





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































positions, so that has brought us to a situation where most of the issues have
been discussed and understood. (TP 4. steering committee member. Wes)

It seemed as though once the various knowledge representations became widely

held or shared by members of the committee, this individual's frustrations with the

group were alleviated. This could be an important consideration for facilitators of

parucipatory evaluations who are bound to face similar reactions as building

consensus 1s oftentimes a slow and difficult process.

7.1.2 Levels of learning

Variables Status Supporting Evidence Countervailing Evidence
Levels of high PPP (strong positive) N (weak negative)
Learning e perception of national org.'s rolein | ¢  org new president holds

f

svstem significantly altered

org traditional power base
challenged

federal funding pohicies with
partners re-thought

increased awareness of the need
for strong linkages

different view of partners role in
decision-making

Sources of
Evidence

1.

3

Parucipant
Observation

[nterviews

Archival

UL (moderate use)

UUT thigh use)

U dow use)

UL (moderate use)

UL tmoderate use)

U (Jow uses

Responses to the interviewer's questions that probed for examples of or

reflections about the amount and type of learning experienced by the members was

substantial and powerful. While the data also picked up on many of the ideas

identified in earlier time periods. this time, the respondents seem to be more

definite about their perceptions. One could classify the level of learning as being

predominantly high-level or double-loop learning: much of the evidence pertains to

members being involved in deep, reflective discussions about the underlying




decision rules, norms. and beliefs about how the organization operates. The
discussion begins by looking at how committee members viewed the role of CNT
relative to other partner organizations.

The previous two time periods contained both interview and observation data
that implied most committee members were questioning the role that CNT had
historically plaved within the system. Individuals, particularly those from national
organizations, were committed to the view that their organizations should be
recognized as being the keyv partner, given their fundamental connection with the
participants in the system. Once again. this position was restated by a
representative of the national organizations who suggested to the researcher during
a private meeting that, “the [provincial/territorial governments}, [federal
government], and [the organization] should not feel that they have an equal stake in
the program. The [national organizations] have the most to gain and/or lose. and
therefore, our views should become quite intluential in terms of the future decision
making” (observation field notes. May 7. 1996). A short uime later, the individual's
thinking evolved to the point that he felt comfortable recommending what role CNT
should have and how the evaluation report could be used. “The role [CNT] should
be playing in the system is that of providing resources and making interventions
like {the evaluation project] to assist all the partners facilitate their program. It
should not be a top down system where [CNT)] drives the program from their lofty
command center in Ottawa. In fact the preliminary report really should be [CNT's]
strategic plan for future change” (observation field notes, May 30, 1996). Realizing
the political fallout of making such a significant shift, the member cautions:

There is going to be a gut reaction at [CNT's] board level. [The shift] dilutes
a little bit of the power from [CNT]. So who knows what the political



response will be to that. [ mean, because that's where policy is formed.
right? At the board table. (TP 4, steering committee member. Tom)

Undaunted, the member carried his perception of the "new order” throughout the
remainder of the project and confidently announced to all partners at a national

meeting at the project’s conclusion:

...the [national organizations] are looking for greater flexibility relative to
how they design and deliver [the program]. Basically, all of the partners
today have endorsed a move towards a more flexible program. [ want to
remind the [national organizations] that with increased flexibility will come
increased responsibilities. The minute we begin to take on sort of the big kev
partner role in [the program] and start to take a greater responsibility for
the experience [program participants| will receive, then our responsibility
will increase dramatically. That seemingly is the direction that we are
heading. (archival data. October 21, 1996)

For members representing CNT. the experience of working and interacting
with partner organizations throughout the evaluation project resulted in similar

views being formed. In their words:.

[ think the organization 1s not so centered on itself, 1t recognizes the
importance of key players outside the organization and how important 1t 1s to
get them to contribute to the changes being made so that they will then buy
in. So [the organization] has a greater understanding of 1t's role as a service
organization. In the past it was "we are here to implement changes and here
are the changes so vou do 1t..." So that's a fundamental shift. [t's not 100%
that way, I just see the organization going 1n that direction. [ think this
project really helped to give 1t a big push. (TP {4, steering committee
member. Brenda)

Another member alluded to the evolving role of the national organizations relative

to the organization and articulated a position quite similar to the one proposed

earlier.

