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This paper focuses on evaluation questions for
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“What is thg sound of one hand clapping?" This questioo_or{riddie was
first.pgsed_by the Japanese Zen Master Hakuin (1686-1769)7as a mgans-of_faci]ili
tating enlightenment. "The discﬁp]e, given a Koan ([riddle] fo see through 4 was

encouraged to put his whole strength into the singleminded search for its

"solution, to be "1ike a thirsty rat seeking for water,..,' to carry the problém

with him everywhere, until suddenly, if he were successful, the so]utionxcame."]
The Koan was a technique originated by the Zen masters to help then shake

:

their students out of routine ways of think@ng and actiqg, to~open/up new possi- |
‘pilitiés, and to h§1p the individuaf student rea]izé his full potential. In

many wayé the master teacher in a teacher center i$ engaged in these samf processes,

helping classroom teachers investigate for themselves Qifferent ways of_thﬁﬁking,

acting, teaching, and learning. From my pgrﬁpective;;evaluation is:yet anothér
way of serving this same function,fo; program stéff. The evaluation assists
npr&gram staff to stand outside_the&se1ves and look at what the&'re doing; evalu- g

ations can shake.staff out of‘routiée ways of doing?things, open3up néw possi- '

bilities, and help staff-members realize their full potential.
‘ / . f

The starting point in the evaluative process is asking the right questions.

A_basfc tenet of the Koan educational method is thiat the question’is as impdrtan%

as the answer. This paper will focus on evaluation questions for teacher centers.

e ansvers to these questions_may be as simple, or as complex, as the ‘answer

’

A‘¥

K Yyoel Hoffman, The Sound of One Hand (New York, 1975), p. 22.
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. to any given Zen Koan.

. ) .. ,
A Flower in Blpom % ° , ] . ‘.

of Virginia (Char]ottesv111e Va.: 1974) p. 22.

-

2 +

-

A monk asked Master.Umhong "What i’s the pure body of truth?"
" Master Ummon seid, "A flower in bloom." . —
' \Uonkz "'K flower in bloem' - what's it mean?" . b

Master: "Maggots 1n the shit hole, pus of leprosy, scab over
: a boil.™ '

Without monk apprentices asking "What's’ it mean?" there would have been
-

.no Zen master in this eighteenth century 0r1enta1 vers1or|pf a teacher centéer

1nteract1on "What's it mean?" may be a ph11osoph1ca1, religious, or ep1stemo-
logical quest1on It can.also be the yery concrete, practical quest1on of

4

researchers or program staff poUr1ng over pages of stat1st1ca1 tables and reams
of computer print-out generated by an evaluat10n study.

Consider a real example from soﬁe of the date collected during the 1973-74
N ] . r® ’
evaluation of the pilot teacher centers copducted for the Office of Education.

Among educators interviewed in Rhafle Island « .
.27 percent of*the total sample indicated that they had
.part1c1pated in from one to eight different inservice training -
., ' sessions sponsored by the RITC. . This included 78 percent of
. 4. the superintendents, 39-percent of the administrators,
T percent of the secondary school teachers and 22 percent .
of the elementary school teachers sampled. About 40 percent
of the respondents reported that,"they received graduate
credit for their t;me The participants generally said that
. the training met their needs, but 60 percent indicated that
‘this need st111 existed after the trainin session.
ot ¥ o .
What's it mean? The, ansiver to that quest1on wou]d seem to depend on who

-

is interpretiné the data. For some the data may‘1nd1cate "a flower in bloom;_

'_er others *t may mean "maggote in the shit hole;" and for Master Ummon it might -

: \ - <
mean hoth. R ' ’
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2Robert Covert Johh Radzikoski, and Jane Jaegel Evaluating the Four Teacher
Center Pildts: The Second Annual Report, Evaluation Research Center, Un1vers1ty
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brings improvement." She‘goes on to say that: "Without descriptions of actual
. C 4

e

\ ~ ’
Sharon' Ferman, in commenting on .the report cited above takes issue with '
the. conc]us1on that "1nserv1ce training was*made more re1evant and current”
{
based only on evidence that "training was offered 1n a wide variety of innovative

programs:" She questions the ‘assumption that "new is better" and that "exposure
N\ ,

c

i

training activities, analyses of what specific needs they addressed, and more

prec1se def1n1t1ons of their effects, it 1s hard to interpret the findings in

3 A ' .
this eva]uat1on "

It is’hard for heiman tq interpret the data because she hds a different
set of questions than those answered in the cited research. Bnt a simple
syllogism nﬂ} make the data‘quite interpretable for others. .

Participation in training sessions is 1mprovement

Jwenty-seven percent participated in tra1n1ng ) \ I )
¢ Twenty-seven percent are improved. .

Perhaps this is a poor definition of nmprovement -- but in whose op1n1on

I showed the data paragraph from the p11ot teacher center eva1uab1on to a

-graduate/student and asked "what s it mean?" The student‘rep]1ed:,"40 percent

of the respondentg got graduate cred1t for their tine It medns taxpayers

are gett1ng ripped off to raise the credent1als of teachers SO they 11 get h1gher /A
,qg
sa]ar1es -=- under the guise of’ teaéher 1mprovement " . : ‘

Th1s,1ong d1§course on the perception of f]owers versus maggots is not 1 )

,aimed at'simply makin:/jhe'po1nt that different people perceive th1ngs d1fferent]y

“

I take that to be 2 truism. The point is that this tru1sm is regu]ar]y ‘and co
sistently. 1gnored in the design of evaluation stud1es Laboring under the as::;;z
tions of positivistic soc1a1 science, we pretenq that there is some body of data” -
out there that has only to be col]ected at wh1ch po1nt we w111 know what 1t all
means , whether or not it works, whether or nbt we re successfuT whether or not

3 -

s . o
4 -
1 , ~ 3 . , “

.

’ .
SharonOFelman, "Eva]uat1ng Teacher Centers," Schoo] Review (May, 1977),

in press. . , l C -
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A

we're-effective. Such data simply do net 'exist outside the context of a specific
group of people with a particular perspective. ‘ -

The implications for eva]uation of this truism about differentia] perceptions
[4
are enormous. It means that instead of beo1nn1ng with the traditional f1rst

\ .

-

question 1n evaluation textbooks -- "What are the program s goals?" -- we must

begin by asking: "whose-goals for the program will be evaluated?". Instead oﬁ/

'ask1ng "What's=it mean?" we must ask’ "Who 1s going to dec1de what 1t means7“ s
&

Before exp10r1ng the-implications of this perspective let me try to make the

p01nt a different way ,
| o v
Hunting Bears : )

S

Zen Koans are one educational technique for helping the Tearner look at
the world in a different way.' Another technique that has emerged over time
through journeys into.and out of a variety of rich cultural tréditions is the

Sufi story. Sufi stories, particularly stories about the adven@ures and follies

LY

of the incomparabie Mulla (Maste}) Nasrudin, are E\means of comﬁunicating ancient .
- wisdom. "Nasruain‘is the classical figure devised by the’gerviﬁhes partly for

the purpose of halting for a moment-situations iYIQNhiCh certain %tates of mind
ad | :

/are~méde clear,... Since Sufism is something which is lived as well. as something
- . . . \ -

which is perceiveq, a Nasrudin tale cannot in itself produce comdﬂete enlightan-
ment.., On the'other hand, it bridges the gap between mundene 1ifeﬁand'é trans-
mutation of eonsciousness in a manner which no other literary forﬁyet broducedw

. .has been able tp'attain."4riwhat, then, can we Tlearn from Nasrudihnabout evalu-
ation of teacher centers? Let's try the par?ble about, hunting bears. - } '

A king who enjoyed Nasrudin's companys. and also Tiked to | .
hunt, commanded him to accompany him on a bear hunt. Nasrudin|
was terr1f1ed ‘ .

