fact, the DAVs report provides countless statistical data 

points for almost every aspect of its services, which allow for a holistic understanding of 
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the organization’s programmatic output for a given year. To reference this report visit: 

www.dav.org.  

Key Criteria  

 Criteria used in my analysis originate from topics discussed in the second chapter 

of this thesis as they relate to reporting and evaluation theory with one exception being 

that I include an estimated cost for each alternative. Public Policy and decision matrix 

literature suggests the cost of each alternative be included as a scored criterion in the 

analysis, and thus I will make a modest attempt to measure this criterion in my analysis 

(Munger, 2000). Each additional criterion was specifically selected to measure the 

effectiveness of reporting methods used by the alternatives described above, but they do 

not necessary represent every aspect of good reporting. Additionally, I have excluded any 

criteria related to aesthetics or readability as three of the reports were professionally 

edited and published while Waushara County’s report was an internal document and 

therefore cannot be evaluated based on aesthetic criteria. It should be noted however, that 

many reporting theorists advocate for well-drafted and aesthetically appealing reporting 

processes and therefore the omission of such criteria should be considered a limitation of 

this study.   

 Furthermore, I omit two criteria commonly used in CAM Analysis due to the 

subjective nature of scoring them in my matrix. Traditionally CAM theorists emphasize 

the measurement of “political feasibility” (whether legislators vote for one policy over 

another) and “organizational feasibility” (whether appointed officials support the policy 

and implement it in their organization), but given the information available and the 
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somewhat subjective nature of measuring these criteria, they will be excluded from this 

analysis and can be considered another limitation of the study (Munger, 2000, p. 15). 

That being said, the California legislature recently passed two bills, Senate Bill 1006 

(Trailer Bill) requiring more accurate performance-based formulas for CVSO reporting, 

and Assembly Bill 2198 (Neilsen) requiring CVSOs report more service-related data than 

is currently being published, which speak to the political feasibility of altering reporting 

practices within the state. Finally, in keeping with Bardach’s notion of selecting a 

“principal objective,” I have listed each criterion in the descending order in which they 

are weighed for scoring in this analysis (i.e. Individualization will be the principal 

objective and therefore, carries the highest total value in the model). Detailed scoring 

rational will be included in the proceeding section.  

 Individualization – All three sections of Chapter 2 discussed in some form or 

another the importance of employing an “Open Systems Model” or individualized 

method of evaluation and reporting. This analysis evaluates each alternative’s level of 

individualization (i.e., whether the report subjective and tailored to the needs and values 

of the organization, and whether it takes a multivariate approach) and adaptability (i.e., 

whether the report is formatted in a way that can change with the needs, goals and 

objectives of the organization). Given the prominence of this factor throughout the 

literature, this criterion serves as the “principal objective” and consequently carries the 

heaviest weight in scoring the alternatives described above.  

 Competing Values -As noted in the first section summary of Chapter 2, many 

theorists emphasize the importance of representing the competing values of an 
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organization in evaluations and reports (Quinn & Rohrbaugh 1981,1983; Rainey, 2009). 

They suggest organizations evaluate and report on factors that represent a broad cross-

section of interests within that organization as well as its stakeholder’s interests. For the 

purpose of evaluating each reporting alternative in this analysis, each model is scored on 

the amount of detail expressed involving potentially competing values or in this instance 

job functions/services provided in the report (i.e., amount of services detailed in report).    

 Measures of Efficiency and Effectiveness – This criterion focuses on measures of 

efficiency (i.e. accounting data) and effectiveness (qualitative analysis) within each 

report. These measures differ from the competing values mentioned above in that 

theorists note the importance of providing both quantitative and qualitative information 

on individual interests, values and goals within a report. Each alternative is evaluated 

based on its use of efficiency and effectiveness details for a given job function or service 

(e.g., CVSO processed 150 claims this year for a value of $10 million dollars which is up 

from last year by $2 million due to an influx of veterans moving into the county vs. 

Claims: 150, Value: $10 million FY 2011).  

 Defined and Accurate Data Measures – While verifying the accuracy of data in 

each alternative extends beyond the scope of this analysis, the literature reviewed in 

Chapter 2 highlighted the importance of well-defined and accurate measures within 

reports. Given the limitation of verifying data accuracy, scoring of this criterion may be 

subjective but remains an important aspect of report evaluation, and therefore a modest 

attempt is made to rationalize and weigh each model against this variable. Scoring for 

this criterion is based on two factors: first, are measures well-defined or accompanied by 
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a qualitative summary and second, whether the statistical data is an estimated or actual 

value.  

 Cost to Produce Report – Traditionally analysts consider the cost of an alternative 

as an integral part of CAM measuring. While the exact costs of producing each 

alternative used in this model are unknown, I score based on estimated costs to produce 

each document using an inverse scaling system (i.e., a score of 1-point would be awarded 

for an expensive report where as a score of 5-points would be awarded for an inexpensive 

report). One problem with this approach is measuring cost can be highly subjective and 

potentially flawed. For instance, awarding 5-points for the cheapest alternative may 

appear to devalue a well-produced yet expensive report having a value of 1-point. Thus, 

while keeping costs for tasks like reporting low is generally thought of as a good practice, 

receiving a lower score in this matrix may not necessarily signify the real-world value of 

a more expensive report and should be considered a limitation of this study.  

