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TheSetting_.' o Tt ) -

i\: A three year program to develop Alaskan Nat1ve leadersh1p was funded =

about a year and one h;alf ago by a foundsation’ grant. Its two overall and
complemen.ary goals are presently undfsrstood to be:. (I)*meet imm'ediate high
level training needs of Alaskan Nat1ve specifically in- regards to the regional .
) corporatlons as they carry out the nrov1s1ons .of the Alaska ‘Native Land Cldims
Settlegent Act of 1971, and (2) .promote changes in University education which
will allow theése educatxonal needs to be met long range by a more flexible, . ~
.sresponsive system. This project was originally conceived of four years ago“as
arather simplistic plan of carrying informal education into outreach centers  *°
1 through CoOperaﬁve Extensmn At its time of fund1ng it had evolved intothe

first program ever jointly sponsored by the Umvers1ty of Alaska and a statew1de
P

‘Native organlzat1on (the Alaska Native Foundatlon) . L. .

4 .

A . ¥ ‘ I -
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- A Program Pollcy Couneil was st1ﬂlated to cons1st of seven members (three ‘
University, three Native leadershlp and one elected by the other siX). The
council was to oversee and givé general d1rect1ons tq the program. The chosen
council members are all in po‘werful pos1tlons 1nclud1ng the executive vice '
president 6f the Un1vers1ty and. the directSr of two University research institutes,,
the présidents of the Alaska l\latlve Foundatlon (‘statew1de non- profit) and the
,Alaska Federatlon of Natives (statewidé, pohtlcal) This unlque organizational .
arrangement between Un1vers1ty and Natjveleadership is a prime factor in the ’
evaluatlon -situation. ‘o I ., . . ,

i, . - =

The Evaluator ' .
B . . ) ' \'-' [ I %’
‘ As an evaluation spec1a11st at the Center for Northern ‘Educanonal .Research,
Un1vers1ty of Alaska, 1 was contracted as a part-time ‘evaluator by, and towork
. for, the.policy council. Some members of the council felt that the process the .
program was initiating between the University an'd Natrve leadershlp -was itself in ~ ‘
- need of evaluation,.whereas emphasis on pcroduct could increase in later staYes, .

when tra1n1ng pro arns and/or otker outcames had been developed S

L R '

¥Fhe 1dea of doing a process evaluation 1ntr1gued me. I first went ‘backand
rev1e’wed the evaluation liter ure on process evaluat1on methodology (Process s

.asTam dlscuss1ng i'is concerned broadly with progra.m, rather than its more .’ .

restrictive use with the learning’process.) Many methodologies and models
address the concept, with slightly different names and‘meanings. In'the CIPP ,
model #(Stufflebeam, 1969) the first P is for process evaluation. The UCLA modei
(Klein, 1971} dividas this evaluation stage into implementation aiid progress

"“evaluation . Scriven (1967) talks of formative evaluation. Rippey (1973) takes a. -

» - ; . . ,

. x R . . R

! Native is legally defined as a person who 1s 5l> least one- fou rth Indian, Eskimo,
or Aleut S " v’ ’ .
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‘ . p . Y. . . % .
- I Dbelieve this same shortcoming could &lso be said to‘characterize process

_ sllghtly differerit slant on process wh1ch he calls transactional evaluation. The* I
.+ list goes on’ but bas1cally all are concerned about what is going on or happens )
+ » within the’ 1mag1nary black box between input and output The basic concern is
to collect data pn what is actually going on, provide informatjon for.corrective
dec1slon -making actiqn during the project, and to reeord desecriptive 1n£ormatlon
to aid in understanding of later-outputs. It-can b& contrastéd to summative, P
“outcome, ©F product ev:duatmn . . ’ “

N 3 N
e 2 .
7 . sl .

. Steele (1973, p. 47) in "her review of evaluat1on approac'hes cites as a

limitation of her, monograph ' . . * . .
"The lack of clear procedufal directions. In- summarizing S
‘the approache‘s\ .priority has gone to the part< that outline the ,. . _
'what' and 'why' of ‘evaluaticn rather than those that deal with {
the ‘how' of carrying out the procedure’"® Lo~ ’ ‘

. ’ .
. . . . s .