" When Nasrua1n returned to his village, someone asked him:
"How did the hunt go?" >

N A ) ‘ W
41dries Shah, The:Sufis (New York: 1964) p. 56

- .
3 - .
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"Mahrvelou_s\ly»{ ‘ " o - '\ '
“How.many.bears did yeu see?" -
o - "None. " * * S 7 \
‘ i “hpw could it have gone marve]dus]y, then?" ry )
. "When you are hunting bears,"gnd you‘are me, seeing no.bears t
at all is a marve1ous experience."? . : Co
?ermit me. to trans]ate this tale into modern 1angdage. ‘The eva]uat$on:
report on the king's hunt might read something 1dke th;s' g ' \\“

3
EVALUATION;OF‘THE BEAR PROJECT

k This is a study undertaken for His Majesty' s M1nistry of the Inter1or,

under the auspices “of the Department of Natural Resources. for the D1v1s1on of

L

Parks, Section on Hunting, Office of Bears. This.is a study othhe relationship

between the number of bears sighted on a hunt and the number of bears shot on

a hunt. Our hypothesis is that there 1s a d1rect linear re]atlonship betﬁeen :
.the stghting of bears and k1111ngI’f bears. The data was col]ected on a recent
‘royal hunt1ng expedition. The samp1e size is therefore somewhat small and 5

generalizations cannot be made with confidence. In effeft th1s is an exp1oratory
| . ’
case s tudy, Campbe]T and Stan]ey Research Des1gn No. \1. . i

1 :
The data‘ support the hybothes1s at the 001 level of s1gh1f1cance Indeed,

the corre1at1on is perfect The number~of bears sighted was bero, afid the
v ] .
numbgr of, bears k111ed was zero. " In ho case was a bear Killed without first
. | '
being s1ghted We therefore recommend that in future projects new Roya1 regulations

be imptemented requ1r1ng “that bears f1rst be s1ghted be fore they are killed.-

. N ] ‘

Respectfu]]y subm1tted

A ) : . .The Incomparable Mulla Nasrudin
/e "Royal-Evaluator
/ o . " .
/[. *
! N\ . P /
“Stbid., p. 61 / / ‘ 1
R VS ' I3
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| » While this eva1uat1on report m§y be stat1st1c 11 ; . 1gorou<

I “«

. than the average evaluation study, it shares one maJor character1st1c w1th

. ) ! ‘ a1most a11 other reports of. this genre; Tt s 1mposs1b1e to tell whether- or
not it answers anyone 's qu estion. Who' dec1ded that the outcome shou1d be the
.number of bears k111ed7 Perhaps the proaect staff s1mp1y uses the hunt as a

. format for gettyng royal (Federal) money to condict field trips and the real

. p 3 ‘-' ] ‘
s outcome 1s_a heightened sens1t1vaty to nature? or a d1oser.re1a.1onsh1p between
" _Nasrudin and the king? ', Org%“reduction of. Nasrudin“s fear of bears? or aﬁ“increase
: A
, 4 in the king's fower over Nasrud1n7 It may even be poss1b1e (1ikely!) that d1f-
. B
ferent characters in the s1tuat1on have di fferent objectives and would like "

- different outcome.measures. If S0, 1t seems un11keLy that all characters will

»

be interested in the same eva1uat1on.data . Who w111 decide what it all means7’

. For Nasrud1n the data indicated a "marvelous" outcome Other dec1s1on makers

\\i\ might read the data d1fferent1y : - . g Y

-

. . , {.
/ - - ¢ ¢ .
,‘Ut111zat1on of Evaluat1on Research -

-/ .

' This emphasis on determ1n1ng who the eva]uat1on will serve as the first

14

step 1g the evaluation® process der1ves from a persona1 bias that eva1uat1ons

ought to be usefu1 -~ they ought to have an 1mpact on wh?t peop1e th1nk ‘plan,
and do' In 1973 this b1as 1ed me to get involved 1n a-study of the factors - '
_that'affect the ut111zat1on of evaTuatlon research We stud1ed the gilization
o? twenty Federal health eva1uat1ons by interviewing the pr1nc1p1e program person,
-eva1uator and prOJect off1cer in each case. 6 In attempt1ng to 1dent1fy ‘the -
factors that affect utilization of eva1uat1on f1nd1ggs‘ye asked respondents to

P
comment on the re]evance and 1mportance of eleven factors extr cted from the .,
diterature on utilization: , '

~ * b

/ ) 6The study,is described in deta11 in Mrchae] Patton, et.al., "InSearch
; of Impact An Analys1s of the Utilization of Federal Health | Eva]uat1on Research,"
/ in Using Social Science Research in Policy-Making, Carol Ne1ss, ed, (New Ydrk,
o 1977),.pp. 141-163. '
S . o 7




s ~ ) ‘ |
. methodo]og1ca] quality, methodological approprrateness, \\\\‘ l
‘ t1me11ness, lateness of report, positive-negative findings,

' " surprise of findings, central %erwpheha] program objectives

- | evaluated, presence-absence -of related studies, political .
» factors, government«eva]uator 1nteract1ons, and Yesources
- ava11ab1e far the study:

- v

- o F1na11y we asked respondents to "pick out the s1ng]e factor you fee]

~
.

had the greatest effect on how this studfiwas used."

] huo related factors emerged as impor ant in our 1nterv1ews (1) a political”

cons1derations factor and (a) a factor we have called the,gersona] factor This g
_latter factor was unexpected and 1ts clear 1mport¥nce to our respondents has

substantial 1mp11cat1ons for" thé ut111zat1on of eva]yation reséarch. None of -

the other spec1f1c ]1terature factors about wh1ch we asked questions emerged

ve . o as 1mportant with any cons1stengx -8

. The persona] factor emerged most dramatically in our interviews‘When,

. . . i / . * e P ) @
/hav1ng asked respondents to comment on the {mportance of each of our eleven

-

uti]ization factors we asked them to'}de ify the s1ng1e factor that was most

1

important in exp1a1n1ng the 1mpact or 1 ck of 1mpact of that part1cu1ar study
~ Time after-time, the factor they 1dentfi1ed pas not on our list. Rather3 they_

responded in terms of the‘importancelof;individua] people’

”

For lack of a.-better term, we,'ave simply called this new uariable the personal

/
{

‘:factor. It is made up of equal pgrts of leadership, interest, enthusiasm,
.determination, commitmEnt, aggre siyeness, and caring.* Where the personal factor

emerges , evdluations have an i act; where it is absent, there is a marked absence

¢ lof impact. .

el

Comments from one study mith an unusually high Tevel of .utilization are

»

illustrative.  The decisionmaker was asked why. this particular study had so

much {mpact His answer was brief and to the point: A
Well, [the evaluation had an 1mpact] because we des1gned the
project with an eva]uat1on component in it, so we 'gere expected
to use it and we did....Not just the_fact that [ev@Pluation]
. as -built in, but the fact that we built it in on pur ose,
P Jq’hat is, the agency head 'and myse]f had broad respons151i1t1es

RIC 7 N




( persona] hopes. -

-

‘comp]ete]y agreed that

\\ ’ ”» . —‘84
\*~

- -
.

for this, wanted the evaluation stndy results and we expected
‘to use them. Therefore they were used. That's my point. If
someone else had built it in because they thought it was needed,

and we didn't care, 1 m sure the use of the study results wou]d
" have. been different.”’

;—

The evaluator, (ad externa] agent selected through an open RFF process)

[ .