SECTION III: CAM SCORING METHODOLOGY 

 This CAM utilizes the scoring model described in Table 3.1 with the highest 

weight assigned to the “principal objective” (Individualization) and each subsequent 

criterion carrying a lower overall value. Since all alternatives pay at least some amount of 

attention to each criterion, all weights carry a minimum value of 1 point.  Additionally, 

three of the key criteria are comprised of two factors, therefore the total amount of points 

for that criterion are split into two equal categories (e.g., Individualization is comprised 

of individualization for 1-5 points and adaptability for 1-5 points with a total of 10 

possible points). The total maximum score for an individual alternative is 35 points; 
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however, it should be noted that the alternative with the highest overall score may not 

necessarily be the best policy alternative for a given problem, but merely serves as an 

example of an alternative that best meets the demands of the criteria emphasized in this 

analysis.  

 An alternative could potentially carry the highest score but may not be the best fit 

for an organization (e.g., due to low political feasibility, high production cost, etc.). That 

being said, it should be understood that CAM is simply one means of evaluating and 

comparing alternatives, and therefore its outcomes and related recommendations are 

limited to the criteria used in that analysis. As noted by Bardach and Munger, assigning 

weights and scoring alternatives based on an individual analyst’s assumptions is highly 

subjective. To help explain my rationale, I provide a descriptive analysis detailing the 

methodological reasoning behind each scored outcome in Chapter 4.  
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Table 3.1 CAM Scoring  
 

Criteria 
 

Factors 
 

Individualization: 
 

10 points; scale 2 x 1-5 

 
Individualization  

 
1-5 points 

 
Adaptability 

 
1-5 points 

 
Competing Values: 

 
8 points 

Report reflects detailed cross-section of services provided 
 

1-8 points 

 
Measures of Efficiency and 

Effectiveness: 
 

6 points; scale 2 x 1-3 

 
Efficiency  

 
 

1-3 points 

 
Effectiveness 

 
 

1-3 points 

 
Defined and Accurate Data 

Measures: 
 

6 points; scale 2x 1-3; 1-3 

 
Qualitative and Quantitative 

Measures 
 

1-3 points 

 
Accuracy of Data Measured 

 
 

1-3 points 

 
Cost of Report: 

 
5 points; inverse scale 

 

 
Estimated Cost to Produce Report 

 
5 points 

*Scaling 1-8 (1 = minimally achieved; 4 = moderately; 8 = significantly) 
1-5 (1 = minimally achieved; 3 = moderately; 5 = significantly) 

1-4 (1 = minimally achieved; 2.5 = moderately; 4 = significantly) 
1-3 (1 = minimally achieved; 2 = moderately; 3 = significantly)   

*Cost Scaling 1-5 (1 =high cost; 3 = moderate cost; 5 = low cost)  
 Total Possible Score: 35 points  
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CHAPTER 4 – CAM ANALYSIS RESULTS 
  
 This chapter presents the application of my CAM analysis in relation to the 

alternative methods of reporting veterans service-like data.  It includes quantitative and 

qualitative summaries of scoring rationale and overall results. I begin with Table 4.1, 

which outlines the numerical scores assigned to alternatives before moving on to a results 

analysis explaining my rationale for scoring each criterion. Additionally, I provide both 

qualitative explanation and visual aids or tables for each criterion throughout this results 

analysis in order to make the ranking and scoring of each alternative visually 

distinguishable. Finally, the last section of this chapter summarizes the results before 

moving on to the fifth and final chapter of this thesis.  

SECTION I: CAM SCORING OUTCOMES 

 The results of my analysis align well with theories discussed in the literature 

review chapter of this thesis related to effective reporting and evaluation methodology. 

While no single alternative received a perfect score, two very different reports tied for the 

highest score with twenty-nine total points. Waushara County and the DAV’s reporting 

models, despite being drastically different, were consistently better in two key areas 

emphasized in the literature. First, both models were highly individualized and adaptable 

to the interests of the organization. Secondly, both models scored significantly higher in 

the competing values category as their detailed summaries of many job functions and 

services provided information both quantitative and qualitative in nature missing from the 

lowest two alternatives.  
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 Interestingly, these findings suggest that two reports with drastically different 

aesthetic features (Waushara’s report is a simple two page word document while the 

DAV report is an expensive, professionally published report) can still achieve the goal of 

effective reporting.  The key success indicator is these reports are highly individualized to 

the needs of the organization and represent the competing interests of the program or 

organization.  Emphasis on these factors constitutes the major difference between the top 

two alternatives and the lowest two (TDVA and CACVSO’s reporting models).  

Table 4.1 Quantitative CAM Analyses Scoring  

Alternatives 

 
  Key Criteria 

 
 

Individualization 
(10 pts.)  

 
Competing 

Values 
(8 pts.) 

 
Measures of 
Efficiency 

and 
Effectiveness 

(6 pts.) 
 