Iy - . ¥
. . -

evaluation methodology as it now exists under its varied nomenclature’ ,One can’
. find a considerable amount wriften about wnat process evaluation fs and why it
" should be done but littie direction as to how 1t should be,. done s ,

-~ 5

* * . Prior te formal contracting I presented a br 1ef paper to the Counc1l on
evaluatlon empha5121ng the 1mportance of studying process, descr1b1ng the
pro;ect-and prov1d1ng data for dec1slon making. ST . o

-,
. * . .
. » - .~ L]
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¢ Early Evaluation Attempts . -

ﬁ/ly contract for evaluation services became effective appr6x1matel§ the
same time as the project director and two additional staff were h1red ‘The pérson ‘
chosen for director was one of the few Alaskan Natives to hold a.doctorate degree
‘and he received faculty rank as well as director position, Though discuslsion on,
. the project had been going on for several years, and the program'pdlicy council
had been selected and meeting for a.few months,-the actual start of the proJect

“could be said to have begun at this pomtr . D

. * ”

Loglcally, I began with the most readily avallable data by re\/1ewmg the APAN
proposal on which the grant was-besed. The ﬁnal proposal was written in very
" general terms ieaving the direction of project objectives and activities to the
couricil . In attemptmg to flush out this information 1 soon discovered that over as
perlod of timé"there were actually six proposals. First for. my own background
.'ahd later to,be used for the evaluation.report, I described the proposals in chart
form as to the1r main components (origin, needs ob_)ect1ves methods, advisory
', process,- 1mphcatlons) and analyzed each proposal fur the changes it presented,
as compared td the previous one. This arialys1s saw ah increasing Widening of
"the scope and level of intended educational act1v1t1es plus 1ncroas1ng Native
involvement in decisiocn'making. . )

. -~
.
.. . s t
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I noted the final proposal was actually two .proposals on‘e from the . .
Unlverplty and one fron' the statewide Native organization, ‘The fact being that %
“as'general as the statements were, they were never merged 1nto one, led me'to .
syspect that the twosponsoring agenc1es may have had d1ffer1ng goals or goal
. emphams in mmd ¢

» . .

[} P N . * . . '_
. The- only other avallable data at the tlme I began were brlef’ m1nutes of the
four prevjous monthly pollcy council meetmgs Given: the vagueness of the

’proposal the respons1b111ty left to, the council fo set directions; the unique aspect

Coof University - Native cooperatlon on this' council suspected differences of

agendéas betw een these g\gdps, and the limited nature of thecreco;'ded minutes;

I made an 1mmed1ate _decision that my first major expenditure of evaluation effort
should be_ used to attend and observe council meetings,. at least™until the plO]eCt
.got off ‘the ground . i e

. LN ' . . <0

After attendin_g several cotncil.meetings it became obvious to me that'the
pro;ect was mQying,very slowly. Also, from informal-conversations, T felt there,
was general d1ssat1sfact10n about the, pr‘ogram st progress among council end staff
However, such feehngs were not be1ng ‘openly d;scussed at the council _meetings.
_ Therefére, my second.decision.¥as-to informally' interview ‘each member of the - *
council and staff, as to what they thought were the project goals and as to,their | -
opinions as to the progress to date. On an individual basis, I found, among other
things, that council'mémbers freely criticized the staff for not'taking more "
leadership’ while the-staff criticized the council:for not settlng mote consistent

and c.lear directions. . . - ‘ NS .

* * 4

.
- *

At this p01nt five months after being hired, I submitted my first process
evaluation report. It consisted of: , (1) the evaluatmn overvi subm1tted prlor
10 contracting, (2) .the analysis of prooosais, (3) an analy51s f the council
-minutes as to frequency of type of business conducted, and a topical and chrdno-
logical orderihg of motions, (4) un1dent1f1ed interyiew comments, grouped by
subject (goals, the council, the.unlversny the staff, activifies, administrative  /y
) arrangement; and evaluatlon) (5) the evaluator's, summation of each section,
and observations concernmg the council, staff, and the’ evaluatiorn. An
1ntroduct10n requested the councﬂ cons;der this data as information for decision
maklng, noted that it was presented in a way which allowed the council to draw
_its own con¢lusions, and added that the evaluator attempted to keep her opinions
¢onfined to the last chapter -In addition, the report was presented as a "final’
draft" and the council was strongly urged to comment 1nd1v1dua11y or collectively
as a final chapter for.the report. - vae , .