The pr1nc1pa1 reasoge[for utilization] was becduse -the dec151onmaker
-was the guy who reqUested the evaluation and who used- its results.
That is, the organizational distance between the policy maker and

" the evaluator was ‘almost zero in this 1nstance That's the most

.. important reason it had in 1mpact - . P

What emerges here is a p1cture of a dec1s1onmaker who knew what information
. he wanted, an eva]uator comm1tted to answering the decisionmaker's question, and

a decisionmaker, comm1tted to using that 1nf9rmat1on The result was a high level

of utilization in mak1ng a dec1s1on contrary/f/xlhe decxsyonmaker s 1n1t1a1

4

-

~ This point was made often in. the interview§.. One highjy placed and highly

experienged administrator from yet a diffgrént project offered the following
advice at the end of a four hour interview:

- Win over the program peosée Make sure you re-hooked into the
person who's going to make the decision in six months from the
time you're doing the study, and make sure that he feels it's
his study, that tBese are h1s 1deas, and that it's focused
on his values..

"/The'message here is in two parts F1rst, eva]uators cannot conduct useful
~

studies unless they know whose quest1on they are aﬁSwer1ng, and secondly, program

people have a right and an ob?1gat1on to participate in the entire evaluative

-

procéss'from design to interpretation if results are to be useful. \In some cases

*

[}

e_

A\

1

such participation means mak1ng demands that are unusual and beyond Ehe exper1ences

of most eva]uators In 1972 the teacher training program at the New School for’

Behavioral Studies in Educat1on, Un1vers1ty of North Dakota, was to be eva]uated

. . » . 1,

/ . .
7tbid., p. 157. . ' [
81pid., p. 158. g

* 91bid.

3

.




'

/

.%; 9

2~

~ as part of a national'Office of ‘Education study.

/ )
.
.

the study, as des1gned, would-be use]ess to the New School.

He

~

Dean Vito Perrone argued that

talked the

Office of Education peop1e into allowing him to spend the New School's portion

—

of the eva1uat1on money on a.study 1oca11y,des1gned and 1oca11y conducted

The subsequent eva]uatlon was ‘entirely staff desianed and _produced 1nstruments

and .data that have become an 1ntegra1 part 'of the North Dakota program; The -

national -s tudy produced 13rge‘v01umes of numbers (with blankg entered on the

11nes for North Dakota), and’as far as I can te]T was of no.part1cu1ar use to

anyone. .

Contemp]ate then

the usefulness of evaluatdon research.

Begin by contemplating :the usefulness of what to whom.

t

Begin the evalu-

’ at1ve process by ask1ng ~ Who is th1s study for? Khose question will be answered7

And if you can't answer

that initial question in terms of real people with real questions, then Teave’

do all these41oveTy snowflakes fall, anyway?

t ¢

. .
~
-~ P )

[ M v}

_ PROGRESS VERSUS CHANGEN

N

_ the evaluation and contemplate a Zen Koan; for example, the Koan on snow: "Where
3 ° .

+
o

(- P

.Do they fall in any particular place?”

. 4 L4

One of. the purposes of eva1uat1on research for some the maJor ‘purpose,

is to tell us whether or not_we re gett1ng where we wamt to be.

to get to different places:

Are}hings_improving?

may well be the central questions in an evaluat

4.
are in different ways.

. pages I've suggested that different people invoived in’the same program may want

In the‘preceding~

v

Var1ous peop]e w111 1nterpret data about where we )

For many the issue centers on the question of mgrowement ,

AN

"Are teachers improving?

Awe children doing better? These

N of teacher centers. Kathleen

Devaney in a paper‘on Teacher Centers argues that assessment of program effective-

o : !
ness "will have to be in terms of verifying individual teachers' improvement in

*

: w10

classroom performance over time....

10gathieen Devaney, "Surveying Teachers' Centers " Teachers Centers Exchange,

Occasional Paper No
added

1,

[N

~

3

Nat1ona1 Institute of Educat1on, (April,

10

)\

1977), p. 7; italics




{ .

v

3

Let me suggest that for teacher center evaluations itsmay be important to .

separate the issue of improvement from the re1ated, but quite different, issue-

of rimpact or change. Improvement involves a judgment about whether or not

something is oetter .Imoact involves the more limited question of whether or )
not someth1ng is differént. An observed d1fferen§e may or may not const1tute
improvement depending on‘Sho is mak1ng&the va1ue Judgment aboutnwhether°or not a
change ‘is for better or worse. 1t s crucial throughout the evaluation process -

» that empirical observationskahbuf program imoact.be‘kept separate from judgments
about whether or-not such impact constitutes improvement. o
‘ Suppose a teacher center conducts a ser1es of workshops on the use of )
resources outs1de the classroom. As a resu1t, a group of téachers increase the
time students spend in the community by ‘an average of three hours a week. Thé
time spent outs.ide the c1assroom fed to an average reduction of one‘hour per
week .in time spenk in c]ass work doing both read1ng “and ar1thmet1c Outs1ﬁe the™

- 3
classroom the students are exposed to a.variety of act1v1t1es and opportun1t1es,

- but there is a net reduct1on in the time spent doing superv1sed readyng and

- , . ) ,
arithmetic Clearly the teacher center has had an impact.  Change has occurred.

-

'But have the teachers 'improved"f The answer to that quest1on depends on how
much one valaes superv1sed reading and ar1thmet1c compared to other stimulating
activities. C - . D

A Suf1 stbry illustrates qu1te n1ce1y the prob]em of determining whether or
L
not 1mprovement has occurred e sett1ng is a teahouse, a Suf1 term for a meeting

Y -
(ace of derv1shes ‘A monk en rs and states: -

My master taught me to spread the -word that mankind will

never be fulfilled until the man who hds not beén wronged is as
1nd1gnant about a wrong as the man who actua11y has been wronged "

The assembly is|momentarily mmpressed "Then Nasrud1nhspeaks- —~

"My master taught me that riobody at-all sheuld become 1ndxgnant
about anything until he is sure that what he thinks js a wrong is

o

. il'l
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. in fac¥a wrong --.and not a blessing in dang1se ! -
Quest1ons of r1ght qnd wrong, better or worse, are not s1mp1e emp1r1ca1

' questions. To formu]ate evaluatron quest1ons solely in such terms can sabotage

an.eva]uat1on from the beg1nn1ng. What then can ene do? In my_gudgment, the -

» < \¢

empirical questioh.is not- improvement but change. I suggest that we'begin'not

w1tb the,quest1on of whether or not teachers are "better," but whether or not

; they are dlfferent ‘Has the program been effective in changing tedchers? Do the&‘,

_“think d1fferent1y7 Can they do things nov'that they couldn't. do*before? o they.
"feel d1fferent]y? Are di fferent things occurr1ng in teachers/ c1a9$rooms? These

are emp1r1ca}~eva1uat1on questions. Data from these eva1uat1oh quest1ons can then

/N
be used to determine whether or not such changes and d1fferences constJtutegprogress

.

or improvement. ’ ' E -

This is not an esoteric, semantic distPnction. Nor is it the beginning of

¥

a polemic on value-free social science. It is a praétfca1 suggestion forwdistin;
v N . * + , b \,.
guishing between that which can be observed (by whatever methods) and that which °
. cannot be observed. Failure to make that distinction car lead to~serious misunder- .

stand1ngs and m1scommun1cat1ons throughout the eya]uat1on process

ey what “then, can be observed?. There are essent1a11y five categor1es of

changes 1n teachers_ oné mwght 1nvest1gate ‘ ) T

1. Changes in teachers’ fee11ngs (i.e.’, |, mirale, ‘support,
’enthus1asm, }so1ation etc:);

2. . Changes 1n teachers op1n1ons (1 e., ﬁnterpretat1ons, .
: att1tudes, expectat1ons, goals, etc. ) ‘

< 3. Changes in teachers' knowledge (i.e., facts, data, theor}es, . e
models’, etc.); ’ . ] ) v

4., Changes. in"teachers' skills (i.e., things"they %an oo)}'and.'