 
Defined and 

Accurate Data 
Measures  

(6 pts.)  
 

 
Cost 

(5pts.) 

 
Total 
Score 

 
Individualized 

1-5 points 

Adaptability 
1-5 points 

Efficiency 
1-3 points  

Effectiveness 
1-3 points 

D
efined D

ata 
1-3 points 

Accurate 
D

ata 
 1-3 points  

  

1. CACVSO 4 2 5 1 3 1 1 3 20 

2. TDVA 3 2 6 1 3 1 3 2 22 

3. Waushara 4 3 7 3 3 1 3 5 29 

4. DAV 5 4 7 3 3 3 2 2 29 

* Total Possible Score: 35 points 
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SECTION II: CAM DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS ANALYSIS 

 This section describes my methodological approach to scoring each alternative in 

five sub-sections broken down by criterion. Included in these summaries are five tables 

listing scores and brief explanations that serve as visual aids. I begin with the key 

criterion, individualization, which carried the highest possible value.  My explanation 

then continues with detail on each criterion in descending order of individual scoring 

values. It is important to note the scoring described here is based on an individual 

analyst’s assumptions of how each alternative meets the values associated with individual 

requirements. Different analysts may have different scoring outcomes. The purpose of 

this section is to explore my rationale for scoring in the most objective manner possible, 

although the subjective nature of CAM Analysis should be considered a weakness of the 

study.    
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 Individualization – As noted in Chapter 3, many theorists suggest the 

identification of a key criterion to be emphasized in decision or alternative matrixes. This 

analysis identified individualization of reporting practices as the most important factor in 

effective reporting and as such assigned it a total possible score of ten points divided 

between two sections: individualization and adaptability of report. As such, this criterion 

is scored as follows: 

• DAV (9 points) – This model received the highest total sub-score for 

individualization (5 points) due to its status as a private non-profit report that 

was highly tailored to its organizational goals, needs and objectives. 

Furthermore, it is assumed that given the non-profit status of the organization 

it had a relatively high ability to adapt its reporting methods to meet the 

changing momentum of the organization (4 points).  

• Waushara County (7 points) – Given the relatively simple format of this 

report, it was assumed that the report had moderately high individualization             

(4 points); however, there are most likely requirements from the governing 

body (county government), which limit its adaptability (3 points).  

• CACVSO (6 points) – This report was drafted by a professional organization, 

which makes it likely that it is highly individualized (4 points) to represent the 

interests of the institution. Unfortunately, the rather formulaic and limited data 

content from year to year suggests that it is inflexible and somewhat lacking 

in adaptability (2 points).  
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• TDVA (5 points) – This alternative received the lowest total score for this 

criterion due to moderate individualization (3 points) related to qualitative 

content, as well as the assumption of low adaptability (2 points) as it was 

produced by a state agency which may not have the ability to be as flexible to 

changing needs, goals and interests within the CVSO program.  

Table 4.2 Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Individualization  

Alternatives 

 
Key Criterion 

 
 

Individualization 
(10 points)  

 
Score 

 
Individualized 

1-5 points 
Adaptability 
1-5 points 

 

1. CACVSO 

Drafted by a professional 
organization, this report reflects 
the interests of the organization 

and is highly individualized          
- 4 points 

The same format and lack of 
data is present across multiple 

years of this report, low 
adaptability assumed                   

- 2 points 

6 

2. TDVA 

Drafted by a state agency, this 
report may not be as 

individualized as other 
alternatives but does include a 

number of qualitative summaries 
related to individualization, 
moderate individualization            

- 3 points 

Again, reports drafted by a state 
agency are assumed to be less 

flexible to the changing needs of 
an organization/program, low 

adaptability assumed - 2 points 

5 

3. Waushara 

Drafted by a local government, 
this brief report is individualized 
given its simple format and the 

internal purpose of the document, 
moderate individualization             

- 4 points 

This report may have some 
restrictions as outlined by 

governing and funding bodies 
but appears to be highly 

adaptable due to simplistic 
nature and selective detailing of 

what is assumed to be 
individualized success and 
interests high adaptability            

- 3 points 

7 

4. DAV 

Drafted by a private non-profit 
organization, this report has 

relatively loose reporting 
requirements and is assumed to be 

highly individualized   
- 5 points 

Given the freedom of this 
organization to report almost 

anything it wants it can be 
assumed that this publication is 

highly adaptable - 4 points 

9 

* Total Possible Score: 10 points 
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 Competing Values – This criterion measured not only the number of items 

reported on but also the content present to describe each alternative organization’s 

competing values, interests, goals and varying job functions. As the criterion with the 

second highest possible point total (eight points), each alternative’s scores were assessed 

as follows:  

• DAV (7 points) – This report provided a significant amount of information in 

both qualitative and quantitative formats related to multiple job functions and 

competing interests within the organization. It was by far the most 

comprehensive report evaluated in this study.  

• Waushara County (7 points) – Tied with the DAV report, this alternative 

provided concise and valuable qualitative and quantitative information on a 

number of job functions and competing interests within the county veterans 

office. Despite being relatively limited in length, these summaries on 

competing values or interests provided detail not found in the two lowest 

scoring yet much longer alternative reports.  