”

' ' T, ’ Y

I had expected to lead the council into the rather bulky’ evaluation report N

.with an oral presentation us1ng flip charts at the Tune council meeting. With
advice from & management consultant, I had planned to present, in outhne form
a ratmn le for each sectior, telling what I had .dene and why, rather than

: presenting any datn, and d01ng this before handing over the report. However, ’

' 1 K e ‘
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]une is the beginning of fishing season and it was thé only council meetu’xg called . .
. that did «ot receive the necessary quorum to const1tute an official meeting. W1th
the July meeting cancelled because of vacations, { decided to ma1l the report with .
a ¢over letter rntroducmg it, rather than wait two mogths to present“1t at the next * .

.meeting. - -~ * " PN . ..
v . ® ' . ™ - . . AN .
Up to this Point I é6)t.rather, satisfied with my initial efforts at process IR SRR
evaluation. However, the bubble soon burst, as the report did not precipitate .
.+~ discussion. among council members at’ the next meeting,_ and I only received.two D>
rather superficiz .1 written comments, even after a follow-up letter. No change r‘n . e’

v, operat1on and little progress was evidenito me for several months thereafter. . .
Dur1ng a second round ‘of individual 1nterv1ews more sfructuxed than the first,
I found most persons had read some of the report, and some fiad ‘even considered
it 1nterest1ng and usefulin terms of conf1rm1ng some cf their own Jthoughts’ though
there was little agreement about which sections’ were or wete not cons1dered useful.
| now feel the report was not as_ useful as I had at first hoped- it would be, -nor'as
' much of a failure as I at first thought it, had bgen.. '
l > -
v '\ * The council finally did taLe corrective actmﬁd reagsigned the director
in December. The latest rounds of 1ntéor\f1ews lead e to <be11eve that the most
meaningful use made of t.he first process evaluation was as an orientation do¢ument
" for the new director. . .
. i ., 2 ¢ v
. Most‘/recentl.y, the project has been act1vely involved in promoting a new
rural del1very system within the Upiversity. A comprehens1ve plan was first
proposed by the Native organizations, then.sponsored by the project and is now
an accepteo part of the University!s program budget curreht.ly under negotiation
. with the legislature. ’ .
.(This descr1pt1on has been hecessarily brief, leaving out many details and
related ev,gnts I:lopefulIy, it will provide adequate backgrnund for the points
wh1ch follow ) - . ] T, L T

“ - -
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Some Project-Speciﬁc Obsérvations .
. " . ., 1
- With hindsight, there are some characteristics of this particular projec.
which have lmpl1cat1ons for a process evaluator, and I feel need to be noted before
“making more general comments, The pro;ect is not federally fu~nded Wwas purposely
jvague in its proposal, and does not have to meet any specific evaluation require-
ments, It is'unique -- there are no programs to compare it to, hlstor1cally or
., contempor neously The program began at the hjghest organizational levéls
poss1ble and was therefare.instantly visable, Given the political agendas of those *
involved and its vi$ability, the orOJect ‘need$ to succeed, or cannot easily admit
to failure. However,-it is hard to say .what successful might iqean, ds differing’
.goals would suggest dlfferlng criteria. As a matter of fact, the Xerv ambiguity of

* .
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goals allowed the project o come into be1ng Som'e might say its very ex1stence
1n terms of the prqcess of bringing together two divergent oor‘nmunltles is in

1tself success. * o

. -

Within this politiqally sensititye and."programatic\ally vag'fle, setting, I was
hired, as an evaluator by the program policy council rather than project staff.

. « One problem with this position was that I lrave only suggestive influence rather

. than.direct control over data collecticn for staff planned act1v1t1es which turned
out to be‘ho 1nfluence at all. ,Alsoy I was at that time a new person to the state

“ and a Jumor faculty member.* On the council, whose process I am to evaluate,.

sitg iy d1rect superv1sor the’ execu’tlve vice- pres1dent of my university anc&two
of the most po.werful Native leaders in the states Because of this l1dst fact, I am
not sure whether the lack of reaction to'my first eévaluation report was: (1) a |
questlo‘n cof time and timing; (2) simply a lack of influence or (3) the overr1d1ng
.importance of pol1t1cs to data~-based decision considerations. ) N

- ° .t « "‘

. o . .
Thesecond evaluation report is yet to be written. From thése early experi-
ences, I can predigt it w1ll be shorter ‘in length and more Judgmental in character

*

thahthefrrst, oL - . ;a,gw_; w

- » L

1 : - ‘ R ' .