5. Changes in teachersjbehavior (1 e., things teachers actua]]y
T Ado do 1n teaching).

-y - '
& 3
- »

-~ N -

—

Yshah, op. cit., pp.. 58-9. - N

[N

]zThese Tive categories correspond to the five elements of awareness 1dent1f1ed

' by Elam Nunna1]y, Sherrod M;]]er, and D n1e1 Wackman A11ve and. Aware




ieA For, some educators "improvement" o

%‘Q o . 4

: reso]ved before'?ﬁggagta 1s co11ected to pernnt the d1scuss1on about what

&

a program..

~ changes (new 1nformat1on) then att1tude change (new understandings) then skill

,of the teachers in a workshop actua]]y use a set of mater1als in their classroom,

,.defens1veness, rat1ona11zat1on, and Just1f1cat1on ’ ) "

c e
Suppose you are collecting data on- frequency of individual visits as Fetman
did. 14" Her data can be grouped as fo]]ows T L
30p, cit., p. 7. - ' SRR LT
i 4

A particular teacher center might focus on any or all of these types .of |

hanges. _Prograns typdca]ly vary considerably in‘degree of emphasis on .different

outéomes A'comorehensive eva]uatfon might well look at all of these outcomes

’ * ’ ' ' P \‘
only occurs if teacher behavier changes; for

others ‘changes in teachers' feelings constitute sufficient improvement to justify

Many educators relate’ changes together in. a sequence gnow1edge

.....

change (new capacity) then behav1or change (new actions). Where in this chain

' does real improvement begin? Kath]een Devaney quotes one educator to the effect
' Ea
The key to open1ng peop]e to change is* att1tude~—not infors
mation and skills. I can distill into ten pages what I
think a téacher needs {in order] to teach reading. But
befové that, teachers mus€ get a set of basic-attitudes --
hpw 1angdage is viewed, how reading is viewed. Attitudes are
- ‘the Lcrucial foundat1on that makes it possible to assimilate new Sk111$
. . g \
By carefully specifying the changes that staff want to observe in teachers
- €

that{

as a result of teacher center activities, 'program staff can clarify and make

explicit what they mean by "improyement.“ The next task‘is to determine what

,different ievels of change‘indicate‘aoout the' programl If f1fty -five percent

is t&at high usage or Tow usage? Does that mean the workshop was effective or’

dneffective?
S &
what 1eve?’1s acceptable? And what ]evé] spells “trouble? . These issues shou]d Be -

The workshop had.an impact but what Tevel of impact is desirable?

o eryee

‘const1tutes Tmprovement to take place in an atmosphere that is not charged with -

AR

]4Sharon Feiman, Teacher Curr1cu1um Nork Genter: A Descr1pt1ve Study, North
-Dakota Study Group on Evaluat1on Monogr gh Un1vers1ty of NOrth Dakota (Grand Forks,

N--D n " 10‘): e ) D 10 9




o, o . . . - W .
- . .- \j_ . .
.‘ . . \ ([ & » ¢ o R I

13N . N R

. " | Number of Visits, . '] B !
. : - | Made by a Teacher ‘ Humber of % of Tqtal

T ) + "{to the Center Visits- Visitors

4

-2 o - 1es L 80. 4% S

LA

f' 3 or more - 45 , 19.6%

1 d

Note: Data are for visits between Jahhawx 10 and February 28.

- I don't know how staff reacted td-these findihgs. My guess'is that once
these data are collected ‘the progfam etaff might.look at’ them and say, "Oh,
L L Yes, t¥t's about what we've,anticipated. Plus the data don't include people

"who come to re§u1ar workshops and special c1asse§. Then, too, 'since only
* 23 teachers-noted on the background forms that they‘first visited the Center
5 " during the period of -observation, it is not 1ikely that most of the people who

.came once were first-time vjsitors.' And the observation time was really too

. L Y _ - .
short. Plus January and February and bad months, you know, everyone is depressed

L4
)

" with winter, and...." . \

<.

. . . ; v .
Soon it becomes apparent that either thb data don't tell us much, at least
. L J

not without other data, or that staff aren t prepared to- dea] with what the

1’ta do suggest This is not at a11 unisual‘as a post-eva]uat1on scenar1o

)

Now Tet us try another scenario. \7At the outset of the eva1uat1on study the

program staff discuss their notions of what their task is and how teacher change

[

occurs. The staff dec1de that thev kind of impac't they want to_ havefannot occur‘
dn one orfthd Visité to the teacher center. "If teachers don}t return after .

one or two visits we mhét be doing something wrong." The periddiof,time in
W'question‘is a full twelve mo#th beriod~_.§gjg§e_the data are collected the staff

¢ N # , @ - 5
complete the following table: - o \] T




-

-commi tted themselves to actively engaging teachersdqn a multiple, contact basis.

"The key point ‘is that if staff are unwil]ing and/or unable to interpret data

_ ] . ' . ’ : -
Interpretation of data ) Percentage of teachers’ o

; who have “contact with the .
. Center three ar more times

- |
We're doing an outstanding - . , i
job of engagihg teachers 51 - 75% .
~at this level :

We're do{ng an adequate Job

of engaging. teachers at this 26 - 50% . S . .
level ~ ) s _ , S
We'rg doing a poor job of .

engaging teachers at th1s . " .0 - 257

1eve1 '

i
I s

A record keeping system must then be established that staff agree to and'_:

beTieve in so that the data have credibility. The teacher center staff have
The data will provide clear feedback about the effectiveness of the program.

and set expectancy 1evels befbre the eva]uat1on there 1s no reason o be11eve

they can do so after the eva]uat1on In addition, going through ‘this process

L 8

qahead 6f time alerts part1c1pants to add1t1ona1 “data they need in order to make

sense of the eva]uat1on, clearly one tab]e on frequency of v1s1ts is only a

starting place. F1na]]y, involving staff n such a process hélps c]ar1fy the

<

evaluation criteria that are being used and,. if staff are involved in establishing
§ R \ ‘

these criterta‘themse]ves,‘the evaluative process will increase their cdmmitment

v

to use the data for program improvement: ¢ ‘ . .

If multiple contacts with teachers 1s a key issue for center staff they you]d

4

probab]y want to cond follow-up 1nterv1ews with teachers who didn't return and
- . . ‘ :§ ¢ ‘ . . a
teachers who did return. What was the difference? There.are many\possibi]ities

<
b

for éxtending this example The point is. that the evaluation question must be
¢

¢

carefulleformulated 1n accord1nace w1th the basic goals of the teacher center;

staggrarg>1nvolved in establishing exo]1c1t cr1ter1a for 1ntergret1ng the data,

‘ -

and staff contni t themselves to tak1ng the process ser1ous]y.

S 15
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Many of the most serious conflicts in evaluation research are rooted in

the failure tolc]ear]y specify criteriawjn advance -of data co]lection: This can
; ’ 5

lead both to collection of the wrong data &nd/or intense disagrﬁement about the

standards for interpreting data that'have already been collected. Without explicit

criteria data can be interpreted to mean almost anygpwng about ,he program --

and about the quality of teacher center staff. w1tness, for ¢xample, Master ‘

Obaku s famous evaluation of the staff in e1ghteenth century Ci1nese teacher

cénters:

Mas¥er Obaku said, "You are all leftover eaters} If you walk
ardund the world and search for truth in such & manner, what

achievement can you expect? Do you know that there are no -

more Zen masters in China?" /]

2 Then a monk stepped out and said, "Aren't there those who

walk around earnestly .instructing the masses? What o
them?"