• TDVA (6 points) – This report contained a number of detailed qualitative 

sections describing not only job functions but also demographic and 

geographic details that speak to competing values and needs within the state 

of Tennessee.  

• CACVSO (5 points) – While given the lowest score in this section, this 

alternative provided qualitative summaries on a number of interests as well as 

gave updates for a few of its 56 member counties. However, unlike the top 
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three alternatives, this model had less detail and individualized information on 

the organizational goals and services provided and consequently, received the 

lowest total score.  

Table 4.3 Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Competing Values 

Alternatives 

 
Key Criterion 

 
 

Competing Values  
(8 points)  

 
Score 

 
  

1. CACVSO 
Report lists a number of services and job functions as well as updates 

from some of the 56 CVSO offices within the state, moderately 
represents competing values and interest of organization - 5 points 

5 

2. TDVA 

Report addresses a number of different organizational functions in 
qualitative summaries as well as several state demographic and 

geographic details, moderate to highly representative of competing 
values and interests in the organization - 6 points  

6 

3. Waushara 

Report lists a number of detailed summaries of its main functions, 
while limited in overall content it is fair to assume this internal 

document lists the primary functions of the organization and highly 
represents the competing values of its organization - 7 points 

7 

4. DAV 

Report details almost every if not all job functions performed in 
qualitative and quantitative summaries and appears to be highly 

representative of the competing values of the organization as a whole    
- 7 points 

7 

* Total Possible Score: 8 points 
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 Measures of Efficiency and Effectiveness – This third criterion carried a total 

possible point value of six points broken down into two variable scales worth three points 

each. Each alternative was scored based on the inclusion of efficiency and effectiveness 

measures as follows:  

• DAV (6 points) – This alternative provided significant measures of efficiency 

data (3 points) accompanied by qualitative explanations of those measures (3 

points). The format and detail of these measures was not only consistent with 

the recommendations of the literature, but also allowed the consumer of the 

report to gain a holistic understanding of the organization in both qualitative 

and quantitative terms.  

• Waushara County (6 points) – Again despite the limited length of this report it 

received an equally high score as the previous alternative. Efficiency (3 

points) and effectiveness (3 points) data for multiple job functions allowed the 

consumer to quickly and easily gain an understanding of the organization’s 

functions for the previous year.  

• CACVSO (4 points) – While lacking on efficiency measures (1 points) this 

alternative provided multiple qualitative or effectiveness summaries (3 points) 

throughout the report. If more efficiency or quantitative measures were 

provided, this report would have received a perfect score.  

• TCDVA (4 points) – Similar to the CACVSO model, this alternative severely 

lacked in efficiency measures (1 point) despite providing valuable qualitative 

effectiveness summaries or measures (3 points). As such, it is likely that this 
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alternative would have received a perfect score in effectiveness measures if 

more than one section of data for one job function had been provided.   

Table 4.4 Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Measures of Efficiency and Effectiveness 

Alternatives 

 
Key Criterion 

 
 

Measures of Efficiency and Effectiveness 
(6 points)  

 
 Score 

 
Efficiency  
1-3 points 

Effectiveness 
1-3 points 

 

1. CACVSO 

While some demographic statistics 
are present only one section of job 
function data is provided, low on 

efficiency measures - 1 points 

Effectively offers qualitative 
explanations of job functions, 

moderate effectiveness          
measures - 3 points 

4 

2. TDVA 

Many demographic statistics are 
present only one section of job 

function data is provided, low on 
efficiency measures - 1 points 

Provides many qualitative 
summaries of services and job 

functions, moderate effectiveness 
measures - 3 points  

4 

3. Waushara 

Very basic in nature but lists 
efficiency data for each major job 

function in addition to demographic 
data, high on efficiency measures  

- 3 points  

Report offers a qualitative 
summary for each efficiency 

measure provided, highly reports 
effectiveness measures - 3 points  

6 

4. DAV 
Provides a multitude of statistical 

data for varying job functions, high 
on efficiency measures - 3 points  

Contains detailed qualitative 
summaries of almost every job 

function and efficiency measure, 
high on effectiveness measures  

- 3 points  

6 

* Total Possible Score: 6 points 
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 Defined and Accurate Data Measures – This criterion was worth a total of six 

points broken down into two variable scales, Defined Data Measures and Accurate Data 

Measures, each worth a maximum of three points scored as follows:  

• DAV (5 points) – The data provided in this report had some explanation for 

characteristics such as where it was derived, how data was measured and 

straightforward presentation and definition (3 points). It was assumed that 

given the non-profit status of this organization, the accuracy of data (2 points) 

was difficult to evaluate. On one hand there is an obligation to stakeholders to 

present accurate data, but on the other there may be some element of self-

preservation bias or temptation to inflate outcomes through data.   

• Waushara County (4 points) – This alternative had little to no definition of 

data measures provided (1 point) but due to its nature as a public organization 

it was assumed that it may be highly accurate due to the public call for 

transparency (3 points).  