Some.General Comments on Process Evaluation .

. E) v Lo M !
. N = . Lo LS o L}

Lo
e

I would lil{e to use-my experiénee to generate some more genéral thohghts .
on process evaluation. These comments are in no particular order of importance
.or anythingelse.. ; =~ % | e : L
(1) The position the process evalu‘ator holds__;n relation to fhe project staff
'Y » and to those setting policy is all 1mportant. The level at which this
person is tb'opérate, including amount of control over recotd keepmg
and inflyence~upon required reporting, ig often only hazily defined,
1n both process evaluafion models and in actual practice. There is also
a judgment tQ be made as to whether this, function should be an 1nternal
: -or-external one, or, both. .
. . ' -~ 3. LN
(g) A process evaluator is probably most necessa‘r_y when a pro;ecl is truly
breaking new ground and most unsure of its direction. ‘This same
’ lack-of definitive program plan of course also presents the evaluator

with-a most difficult situation in which to work. '

~

-
s b

J3) Process evaluat1on methodologles give little gu1dance a8 to wh1ch
»  results to réport arid how td®*go about doing it. The quest1on of with
' whorh to share what information and at what pomt in time is seldom
. ) ra1sed but is almost always a perplexing problem for a process
: eV@luator .

LR EEY - -

usually voids any contribution toward program repl1catzon However,

* (4) The s1tuat1onal uniqueness Of what is described in process evaluatlons

-

v .
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process evaIuaflon studies should be uaeful for theit contrlbutlon to T
expanding methodology For example, having sHown.a student a o .
‘ descr1pt1on of how transactional evaluation was used successfully:in . .
one crisis.situation, she was persuaded td try it on her own, whereas '
just reading~about the meth'odology might not have been as convincing.

(5) More needs to be written or the use of proces evaluition in confhct T

ituations --‘whether it is possible and, if sd, how it can be done 1 "

w1thout Jeopard1z1ng the integrity of the etaluator, and perhaps more ‘
1mportantly., his ox; her ability to continue in an ass1gned 1ole “

(6) Educational program process evaluauoﬁ 1s usually ‘viewed as a f;eld or
activity in isolation. It would seem more useful to attempt to relate it .,

to other fields, such as management consulting, -with which process
evaluation shares some common interests and methods of Qperanon ‘but
which dre longer established as a 1eg1t1me.e pragtice., The parallels . * ,
between management consulting and proeess evaluatioh seem espeolally' 2

evident when a grogram faiters at the 1mplémentatlon stage.of develop- .

. ment. v . . r o - -
. . - , v . /, . , .

s (7) Proqess-eval'uatmn nbormally assumes the existence of a program plan. .
’ Evaluators should consider whether this plan’is to 1}9 viewed as g guide,

or contract and, .if to some extent a plan is considered flexible, how the

pr&ess evaluator relates to project staff' on'this matter. ~ %

-In my opinion, evaluat1on requ1rements of catéorlcal federal programs

in terms of pré= specified objectives have led a constricted view of
program plans and defensive eva}‘uatlons Such evaluathns tend to be
of ll)ltle use for improving programs and run great risks of mlssmg
"unintended or unanticipated effects. B

[
- .

(8). What are the ethics or advisability of accepting a contract to doa.

progess evaluation with e details unspecified? Js this a desirable-or
undeslrable situation for an evaluator? If one accepts such a contract,
how does one identify a plan and to whom, if anyone, need it be )
i commumcated'z . .o s -

] -~ -
LS k4 .

-~
-

(9) Finally, are there s'ome"'programs that should not be evaluated,

. espec1ai&y during theix conduct as in a process evaluation? Evaluation,
part1cularly that of a formative nature, attributes a rationality te the

+ decision-making process wh1ch may not be realistic in all cases. Pro;ects
that are highly pol1t1cal in nature might work more effectively without
program evaluation as we now knew it; or,, it is more o, the point to .
suggest we need to rethink and expand our concept andmethodology of
process evaluation so, as to make M, more usable for a greater variety
of educational programs. . . e '
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