Obaku said, "I d1d not say there is no Zen anymore, on1y that
there are no great masters."” .
. R .

The Outcomes' of Individualization \

Feithan reports that most teacher center programs advocate 1nd1v1dua11zat1on

LS

1n that "teachers must be allowed to begin at thé{r own beg1nn1ngs, draw on

-
>

persona] strengghs, and learn at their own pace w15 This creates special problems ]

1
in evaluating the outcomes of teacher center experiences, particularly problems

LY

interpreting vary1ng Tevels of change to make 1nterpretat1ons about improvement.

'Measur1ng 1mprovement for evaluation purposes turns out to be a very tricky

problem. The f1rst prob]em is determ1n1ng the 1eve1 at wh1ch 1earners enter the

situation. Then, for_any given know]edge area or sk11] theHe are upper Timits

\
of competency. Onexcan t show improvement 1nd1f1n1te1y. It is wel]-estab]ished

that 1earnjn3.5€;urs most rapidly and in greatest amount for a person who is just

beginning to sthdy a new subject. The reason is simply that there is more to

N

]sFe1man (1977),2J2 Cit., p 16.

“16. .-
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" learn at the beginning. After a time, percentage gains:decline. Persons who

‘Pat I.}areny]6 for observ1ng'changes in students over t1me Such a system permtts

. .
‘ . ¥ 4
.

have never driven a car can*improve their skills 100%; persons who have driven

.-
for years may pn1y be able to. show a small percentage gain after further 1nstruc-
tion. How can the 1arge pencentage gains 1 a program of novices be compared

to the small percentage ga1ns in a program of experts? And teacher centers 1nc1ude

both! | - 3 . ‘

“An individua]izeg teacher center program requires an individualized sét of
evaluation change 'criteria that tahe jnto'consjderation where‘a teacher oegjns,
what the teacher wants and needs, and,what changes occur after the experience.
This may.mean ‘a carefu]lsystem of descriptive’records for teacher center partic-

ipants (or a samp]e thereof) not unlike the record keep1ng 'sys tems , deve]oped by

.the recording-of some types of information about each teacher but a]so perm1ts N

the collection of systematic data on the individual developement of each teacher. -
g : ) <

Such records serve program advisors for‘both planning and evaluation purposes.

The p01nt here is that an evaluation system is worthless if 1t co]lects data T

about the wrong things. 0pserv1ng changes in a h1gh1y 1nd1v1dua11zed program
means monitoring’and describing different changes for different individuals and -

then looking for overall patterns of teacher change and learner activity -in .

¢

-

the program ' S v

~
v

One evaluation report on & teacher ‘workshop program tr1ed to so]ve the prob]enf

by s1mp1y ask1ng teachers how many fe]t’they had changed as a resu]t of their work-

shop experience. Severity-six percent sa1d'they had\\hanged. But no data was . .
collected on how they changed or what activities ted to the’ change. In terms .
of actual program p1ann1ng\and :mprovement the data weren't very usefu] .

An oft-repeated Suf1 story 111ustrates the 1mportance of observ1ng and collectini

data on the right th[ng. " . ‘

%
Te R /

/
/

16pat Careny; A Phenomenological Approach to the Study of Human Phenomena Ce
North Dakota Study Group on Evaruatipn, University of, Nortn Dakota, \hrana FOTkKS 197

17 L ) R "'/.1,’
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. Nasrudin used to také his donkey across a frontier every
, day, with the panniers loaded with straw. Since he admitted

.t N to heing a smuggler when he trudged home every night, the °
frontier guards searched him again and aga1n They searched

his person, sifted the¢ straw, steeped it in water, -even

burned it from time to time. Meanwhile he was becom1ng vis- v
, v ©.ibly more and more prosperdbus. ) -
(A ot . : ‘ N o .
- \ T~ Then™he retired and went to live in another country.
s . Here one of the customs officers met him, years later.

- "You can tell me now, Nasrudin," he said. "Whatever was.
-it that you were smuggling, when we could never/catch you out?"
® . n‘ . B

/
"Donkeys," said-Nasrudin, ’ ' /
TN , » .

‘. . The One-True Way~ ., . ‘ o

En]iohtenment is the goal in Buddhism. Koans and Sufi stories are only
} two‘of many techntques‘for assisting the learnef¥ along the pathr toward En]ighten-
ment .'the shattering ofbthe Great Doubt..., the welling up of a flood of exaTta- .
' tton . 'If you take up one Koan,' Master Haku1n said, 'and investidate it unceas-
i ingly, y 7 mindﬁwi}] die and your will will be,destroyed:" It is as though a
.vas y empty/abyss‘iay before you, with no p]ace to set your hands and'feet.
//You face death and your bosom fee]s as though it were firé. Then suddenly you
are one with the Koan, and body and m1nd are cast off.. You must push fonuard

] r/aentlessly and with the h81p of th1s complete concentrat1on you will penetrate
/////u1thout fail to the bas1c source of your own nature w17 T

The Koans were a method ‘for attaining En11ghtenment but they were also )

4
4
an evaluation tool for detect?ng En11ghténment There are correct responses ;//

M .

. and incorrect responses to the Master's Koanic quest1on, "What is, the sound of.
) _one hand, c]app1ng?" There are close to two thousand recorded Koans, -~ comp]ete} '
'sequences of quest1ons~and en]1ghtened1re$ponses 18 ‘Koans are supposed to be

« <
passed on in secret froquai?er to d1sc1p1e, “transmntted on]y by word of mouth

}

o Vioffman, 0p. cn:,, Pp. 22- 23 L
J“';’f.‘ ) ; -
C ]81b1d , P \
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to the student in the master's room.]9 The pupil vows to keep the Koans a secret

andlto teansmit them only to‘chosen disciples after he has become a Zen Master.

-

Koans were first published under a pseudonym by a -rebel Zen master who had
A ) - . §

become disenchanted with his fellow masters. ' The publication created an enormous
scandal because once the Koans were made pub11c anyone cou]d supposed]y memorize
, the correct responses. Therefore, anxone qou]d become a Zen master. How, then,

was one to tell the truly enlightened from the fakes? Meanwhile, the rebel‘master

maintained that monks were already mindlessly repeating Koans without being

en1lghtened 20

tru]y

st

L4 -
7 Q - R z >

- |
The Koans themselves emerged out of a debate over whether enlightenment
came from passive meditation or a more active searching with the mind. Other

Zen monastic retreats disagree bver whether Enlightenment comes s1ow1y over \1me

, ®

or quickly, all-at-once. Of sudh issues are sects created, each teaching

the
One True Way. ; 3 ’ ' \

Western social scientists wou]d scoff at sich religious absolutism. and,
Ai \

under the enlightenment prov1ded by cultural relativism, would exp1a1n in great

-depth why each culture dece1ves itself.with its own version of Truth These
same social scientists will then design an educational exper1went to determine

the one best way to teach s tudents that there is no one best way to attain

pes

En11ghtenment ' .

When I finished reading Sharon Feiman' 's exce]]ent paper on the three models

4

of teacher centerSZ] I immediately had a vision of a, researcher wr1t1ng a proposal

wh1ch would be enthusfast1ca11y funded by the Nat1ona1 Institute of Education to

-

determ1ne which of the three mode]s was most effective in chang1ng teachers.