• TDVA (4 points) – Similar to Waushara County, this alternative provided 

little definition of data measures (1 point) but was assumed to be highly 

accurate (3 points) in what little data it did provide due to its public 

accountability as a state organization.   

• CACDVA (2 points) – This alternative scored the lowest due to its limited and 

rather ambiguous data measures (1 point) as well as its status as a professional 

organization, which makes oversight and therefore accuracy of published data 

difficult to assume (1 point).   
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Table 4.5 Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Defined and Accurate Data Measures  

Alternatives 

 
Key Criterion 

 
 

Defined and Accurate Data Measures 
 (6 points)  

 
Score 

 
Defined Data Measures  

1-3 points 
Accurate Data Measures 

1-3 points 

 

1. CACVSO 
Little to no data explanation or 
definition of job function data 

provided - 1 point 

Limited data section is summary 
of estimates as well as report 
produced by a professional 

organization with little oversight, 
low accuracy assumed - 1 point 

2 

2. TDVA 
Little to no explanation or 

definition of job function data 
provided - 1 point  

While limited in data definition, 
report generated by a state 

agency so high accuracy in data       
assumed - 3 points 

4 

3. Waushara 
Little to no explanation or 
definition of data measures 

provided - 1 point 

Due to public nature of this 
document from a governmental 

agency suggests accuracy can be 
assumed - 3 points  

4 

4. DAV 
Some data well defined and 

explained in qualitative summaries 
- 3 points 

It can be assumed that some 
obligation to be accurate for 

transparency to stakeholders is 
present, but overall accuracy of 

data is difficult to validate due to 
independent nature, self 

preservation bias and legislative 
agenda, moderate accuracy 

assumed - 2 points  

5 

* Total Possible Score: 6 points 
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 Cost to Produce Report – As stated in Chapter 3, assessing this criterion was 

highly subjective but it was important to include it in the analysis. The cost of producing 

the following reports was assumed to vary considerably and each organization was likely 

to have had different audiences and intentions for publishing, which may justify higher 

production expenses. As such I used an inverse scaling system so that the most 

inexpensive report received the highest point value (5 points) with the most expensive 

receiving the lowest value as follows:  

• Waushara County (5 points) – This alternative received the highest score for 

having the least expensive production cost. That being said, the report was 

simply an internal document in memo format rather than a professionally 

edited report, which more than likely would not have served the same 

purposes of the other three reports that were drafted for much larger 

audiences.  

• CACVSO (3 points) – Given that this report was produced by a professional 

organization rather than a government entity, it was assumed that the overall 

production costs were lower as fewer restrictions for publication vendors, etc. 

would apply to a non-governmental entity.  

• TDVA (2 points) – This alternative was thought to have rather large 

production costs due to it originating from a large state entity with many 

publication restrictions and limited ability to contract with publishers, etc.  

• DAV (2 points) – Although aesthetics were not evaluated in this analysis, this 

report was the largest and most elaborate publication amongst the four 
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alternatives.  It was assumed that extensive resources were used to draft this 

report especially in data collection with its universe covering the entire United 

States.  

Table 4.6 Criterion Explanatory Analysis: Cost to Produce Report 

Alternatives 

 
Key Criterion 

 
 

Cost 
(5 points)  

 
Score 

 
  

1. CACVSO 

This report was professionally edited and published at the expense of a 
non-governmental professional organization which may have a lower 

total cost compared to reports generated by government entities, 
moderately inexpensive to produce - 3 points 

3 

2. TDVA 
Drafted by and agency at the state level, this report’s professionally 

edited and published format suggests relatively high costs, expensive to 
produce - 2 points  

2 

3. Waushara 

Due to very basic format and limited length (2 pages) this report received 
the highest score for having the lowest production cost; however, this 

format would not be an acceptable document for mass public or 
legislative consumption and therefore is a limitation of this model            

- 5 points  

5 

4. DAV 
Given the elaborate aesthetic and professional format it is fair to assume 

that the costs associated with drafting and publishing this report are 
significant and it is likely to be the costliest alternative - 2 points 

2 

* Total Possible Score: 5 points 
 

SECTION III: SUMMARY OF CAM ANALYSIS RESULTS 

 Despite the subjective nature of scoring alternatives based on critical criteria 

found in the literature, decision matrixes and CAM Analysis in particular, serve as 

valuable aids for analysts and policy makers alike. This analysis sought to understand 

how one organization’s reporting model could be compared to other models used by 

similar organizations. It is clear through both the literature and this methodological 

modeling that many alternatives have elements of good reporting practices, yet the ones 
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that score the highest are significantly individualized and express the competing values of 

that program or organization.  

 Interestingly, this model revealed that two reports—albeit polar opposites in 

length, content and aesthetic presentation—each align well with the principals described 

by reporting and evaluation theorists. This confirms that the “Open Systems” model of 

reporting discussed by so many scholars was correct in affirming that a one-size-fits-all 

approach to reporting should be avoided. The best reports are individualized in a manner 

that reflects the varying or competing interests of an organization, which is why the DAV 

and Waushara County reports scored the highest in this modeling especially when 

compared to the more formulaic reporting methods employed by CACVSO and TDVA. 

