PART FIVE
THE INQUIRY
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Chapter 11

Background and conduct of the inquiry

Terms of reference and initiation of the inquiry

On 2 June 1976, the Senate agreed to a motion by Senator Peter Baume setting out
the terms of reference which appear at the front of this report, on the reverse of the
title page.

The inquiry was advertised in the national press on 9 June 1976, with advice that
the Committee intended first to examine only points 1 and 2 of the terms of reference.
The advertisements produced little response. Factors which contributed to this
meagre and generally unproductive result were the breadth and complexity of the
subject, tack of resources within some agencies for the preparation of submissions,
and real fears by some about possible implications of the Committee’s work.

In the initial stages, the Commuittee also wrote to a dozen Commonwealth Minis-
ters seeking the assistance of Commonwealth authorities, to all State Premiers and to
229 non-government organisations, academics and individuals.

Ten out of fifteen Commonwealth authorities responded to invitations to present
submissions, as did the New South Wales, Victorian, South Australian and Western
Australian Governments. The Queensland and Tasmanian Governments provided
no information, but assured us of their willingness to co-operate. The Tasmanian
Government subsequently provided written material and offered witnesses if
required.

After the Committee had decided to pursue points 3 and 4 of the terms of refer-
ence, an oral invitation to present a submission on these points was extended to rep-
resentatives of the Department of Social Security at the public hearing held on 4 July
1978. This was followed by a further, written invitation on 1! September 1973. We
believe that the functions of this Department are central to major concerns in the in-
quiry and regret that no submission on points 3 and 4 had been received by the time
the final text of this report was settled earlyin 1979.

Of 218 non-government organisations invited to provide submissions, seventy-six
responded. An additional twenty-seven organisations spontaneously forwarded
material to us. Of eleven individuals approached, four responded, and another nine
persons spontaneously provided information. A further nine submissions were
received late in the inquiry.

We can only guess at the reasons why many of those to whom we wrote did not re-
spond. In some instances, as we learned later, our letter had not been received; in
others, pressure of work inhibited a response; in yet others, the reference was not con-
sidered to be relevant to the particular organisation.

Initially, there was considerable misunderstanding of our objectives and we noted
a disposition on the part of some departments and organisations to treat the exercise
as one emphasising u need for setf-justification. The value of some early public hear-
ings in three States was limited because organisations saw the visit of the Committee
as an opportunity to display their activities rather than to address the issues raised by
the reference.
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Interruption of the inquiry

After the initial processing and assessment of submissions, the Committee was able to
conduct only a limited number of public hearings before interrupting work on the ref-
erence at the end of October 1976 to concentrate its full attention on completing an in-
quiry into the problem of drug use in Australia which had been initiated earlier and
had then reached a crucial stage. The report on that inquiry, entitled Drug Problems
in Australia—an intoxicated society?, was presented to the Senate on 25 October 1977.
An ¢lection campaign for both Houses of the Parliament which followed in
November of the same year caused some further postponement of Committee
activity.

The earlier work done on the evaluation reference had demonstrated the need for
a review of our strategy. In particular, the Committee had found in the community a
belief that the real purpose of the inquiry was to examine and evaluate individually a
vast array of health and welfare programs and services. But this was not the Com-
mittee’s intention at all. We were trying to determine, and to understand, what evalu-
aton activity was occurring; by what means it was being undertaken; the nature of
the responses to it; and, ultimately, the requirements for ongoing evaluation as an in-
tegral feature of the development of heaith and welfare programs and services. To
state our purposes succinctly, we were attempting to evaluate evaluation.

Following reconsideration of the program early in 1978, and bearing in mind par-
ticularly the delay of more than twelve months in progress with the reference, the
Committee determined that, in the circumstances, all four points of the terms of refer-
ence should be considered together. Where appropriate, this decision and the re-
sumption of work on the reference were notified to interested parties. The active
phase of collecting evidence was then resumed.

Gathering of evidence

Public hearings began in Adelaide on 28 September 1976 and continued in Perth,
Brisbane, Rockhampton and Townsville over the next month. They resumed in 1978
on 4 July and conciuded on 24 October. All these later hearings were held in Can-
berra. Altogether, 120} witnesses were heard at a total of twenty public hearings. Fif-
teen of these witnesses were representatives of organisations which had not
responded to our original letter. We deliberately sought evidence from this group to
satisfy ourselves that its views had been presented. In addition, 166 written sub-
missions were received and considered, and a large volume of supporting material
was gathered and studied.

Other activities

Over the period of the inquiry, members and staff of the Committee were able to
attend a number of seminars and conferences on various aspects of evaluation in
health and welfare services. These helped to augment the background of theory
necessary for the work of the Committee and were also in themselves indicative of the
developing general interest and involvement in evaluation. Participation in these
seminars and conferences enabled the Committee to derive considerable benefit from
contacts with numerous academics and professional workers actively engaged in ad-
ministrative and operational work in a wide range of programs and services.
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When reviewing the program for the inquiry in the early part of 1978, the Com-
mittee was fortunate enough to be able to bring together a selected group of experts
for special discussions designed to clarify some important issues that were central to
our strategies and plans. These discussions were of signal value in helping us to deter-
mine the program for completion of the inquiry.

In May 1978, in a further attempt to make the best possible use of the available
pool of expertise, the Committee commissioned a series of papers on particular
aspects of evaluation activity. The experts who undertook to write for us on those
topics included academics with both Australian and international expertise, and pro-
fessional persons with active experience in programs and services in the health and
welfare fields. Their skills and experience covered the provider, agency and client
levels of participation. The four expert papers received have provided valuable infor-
mation and insight. At the time of settling the final text of this report early in 1979,
three further papers were expected. We intend to take the initiative of bringing all
these papers together and publishing them later as volume two of this report for easier
reference, as a contribution to the understanding of evaluation activity.

Expert adviser

Because of the intricate and technical nature of the reference, the Committee found a
need for expert assistance and advice. We were fortunate enough to be able to ap-
proach Professor Stephen R. Leeder, who had studied, and been engaged in, evalu-
ation activity both in Australia and overseas. The Committee secured his services,
temporarily and on a part-time basis, on 31 May 1977, and on 22 November of the
same year his engagement was extended for the duration of the inquiry.
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