~

Th1s despite the fact that every 1arge scale experiment of this kind (w1tness the

9

t

}p { ' A :
&L 19;, Miurd and R.F. Sasaki, The Zen Koan (Kyoto: First Zen Institute of
, America, 1965), P, 28 < ~ '
C - 20Hofef 39-44. - s L A
. offman, _E. Cit., pp. = ~

i

2Yreiman (1977 L
Feiman (1977),.0p. | 19 \ . ‘
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But the sea ch goes- on. Educat1ona1 programs are compared to each other
.ustng stanqard1z€q craterla despite the'fact that different drograms are trying
to do differens irgs.:rSuch eya]uatieﬁ"comparisons are partjcu]ar]y insiéious L
*’becaase they subt ,’§jvert'program staff from their original doa]s. /Let méak
‘i Nus trate the problem.using the Feiman paper.

o Feiman descriies three types of teacher centers: ?behaviéra]" centers: , :
"humanistic" centers, and "develepmental" centers. I apologize for the'fnjhstice
* done to her paper by the table below, but this table represents a- s1mp11f1ed

summary e>“nv understand1ng of the d1fferences among the\tﬁreé models.

1 Type of Center ) Primary Process of s Primary Qutcomes of-
- Affecting Teachers . . the Process
g ~ - "
1. Behavioral Centers Curriculum specialists direct- Adopt10n of comprehensive,
. , ly and formally instruct ad- curriculum systems, methods
‘ _ministrators and teachers and packages by teachers
_ 2. Humanistic Centers " Informal, non-directed ‘ Teacher feel subported and
teacher exploration; "teachers - important; pick up concrete
‘ : select their own treatment."” and pimctical ideas and
. ' - materi for immediate use
‘ - in their classrooms.
3. Deve]opmental Centers Advisors establish warm, Teachers' thinking about wh
‘ interpersonal, and directive they do and why they do it
- l" " ‘ relationship with teachers is changed over time; °

working with them over time\\ teacher personal developmen

3

.
!

‘Regardless of whether or aot one agrees wiith F%iman"s categories, it is I
clear that, at least to somefextént, different teacher centers are trying to
accdhplisﬁ different outcomes. The threé’models cannot be coﬁpared'te determfne
which one is best, or most effect1ve beca;se they are trying to do d1fferent -
thfngs Evaluation can hgﬁp determ1ne whether or not each of the outcomes have

been atta1ned for each specific program, but evaluation cannot determ1ne which

; - 20




/1/ d1d 1n the c1assroom Such process studies can be extreme]y valuable for they

_outcom® is most desirable to attain or which outcome is "best." . -

for a program and the process used for attaining those ;outcomes. Feiman suggests .
‘that there are three models of teacher centers actually in operat1on each char-
. acter1zed by a spec1f1c process linked to a specifitc set of des“red outcome;

) But.theoret1ca11y there are nine mode]s, one model for each comb1nat1on of
‘with s ome. teacher centers undoubtedly using all three processes.

, d1fference between the processes for atta1n1ng a goal and the actual goal itself.

’ The-incomparable Mulla Nasrud1n iss visited by a would-be '
e discipte. The man, after many vicissitudes, arrives at the hut
el , on.the mountain where the Mulla is s1tt1ng Knowing that every ,. = ‘
single action of the "illuminated Sufi is meaningful, the new- L
. comer asks Nasrudin why he is blowing on h1s hands'. "To warm

-program 1mp1ementat1on-goals. Evaluatgrs refer to the study of factors affect1ng

—
~

o

3 : . o x
- Moreover, it is important tq distinguish glearly between the outcomes des$ired "
" . . ' -

process and<outcome ‘In addition there are a near]y end]ess var1ety oF mi xes

Another Sufi.story 111ustrate$ the 1mportance of understanding c]early the’

. \

myself in’the cold, of course." ¢

Shortly aftenvard Nasrud1n pours out thQbowls of -soup, i*h ./
,and blows on his owr. "Why are you doing thaty Master?" asks
the.d1sc¥p1e . "To cool it, of cours says the teacher

At this point the disciple Teaves Nagpud1n unab]e to
~ trust any longer a man who uses the s process to arrive °
at different results -- heat and cold. Lo e

A comprehens1ve eva]uat1on will gather 1nformat1bn about both process and

N 4

outcomes Indeed the processes 1dent1f1ed by a 1oca1 teacher\center staff

as those processes they deS1re to employ #n their work constitute a set of

program implementation as'"process
) ! ‘ * // "o P
Curriculum Work Center22 is afpxocess eva]uat1on She studied what. teachers did

valuation.” Feiman's study of the Tdacher :

at the Center, 1. e ‘s the‘processes whereby they obtain support, 1deas, and
4 ,
mater1a1s, she did not study whether or not teachers actua]]y*changed what they

*

v ~
. .
. . .

A}

22Feiman’ (1975), Op. Cit. . -
f. N N ‘ W
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proviidé staff with information about whether or not the program is being imoTe-
' i . ¢ -

9

menteo as desired.
. ==

S t M N . .
Just as it is inappropriatérto compare?zeacher centers that aim at different

]

qQutcomes, 1t is a1so 1nappropr1atewto compare the teacher centegzaporoach to

educat1ona1 in- serv1ce whth other school-based or Un1vers1ty based approaches'to
Vg

. ¢
teacher in-service. To do so is to once agath search “for, The One Trug Yay in’

a ;orld-where di fferent approaches work d1fferent1y ;o; ¢1fferent people Each .
approach must be emp1r1ca11y evaluated in its own terms, the dec1s1on aboutﬁuhether
or not the goa]s of a part1cular approach are desirable is a Qo]1t1ca1 quest1on
From whence cometh this evaluation. preoeeupat1on with 1dent1fy1ng the one .
best approach to a problem? From the ear11est days of my soc1a1 science tra1n1ng

I was taught that the aim of social science was to f1nd that one set of var1ab1es

’ that would allow us to perfect]y predict human behavror I was taught that the

prob]em of perfectly predicting human behavior was 1arge1y Q measurement prob]em
Iiﬂﬁ'—on1y had comp]ete data 6n a person or grouo of peop1e we could pred1ct

with near certa1nty the behav1ors, att1tudes, and 1nner work1ngs of that person
")

or group. The equations never quite worked out but that was because of "measurement

N &
error," problems with "variable spec1f1cat1on," and, of course the ﬂnfortunate

f .
fact that there w111 always be a few deviants around to screw up our pred1ciwfu§

This positivistifc perspective has had an fmportanf effect on governmeng;ﬁ

po]1cy-mak1ng and on resea(ch funding, especially eva]uat1on and&po11cy§£esearch
-]

jLeg1slators wou1d Tike to f1nd the- one so]ut1on, so they mandate research’ to tell

~

them the answer -- the onf answer -- to educat1on,\hea1th we1fare, human re?at1ons!
bureaucracy. «... Whicth educational mcdel s b%st7 What's the one best way to SR

organize government7 Wh1ch one program approach ﬁs most effective 'in reduc1ng

-

/
Crime and,rehab111tat1ng criminals?

A

.The truth Jjs that there is no ¢gne best program approach.across the board for
. ,ﬂzj . " N ' bt . .

L, 1 L. e -
" the same reason that there is no single factor or set of factors that can so]ve

- -7 >
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the mystery of human behavior, no one answer to that'most fundamental philosvphical

quespion: Why do people do what they do? (And that most fundamehtal governmental

, /
The reason is that individual pegple are different .frop-each ot ér in unique’
\‘\ .v . - ¢ N

ways -- and those unique ‘#ndividual cHaracteristi make a differenCe in what

question: How do we get beop]e to do what we want them to do?)

people do and how they respond to'proénams. From the structura]jst,perspective
- Y- . L & Pl
that dominates social scfgnce,'individual people do not

make a/égfference. vle
Tearn in introductory sohigiogy-that the major ch@ra;teristic ;f modérn society

as a rational system js the interchangeability of people in positions. It doesn't ’
matter who is Pres%ﬁent;’théﬂposi%ibn is gefe;m{ned.ﬁy }afgé-scale, 1ohg—term, |
sifio;po1¢f}cql-economic faéfors that are nof subject éo personal maﬁiﬁdlation.'