  



 

 

57 

CHAPTER 5 – SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND 

 POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 This thesis served the two-fold purpose of not only identifying a system of 

comparing a problematic reporting practice to similar models in order to identify specific 

strengths and weaknesses, but also in helping the reader visualize ways in which 

governmental reporting methods can be compared, evaluated and improved in general. 

While the focus of this paper centered on CVSO reporting practices, the theoretical 

principals behind effective reporting, and in some cases methodological decision 

modeling like CAM, could be applied to almost any agency’s reporting practice. 

Furthermore, there are three notable conclusions in addition to general lessons for 

reporting evaluation and improvement specific to California’s CVSO reporting. I first 

discuss these more general reporting and evaluation conclusions before moving on to 

CVSO specific recommendations.  

General Conclusions 

  The first chapter of this thesis suggested that more general reporting and 

evaluation method assertions could be drawn from the findings of my analysis. I argue 

that two very clear suggestions can be made about the ways in which public (and to some 

extent private) reporting can be improved with a better understanding of theory and 

decision modeling similar to CAM Analysis. First, it is clear that although this thesis 

focused on one particular type of public program, reporting and evaluation theory can be 

almost universally applied to evaluate and potentially improve any agency or program’s 

current reporting practices. Many theorists discussed in Chapter 2 suggested the use of an 
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Open Systems model of reporting, tailored to the individual needs and competing values 

of an organization, as the most effective and efficient means of reporting. Interestingly, 

the findings of this analysis support the Open Systems claim through the scoring of the 

two highest, yet strikingly different, models of reporting found in the Waushara and DAV 

models. These drastically different reports were generated in organizations that provide 

similar or the same general services and program design, and my analysis showed that 

both reports paint an accurate and efficient picture of programmatic outcomes and 

effectiveness within a public program or agency. Quite simply, theory suggests there is 

no singular pattern or “one” right way of reporting, but given the flexible and 

individualized principles discussed in Open Systems reporting literature, organizations 

can develop adequate and valuable reporting methods that go well beyond traditional and 

often flawed accounting-like reporting processes.  

 The second more general, yet equally important conclusion about reporting is that 

decision makers and practitioners alike can use decision matrixes like CAM Analysis to 

evaluate and compare their current practices with similar organizations or varying 

alternative models they themselves create. CAM Analysis, despite having some potential 

for human error and scoring bias, is a valuable tool that allows an analyst to apply more 

rational and scientific principles to the seemingly subjective nature of comparing policy 

alternatives. While analysts and administrators should proceed with caution when 

utilizing this system as a means of comparing and selective an alternative, it is evident 

that CAM and other decision matrix processes can help us make decisions about 

alternatives and consequently more informed policy recommendations in general.  
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CVSO Conclusions And Recommendations  

 First, this examination revealed that despite carrying the lowest overall score, the 

CACVSO had many strengths in addition to its weaknesses. Some of the areas in which 

this model scored highly include a relatively low assumed production cost and a 

moderately individualized reporting model. Had I chosen to include the readability or 

aesthetic presentation of each report, this model may have scored closer to the top two 

models. Areas in which the CACVSO model scored low include; providing details on the 

competing values of the organization and in reporting multiple points of data for 

efficiency and effectiveness measures. Finally, it should be noted that the CACVSO 

model is by no means ineffective or inadequate overall; it is simply not as inclusive or as 

holistic as models employed by similar organizations examined in this thesis.  

 Secondly, my findings suggest that CACVSO can improve its current model by 

incorporating some of the elements found in the two very different but highest scoring 

models. The most salient areas for improvement include first, incorporating a higher level 

of individualization based on the needs or competing values of the CACVSO 

organization through detailed reporting of data regarding the multiple job functions 

within the organization; and second, including measures of efficiency and effectiveness 

data into its reports. Simply put, it is safe to assume that had CACVSO reported these 

types of data on multiple job functions similar to the process employed by the DAV and 

Waushara County, it would have scored much higher in this analysis.  

 Thirdly, there are a number of potential policy implications related to the current 

model used by CACVSO and the CDVA as well as the impacts of changing that model. 
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As suggested in Chapter 3, there are a number of legislative changes aimed at improving 

California’s CVSO reporting model that have not yet come to fruition, and there are still 

questions as to how effective those changes will be once implemented. This thesis has 

continuously emphasized the need for a holistic report that includes accurate data on 

multiple job functions. If CACVSO and the CDVA fail to implement new practices that 

measure and report data on job functions beyond compensation and pension estimates, 

the relevance of these reports for decision-making and stakeholder accountability may be 

overlooked at a time when many of our state’s veterans need these services more than 

ever. Additionally, justification for continued or increased funding and possibly public 

support of the CVSO program may be in jeopardy if more holistic reporting practices are 

not employed following the upcoming legislative changes.   