[The national organizations] have taken up the challenge and said basicallv.,
"we have to be much more vocal and much more active and not assume that
[the organization] runs our program.” [ think that's positive. I've heard
myself saying, “that doesn’t mean that [the organization] doesn’t have a
role...it just re-addresses our role to a support and service role. So it’s
perhaps a radical change. (TP 4. steering committee meeting, Henri)



It is worthwhile to note how these perceptions transcended the committee to
other key individuals in CNT. The organization's long-time president confirmed
that a change 1n the traditional way of doing business was likely. He too seemed to
be caught up 1n the process used to conduct the evaluation. When asked 1f “the
partners would expect more involvement in the future,” he replied:

Yes. [ think the trend has been set. There is no question that in the early

vears [CNT] was not only the engine for driving these projects and doing the

actual work, [CNT] did a great deal of decision making 1n a fairly
authoritarian fashion--it did get things done because i1t was authoritarian.

Now we have an expectation by the partners. as a result of [the project]. that

a more democratic process will be used in the future. (TP 4. president of

organization)

The president also provided some intriguing personal reflections on other important
effects he noticed. In his words:

...[the project] has unearthed some leadership which was pretty well

disguising 1tself as being dormant. Opportunities have been provided for

individuals with capabilities to demonstrate those capabilities. and that's
what this very time consuming. involvement process has allowed to happen.

(TP . president of organization)

At this point in time. one should feel comfortable in postulating that
significant organizational and svstem change would be possible. The evidence
appears to suggest that not only do partner orgamizations want to assume much
more of a leadership role in the program. members of CNT (including the president)
shared a similar view including a beliet in the leadership capabilities of the partners
to handle such a change.

However, September 1996 marked the start date of the new president of the

organization. Although the new president had been employed by CNT for nearly 17

vears and had great familiarity with both the program and the evaluation project.



his view of the CNT's role within the system appeared to be somewhat different
than those just reported.

Following a series of introductory meetings in early September 1996. an
internal planning meeting was held to discuss the actual nature of the work CNT
performs and how future planning decisions should be done regarding the program.
The new president had the view that planning should be done internally by kev
people within the organization in specific groups or work teams. The researcher and
his CNT colleague attempted to describe the current thinking regarding how
program decisions have been recently made and indicated that it would be unwise to
return to an internal operating style that neglected the partners (observation field
notes, September 24, 1996). The CNT member made a particular reference to his
concern that the new president seemed unaware of the recent philosophical shift in
operating procedures:

...the most significant accomplishment we've had 1s that now [the program]|

1s a true collaboration. ['ve warned our new president that we can't ever

back track and go back to a more authoritative style. We used to be pretty

authoritative here, we used to make decisions and basically lay down the law

and everybody had to follow. (TP 4. steering committee member, Henr1)
Interestingly. by the end of October 1996 the new president made a public
announcement, at the session to formally release the project’s report, that indicated
that he was beginning to appreciate the value of a more democratic approach.

From [CNT's] perspective the evaluation project is really about making very

significant improvement to the program. It followed a very comprehensive

and inclusive process. As we've heard so far this morning it has really been
driven by all of the partners of the program. [t has had extensive input from
the [program participants]. from the people that the program is really

directed towards. I think we've got the process right now and we've got a

very thorough foundation behind us which will really help us move ahead.
[archival data, October 21, 1996]



Other evidence of learning resulting from the evaluation project appeared in
various forms. such as, the federal government policies concerning the nature and
scope of their funding priorities were called into question by members representing
national organizations. and a rationale had to be established to justify the
continuation of decade-old policies. As the member representing the tederal
government made mention:

[ understand that there are some things raised 1n this evaluation that might
be a threat to [the federal government] in terms of where we have come from
in terms of our policies and what we are interested in supporting. [t might
be related to the age old principle that the development and delivery of levels
1 to 3 are basically the responsibility of the [national organizations] and the
[provincial organizations]. whereas, 4 and 5 has alwavs been what the
[federal government] 1s interested in supporting. Mayvbe there's something
in the [evaluation report] that might challenge whether or not we're still into
this kind of a separation. (TP {. steering committee member, Brad)

Moreover, the evaluation process appeared to have caused this particular
member to reflect on the federal government's approach to dealing with national
orgamzations and to begin to question some of the deeper assumptions about
collaborative work. During the interview, the member analyvzed and compared the
collaborative process used during the evaluation project with a similar process the
federal government recently facilitated with the national organizations:

The [federal government] designed a process involving people from [national
organizations), [CNT]. and others to look at the services that [participants]
currently have, which ones still need to be provided, and which ones should
the federal government continue to be involved 1n and why? We had a
meeting a couple of weeks ago because a number of people in the national
community felt that [the process] was not handled properly, that it was
designed to have an ulterior motive—that is. to help rationalize the federal
government's support of national [facilities]... Many of the things that were
outlined in the process, whether they were all done or not [ don't know, but
for whatever reason the communication didn’t occur and there was a
misperception out there. [ don't think that has occurred in this situation.
(TP 4, steering committee meeting, Brad)



Finally, the process made several respondents acutely aware of the
importance of establishing strong and comprehensive linkages with key partners in
the system. The data collected supports the notion that members were beginning to

look at the linkages established. as a result of the evaluation project. 1n a new light.