It doesn't matter who,the bureaucrat is in the wélfare Qfﬁice; it matters only

at someone, anyone fill the position&j.Iﬁ/gggsn" /matter who runs an educational

- -
But it's jjust not so. THe prediction_equa

o - P
+ program, the trick %5 to structure thé program efffectively.

. jons.for human behavior don't work

perfectly Because human behavior is not perfegtly predictable. Affer the Tast of

~

background variables, dengraph}c factors, and structural influences have been
the equations; the acquraty of the predictions are

LD .
measured and entered into

downright puny. Fre%dom of individual action, personal prédi]ections and
\J N v -
choice, unique circumstancés, and the fyndamental individua]iﬁy of human beings

win thé day.
¢ . . N ¢
In educational research we keep/discovering that what makes the difference is

the enthusiasm and dedication of individual teachers, not some,tﬁepretica] model

. of instruct on. " In therapwsand.counseling what matters is the sincerity and caﬁjng
B EY P4 ~ . @ . .

of one individual tfying to help another, not the psychotherapeutic method employed.

In.progrdh after program I fiﬁh that the abilities, personalities, and dedication

— % - . v
of the people who run and staff programs make the magor difference. In effect,

~

. - . . 4 M -
-the personal factor that I described in the first sectiop of this paper a%,the -

C 23
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- key factor in determining the‘utilization of‘evaiuation‘research demonstrates

‘ v

the samefinsight. IndiVidua1 peop]e and 1ndJV4dU31 circum&iances make the maJor

a difference in vihat happens R _ L

7 L]

This means that instead of searching fqr that single model of education, -

health, or welfare that will work everywhere, legislators and government admin-

>
-

istrators must find ways to stimulate innovation arid adagtation of progkams to

fit unique local needs and circumstances Evaluation of such frograms must also

be based on the unique chgracteristics and goals of ]oca];programs!Anot evaluation

bxﬁstandardized criteria applied across the board. "

A"

The great threat from Big Government (or behaviorai science in the service
1

of Big Covernment) is not that it Will ever perfect]y contro] or manipulate us. .

The great danger is that we must use .an ever greater\quantom of our personal

energy, creatiVity, and freedom of action finding ways to subvert standardized

nf

prescriptions for behéyior (and evaluation) that are usually irrelevant and often

- destructive. T
3

The search for solutions will go on to%be sure, both in science and in educa—~

tion. 'But the search ought not be for the One Solution. Rather, we must search
N

for Situationa] so]utions(-- What is Best for this program at this time in these

3

cirqumstances? How can we help staff accomplish their goals?- Ihe challenge is
I 4 . .

to identify and inp]ement aiternatives not universal prescriptions that treat

people as if they're all the same. This places the responSibility for program

-F -

ex§]uation clearly at the local level. o o R
This does not mean that there is no responsibility fd//evaluation at the

q@lationai lavel. ‘QUlte the contrary, the Federa] responSibility is to make avaiI;

<

able resources and incentives for the conduct local pragram evaluations. Each

Tocal program should describe and evaluate/both processes (what the progiam is

doing?) and outcomes (what changes occup/in teachers and classrooms?). - These

?

Tocal evaluations will then provide




- | o ‘ ) . o
analyzed at the-national level to look for patterns, trends, and variations in

—
effettiveness under different cohditions. #Therein wi]\ be found information for
'”program p]anning'anqﬂgevelopment. : . ‘§/ : ) 3 . -
' of course“th}s.is.not,the easy way‘to cErrx'out evaiuatibns. * It is hard
‘ "on 1oc%1 staff because they must clearly and.exp]fcit]y state ohjectives for both

N ' . Pprogram processes and outcomes; and they must‘develop methods of‘describing,‘
cbserving, and measuring those processes and outcomés It is hard on ﬁff1ce o?
'Education and N.I.E. staff because they cannot amly some‘handy y%rdst1ck to a]]
. ’ .programs and thereby discover wh1ch is best. It is' hard on eva]uatgrs because ... »
they mustainteracf intensﬁve]y with lTocal staff to determine'wh:?\infprmatioh - 3

. ) < . -

o ‘ appropriate in a particular situation. But if teacher centers are evaluated as -

other national aducational programs haye been evaluated (e.g., Headstart, Follow

. e .
, ‘Through, National Assessment), we will continue .to be like Nbsrugin Tooking for \T\“
. ) 7. P ) * N . - ' . \

his Tlost key. i . i ‘ v

On one occaston a ne1ghbor found Nasrud1n down on his knees under
a street 1amp 100Q1ng for somethrng

"What have you Lost Mulla?" ) B ’
Y o "My key," said Nasrudin. K - B | S
' ‘ After a few minutes of search ‘Q,Athe other man 55;5, "Where did .
. ' you drop it?" : S ‘:’ s -9
< ) “In that darthpasture i '/' d
, - »"Then why, for heaven's sake, are you<‘looking here?" ' f:>
" "Because there ;s more Tight here." ' £ \\ﬁ'
f’:" . L . ) P
~ - Qn Causes: and Effects ‘ ,"

L4

The ?eason for separating program processes from progrem outcomes is so that ~
they can be related to each other. The sequence of questions goes like this:

1. -Are we implementing the program the way we want to (process cL
evaluat1on)
) 2. Are teachers chang1ng/develop1ng the way ue want‘them to
{(outcomés evaluation)?

we oy ey

"=~
1
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e ’

" '3. Is what we're do1ng in the program (the processes) re1ated to
N the changes we, see in teachers (the outcomtes)? )
e * N ) . » - .

" This last question ‘takes us into the arena of causality. Do the processes? .
. ‘.\ . . . ‘ ? N - ‘ . * . . b
activities of the teacher center cause/affect the behaviors/attitudes/sKills/

. knowl edge/ feelings oigteachers? One need know very little about research>to know

a ’

'i:at it is impossib]e to establish causaTity in any final senhse when dealing with

e complexities of real programd where treatmehts are never pure, s1ng1e, and
) .
guncontam1nated - e ) ‘ v ‘

It is- easy to become frus trated with the d1£fﬁcu1ty of estab]1sh1ng the

4

. - ‘\-—-
v re]at1onsﬂlp between program act1v1t1es and program outcomes. We can't answer’

such questwons def1n1t1ve1y No amount of scientific soph1st1cat1on w111 provide
- definitive 4nswers to causal quest1ons for"the same reason that “there is ‘no

«
® > R

One nght approach to chang1ng human behav16r ‘But that is no reason’ not to ask

the quest/on We cannot provide definitive ansyers but ye can arr1ye at some

13

reasonabge estimation of the 11ke11hood that part1cu1ar act1v1t1es have had an effect;
. . This po1nt is 1mportant for 1t tells us someth1ng about msat we can expect
.from eva1uat1on research. Evaluation data_are never‘clearetut-and absolute.- Stud1es'
are always flawed in some way. There are always questioﬁs»of reliability and -
. uadidity, Error-free 1nstruments do not exist and cannot exist in the measurement

1of complex human social/behayioral/psychqlogical phenomena. of what good 1s all

"“"This then? : . ) C : “w

N‘£v§1§é}ion research is only of use if you believe that‘some‘syggematic infor-

- . mation‘isibetter than no®systematic information. kva1uation research only has

s . # T

meaning if you believe tha¥ a rough idea of the relatidnship between.program activ- ‘
" jties and outcomes 1s better than relidnce ent1re1y upon hope and good 1ntent1dns