 Finally, the goal of this thesis was not to criticize the CVSO program but rather to 

emphasize ways in which the current model of reporting could be improved in a manner 

that justifies further support of the program. It is clear that California’s CVSO program 

carries a heavy burden and significant influence in helping the state’s veterans; although, 

problems lie in the fact that most readers would not be able to fully understand the value 

of those services as presented through limited data in reports published by CACVSO and 

supported by the CDVA. At a time when veterans in California need and are seeking the 

services gained through CVSOs, it is important that legislators, local leaders and program 

administrators make decisions that positively impact this program. Implementing more 

holistic and robust reporting practices on CVSO services will not only improve the 

livelihood of California’s veterans but also the longevity of this program in general.   
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APPENDIX A. – CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF CVSO 2011 ANNUAL 
    REPORT AND DIRECTORY 

 

 



 

 

62 

 
 
 
 



 

 

63 

 
 
 
 



 

 

64 

 
 
 
 



 

 

65 

 
 
 
 



 

 

66 

 
 
 
 



 

 

67 

 
 
 
 



 

 

68 

 
 
 
 



 

 

69 

 
 
 
 



 

 

70 

 
 
 
 



 

 

71 

 
 
 
 



 

 

72 

 
 
 
 



 

 

73 

 
 
 
 



 

 

74 

 
 
 
 



 

 

75 

 
 
 
 



 

 

76 

 
 
 
 



 

 

77 

 
 
 
 



 

 

78 

 
 
 
 



 

 

79 

 
 
 
 



 

 

80 

 
 
 
 



 

 

81 

REFERENCES  
 
American Evaluation Association. (no date). Evaluation, Evaluators, and the American 

Evaluation Association. Found at 
http://www.eval.org/aea09.eptf.policy.handouts.pdf.  

   
Ammons, D. N. (2002). Performance Measurement and Managerial Thinking. Public 

Performance & Management Review, 25(4), 344-347.  
 
Assembly Bill No. 2198. (2012). An Act to Amend Sections 972.1 and 974 of the 

Military and Veterans Code, relating to veterans. Sacramento; California State 
Assembly.  

 
Bardach, E. (2009). A Practical Guide for Policy Analysis: The Eightfold Path to More 

Effective Problem Solving, 3rd Edition. Washington, D.C.: CQ Press.  
 
Berner, M. & Bronson, M. (2005). A Case Study of Program Evaluations in Local 

Government: Building Consensus Through Collaboration. Public Performance & 
Management Review, 28(3), 309-325.  

 
Bhattacharyya, S. K. (1971). Management Reporting Systems: Structure and Design. 

Economic and Political Weekly, 6(22), M67-M70.  
 
Broadbent, J. & Guthrie, J. (1992). Changes in the Public Sector: A Review of Recent 

“Alternative” Accounting Research. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 5(2), 3-31.  

 
Bryson, J. M. (2004). Strategic Planning for Public and Nonprofit Organizations: A 

Guide to Strengthening and Sustaining Organizational Achievement, 3rd Edition. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  

 
Buckley, W. F. (1967). Sociology and Modern Systems Theory. Englewood Cliffs, New 

Jersey: Prentice-Hall.  
 
California Association of Veterans Service Officers, Inc. (2012). 2011 Annual Report and 

Directory. Retrieved at: http://www.cacvso.org  
 
California Department of Veterans Affairs. (2012). Veterans Demographics: A Snapshot 

of California Veterans Demographics. Retrieved from: 
http://www.calvet.ca.gov/Files/VetServices/Demographics.pdf 

 
California Military and Veterans Code. (2012). Section 970-974. Retrieved from: 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/calawquery?codesection=mvc 
 



 

 

82 

California State Auditor. (2000). The County Veteran Service Officer Program: The 
Program Benefits Veterans and Their Dependents, but Measurements of 
Effectiveness As Well As Administrative Oversight Need Improvement. 
Sacramento, California: Bureau of State Audits.  

 
Campbell, J. P. (1977). On the Nature of Organizational Effectiveness. In: Goodman, P.S. 

& Pennings, J. M. (Eds.). New Perspectives on Organizational Effectiveness 
(pp.13-55). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

 
Chelimsky, E. (1983). Program Evaluation and Appropriate Governmental Change. 

Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 466, 103-118.  
 
Cover, M. (2012, October 4). Backlog of Veterans’ Disability Claims Increases 179% 

Under Obama. CNS News. Retrieved from: 
http://cnsnews.com/news/article/backlog-veterans-disability-claims-increases-
179-under-obama 

 
Cuccia, A. D. Hackenbrack, K. and Nelson, M. W. (1995). The Ability of Professional 

Standards to Mitigate Aggressive Reporting. The Accounting Review, 70(2), 227-
248.  

 
Cunningham, G. M. & Harris, J. E. (2001). A Heuristic Framework for Accountability of 

Governmental Subunits. Public Management Review, 3(2), 145-165. 
 
Disabled American Veterans. (2012). Annual Report 2011. Found at: www.dav.org 
 
eBenefits. (2010). Are VA Disability Compensation and VA Pension the Same? United 

States Department of Veterans Affairs. Retrieved from: 
https://ebenefits.custhelp.com/app/answers/detail/a_id/935/~/are-va-disability-
compensation-and-va-pension-the-same%3F 

 
Glantz, A. (2012, August 29). Veterans Play Waiting Game for Claims. San Francisco 

Gate, Retrieved from: http://www.sfgate.com/nation/article/Veterans-play-
waiting-game-for-claims-3822914.php 

 
Gouldner, A. W. (1959). Organizational Analysis. In Merton, R. K. Broom, L. and 

Cottrell, L. S. (Ed.), Sociology Today: Problems and Prospects (pp.400-428). 
New York: Basic Books.  