Eva]uat1on research does not prov1de final answers,, but 1t can prov1de direction.

o - Earlier [ referred to a study aimed at determining/the factors that affect

-

, .
] R . . ,
.
,(‘ ’ - .
- -
2) B -’
p
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the utilization of eva1uation'research 23 The first task in that study was to

—_—

descr1be how evaluations actua11y were used. What we found was considerably ‘more

comp]ex a§§§¥§?§’dwsma1 than our or1g1na1 impressions led us to expect. Evaluation

i”researqh 1s used but not in the ways we had anticipated. None of the impacts

e aagew g L

. *
described was of the type where new fjndings from an eva}uation.led directly and

.immediately to the making of major, concrete pragram decisions. The more typieal :

12

Jdmpact wds one where the eva1uation'findings provided additional pieces of infor-

mation in the difficult puzzle of p}ogram action, thereby perfnitting some(reduction

in the uncertaintjwithih which any decisionmaker inevitably operates. *

This reduction qt uhcertainty'emefgedaas hjghT} imdortant to decisionmakers.
In sdme cases it simply made them more eonfident and determined. .On the other
hand, vhere the need for.cﬁange was indicated, .an eva1uation study cou]d he1p
speed up the process of change or provide an impetus for f1na11y gett1ng th1ngs
ro111ng . - '

Reducing uncerta1nty, speed1ng things up, and’ gettfng things finally started

are real 1mpacts -- not ‘revolutionary, organ1zat1on shaking 1mpacts -- but 1mportant

-1mpacts in the op1n1on of the people we 1nterv1ewed One administrator summarized

this view both on the.spec1f1c evaluation in questjon and.about evaluation in’

general:

Myself I have a ‘avorab]e view toward eva1uat1ng If nothing else
X it precipitates activity many times that could not be precipitated
* _wiithout someone tak1ng a hard look at an organ1iat1on It did
precipitate activity in [this program]x, Some of the findings were
) not pos1t1ve Some of it was negative.- At least someth1ng occurEid
v that woqun t have occurred if the evaluation hadn t taken place.

A}

It is crucial to set realistic ekpectations at the beg1nn1ng of the evaluative -
process about what’can be expeéted an@ how data will be used. Everyone invo]ved

should clearly understand that evaluation findings can provide important informatjoh )

-

¢ N - L. .

. Bpatton, et.al., Q_R..Eji_t_.~ . L S
21bid., p. 147, o
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for program improvement, but findings must be interpreted in the full context of.,
%he particu]ar circumstances under which a program operates. Evaluation results

from a s1ng]e study ought not be the so]e basis on which major program*det1s1ons-

are made o ;3 e o,
It is 1mportant then, “to ask causal. questions, even though eva]uat1on data
. x \'\._as“"‘ F
*. w _ canonly prov1de an approximate picture of what is really happen1ng It is

important to ask causal questions.' It is also important to 1nterpret the results

with prudence and care. .
. . < *

R One day an o]d man approached Zen master Hyakuao The <
0" old man;said, "I am not a human being. In ancient times I lived
- on this mountain. A student of the Way asked me if the enlightened
were still affected by causality..'I rep]1ed saying that they were
not affected. Becuase of that I was degraded to lead the 1life of
a wild fox for five hundred years. I now request you to answer
one thing fbr me. Are the en11ghtened still affected by causality?"”

¥

Master Hyakuao rep11ed “They are not deluded by causality."
At that the old man was enlightened.

B MastenEHyakuJB'clapped his hands, 1aughed, and said, "I only
thought that the barbarian's .beard was red, I never realized it
was a red-bearded barbarian."25 . . _ ' y
. QUESTIONS FOR TEACHER'CENTER EVALUATION . . _
o ”. - AN OVERVIEW FROM AN IRON €OW '

I began this paper with the bas1c tenet ¢f the Koan educationa] method that

b. Is the evaluation for state or federa] officials. to
use in making global program decisions?

~ =

» 7 . . ' ‘

z the quest1on is as 1mportant as the. answer. This paper has ‘centered on evaluation

questions for teacher centers. ‘In this final section I shall attempt to summarize.

and order those questions. . {’E ‘ . o N\
-4\’3 PR - * “ ’ . - . d
I 1. Who is the study for? ,Whose question will be answered?
. - Who will” determine what it all means? Begin by .contem-.
T * plating the usefulness of what to whom.
PR o a.~ Is the evaluation for- local brogram staff to use
‘ o in improving the program? . ~ _ v

ERIC . zsﬂofﬁ;‘a"’ Op. Cit., Py138; a.dagted.;- 28 ' ‘ N »
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o ' ’~ c. What éxpectat1ons are there about how the evaluation
. ‘ data will be used, by whom, to make what dec1slons.
SN . , on what issues?
’Z . ’ - o N . 1'-
i ’ \ what do we want to affect in teachers7 How do we want teachers
. -y to be d1fferent after the program? .
& e ' . a. Yhat changes§\1f any, do we expect'in~teachers' feelings?

'b.” What changes, if any, do we expect in teachers' opinions? .

c. MWhat changes, if any, do we expect in teachers" knowledge? —
- L C .
d. What changes, if any, do we expect in teachers' skills?

. -e. What changes, if any, do we expect.in'teachers' behavior? .

3. How will we observe, describe, and/or measure the degree to which’
. teachers are diffeyrent after the program? - .
4. What are our criteria for success? and failure? At what level o
and to what degree do we expect to affect teachers (for each-spécific

outcome desired)? - // """" e )
- . a. At what Tevel are we doing an outstanding job? a
'_‘ ~;'; i " b, At what Tevel are we doing anladequate job?
L c. At what level are we doing a.poor job? oL

5.° Nhat,program activities and processes do wetexpect to engage in
to affect teachers?

% a. Do-we expect to use formal .instruction by curr1cu1um
specialisis to affect teachers?

Do we expect to use 1nforma1, non- d1rected teacher
exploration to affect teachers?-

= S c. Do we expect to use adv1sors in estab11sh1ng warm,
'interpersona], and directive relationships with teachers?’
T ‘ 6. How will we observe déscribe, and/or measure the degree to which
we actually implement program processes and activities as p]anned’

& © 7. What are our criteria for success? ard fajlure? At what- level

- , and to what degree do we expect to- 1mp1ement program processes .
" and actiyities? o , ‘ T . >
E <3 ' . ! ’
a. At what Tevel are we doing an outstanding job? e T

.. b. At what 1eve1 are we do1ng an adequate job?

c. At what Jevel -are we do1ng a poor Job7

. :. . . L <, 'f! X s
) . . A .
ERIC - - t29 :




N What is the re]at1onshap between what we're do1ng in
the program (the processes) and the changes observed in
teachers (the. outcomes)7 Is there a relationship? \\
- How much confidence do we have in the strength of
that re]at1onsh1p7
that's it all mean? Vhat do we do? “What have we Tearned
about the program that gives us a direction for action?

-

The Koan of An Iron Cow
" Master Fuketsu said, "Buddha-mind is-just like an iron cow;
if there is movement--there is no progress; if there is _
standstill--there is stagnation. - Well, this ‘no-movement-
no-standstill,' should one be mindful of it? Should one be
unmindful of 1t7 '

Answer: It's_ like a stone mi1l.

¢ . RN

Master: Why is it so? Co

Answer. It doesn't mgve a bit.~ Along the hedge chasing a -
butterfly, by the water's side toy1ng w1th a frog

Master: Th1s ‘no-mevengnt-no- stanzst111 a shou]d one be
“mindful of it? Should one be unm1ndfu1 of it?
'If I keep after you 1n th1s way, how w111 you
answer?

-

Answer: The pupil slaps his master.énce.zs‘
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