 
Graves, B. (1938). Public Reporting in the American States. The Public Opinion 

Quarterly, 2(2), 211-228.  
 
Ho, A. (2003). Perceptions of Performance Measurement and the Practice of Performance 

Reporting by Small Cities. State & local Government Review, 35(3), 161-173.   



 

 

83 

 
Hood, C. (1991). A Public Management for All Seasons. Public Administration, 69 

(Spring), 3-19.  
 
House Committee on Veterans Affairs. (2012). Committee Schedule. Retrieved from: 

http://veterans.house.gov/ 
 
Institute for Defense Analysis. (2006). Analysis of Differences in Disability 

Compensation in the Department of Veterans Affairs: Volume 1, Final Report. 
Alexandria, Virginia: Hunter, D. E. Boland, R. Guerrera, K. M. Rieksts, B.Q. and 
Tate, M. T.  

 
Kelly, J. M. (2008). Performance Reporting: An Emerging Imperative with Unintended 

Consequences? State & Local Government Review, 40(2), 84-91.  
 
Maze, R. (2012, August 27). Complicated Claims Slow Down VA Payments. Federal 

Times. Retrieved from: 
http://www.federaltimes.com/article/20120827/DEPARTMENTS04/308270001/
Complicated-claims-slow-down-VA-
payments?odyssey=mod|newswell|text|Facilities,%20Fleet%20&%20Energy|p  

 
Munger, M. C. (2000). Analyzing Policy: Choices, Conflicts, and Practices. New York: 

W.W. Norton & Company.  
 
National Association of County Veterans Service Officers. (2012). About NACVSO: 

Mission Statement. Retrieved from: 
http://www.nacvso.org/modules.php?name=Content&pa=showpage&pid=1 

 
Peters, G. B. (2007). American Public Policy: Promise and Performance. Washington 

D.C.: CQ Press.  
 
Quinn, R. E. Rohrbaugh, J. (1981). A Competing Values Approach to Organizational 

Effectiveness. Public Productivity Review, 5(2), 122-140.   
 
Quinn, R. E. Rohrbaugh, J. (1983). A Spatial Model of Effectiveness Criteria: Towards A 

Competing Values Approach to Organizational Analysis. Management Science, 
29(3), 363-377.  

 
Rainey, H. G. (2009). Understanding and Managing Pubic Organizations: 4th Edition. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.   
 
Ridley, C. E. (1937). Municipal Reporting Taken Seriously. The Public Opinion 

Quarterly, 1 (1), 112-116.  
 



 

 

84 

Rossi, P. H. & Freeman, H. E. (1993). Evaluation: A Systematic Approach. Newbury 
Park, California: Sage Publications.  

 
Scott, W. R. (1977). Effectiveness of Organizational Effectiveness Studies. In: Goodman, 

P.S. & Pennings, J. M. (Eds.). New Perspectives on Organizational Effectiveness 
(pp.63-96). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  

 
Scott, W. R. (2003). Organizations: Rational, Natural, and Open Systems, 5th Edition. 

Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall.  
 
Senate Bill 1006. (2012). Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review: Trailer Bill. 

Sacramento: California State Senate.  
 
Sinclair, A. (1995). The Chameleon of Accountability: Forms and Discourses. 

Accounting Organizations and Society, 20(2/3), 219-237.  
 
Stone, D. (2002). Policy Paradox: The Art of Political Decision Making. New York: 

Norton & Company.  
 
Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. (2012). County 

Veterans Service Officer Compensation Study: A Study of Senate Bill 1336/House 
Bill 895. Nashville, Tennessee: Eldridge, L. Lippard, C. Gibson, T. and Green, H. 

 
Tennessee Department of Veterans Affairs. (2012). Veterans First: Annual Report. 

Retrieved from: www.tn.gov/veteran 
 
United States Department of Veterans Affairs. (2011). Veterans Benefit Administration: 

Annual Benefit Report Fiscal Year 2011. Retrieved from 
http://www.vba.va.gov/REPORTS/abr/2011_abr.pdf 

 
United States Department of Veterans Affairs. (2012a, October 1). Monday Morning 

Workload Reports. Retrieved from: 
http://www.vba.va.gov/REPORTS/mmwr/2012/2012_index.asp 

 
Veterans Benefit Administration. (2012b). Transformation: How Will VBA Look When 

It’s Complete? Retrieved from: 
http://benefits.va.gov/TRANSFORMATION/Trans_endstate.asp 

 
Waushara County Veterans Office. (2012). Annual Report- 2011. Retrieved from: 

http://www.co.waushara.wi.us/veterans.htm 
 
Wisconsin Department of Veterans Affairs. (2012). Veterans Data and Populations. 

Retrieved from: http://dva.state.wi.us/pa_veteransdata.asp 



 
 

 
 

 