As a member of the steering committee put 1t:

. 1t 1s now going to be possible to take advantage of the relationships and
linkages that have been built in the last six months with the [national]
communities to begin to process other i1ssues that are affecting the
community? (TP 4. steering committee member, Megan)

This view was echoed by another member who implied that in order to implement
the new system with the associated changes, new forms of partnerships would have
to be considered:
[National organizations] will move towards these recommendations
differently. [ think there will be a strong role for us to continue to play 1n
the area of coming together and sort of mentor each other in the face of

diminishing funds and in some cases diminishing human resources. (TP 4.
steering committee member, Tom)

[f the interpretations provided above are indeed accurate. the stage would scem to

be set for a significant change to the orgamization's present role within the svstem.



7.1.3 Memory

Variables Status Supporting Evidence Countervailing Evidence
Memory mod P (weak positive) O (no evidence)
e extensive use of e-mail
S e investigate list serve tech.

Sources of

Evidence

1. Parucpant ¢ [T tmoderate use) e N/A
Observation

2 Interviews e 0(no use)

3. Archival ¢ 0tno use)

Members of the project steering committee made extensive use of the newlyv
acquired electronic mail or "e-mail” system. Although not one committee member
commented on this use during the interviews, the researcher and organization
members involved 1n the project communicated almost daily with members of the
committee. E-mail was observed to have many advantages—it made instantaneous
connections with committee members and simplified the process of distributing a
wide variety of documents (observation field notes, June 12, 1996). CNT's newly
hired data base manager was instrumental 1n training organization members in the
proper use of e-mail and this assistance was extended to members of the steering
committee 1n the use of their home-based computers. [t should also be noted that
the data base manager initiated an investigation 1nto a "list-serve” internet
application that would have provided members with an opportunity to communicate

with and provide ideas to a protected internet “mail box.”




7.1.4 Knowledge for action

Variables Status Supporting Evidence Countervailing Evidence
Knowledge for mod-low P (weak positive) 0O (no evidence)
Action e shared development and review of
& pilot project’s design
Sources of
Evidence
1. Participant o ['U(moderate use) e N/A
Observation
2. Interviews e 0 (no use)
3 Archival e 0(no use}

As steering committee members put pen to paper to prepare the project’s
report, there was very little interest 1n acquiring new perspectives or to engage in
any form of trial and error learning. However. one of the outcomes of the
collaborative process was that members of the committee were more aware of
program related pilot projects occurring within the svstem. CNT members, 1n
particular, worked to ensure that activities facilitated by organization staff were
discussed 1n advanced to ensure thewr compatibility with strategic directions. For
example, near the end of the time period. one of the orgamization’s field offices had
an opportunity to pilot test the use of the internet to deliver program material. This
Initiative was very complementary to one of the evaluation project’s
recommendations and had the potential to result 1n significant organizational
learning. After discussions with CNT staff. which included the field office member.

the organization's data base manager. the president. and the study’s author, a




decision was reached to move ahead in a syvstematic and controlled way (observation

field notes. October 5. 1996).

7.1.5 Knowledge acquisition

Variables

Status

Supporting Evidence

Countervailing Evidence

Knowledge
Acquisition

mmlTa te

O (no evidence)

N (weak negative)

reduction in search tor and use
of info external to orgamzation

Sources of
Evidence

1. Partiapant
Observation

o

Interviews

3 Archival

U dow use)

0 (no use)

0 (no use)

The search for relevant information from external sources (e.g.. private

sector) slowed as the project’s report was being prepared. So much information was

generated by the data collection step that specifically addressed this need,

committee members were oftentimes overwhelmed. Although the project did

establish some important links with external sources (e.g.. foreign programs) that

could be used to assist with future development, there was a conscious attempt by

the committee to limit the flow of new information throughout this period.




7.1.6 Knowledge generation

Variables Status Supporting Evidence Countervailing Evidence
Knowledge mod-high PP (moderate positive) O tno evidence)
Generation e national org. imtiate himited

fl

evaluation activities
e org. senior managers endorses
need to evaluate all programs

Sources of
Evidence

1. Partcipant
Observation

2. Interviews

3. Archival

e LU (moderate use)

o U (low use)

. 0 (no use)

Data emanating from this time period gave the impression that various

forms of evaluation had found their way into the system and the organization 1itself.

The discussion begins w.th a look at the evidence that intimates that national

organizations had embraced evaluative work.

The clearest sign of support for the use of evaluation was captured in the

response of a committee member to the question, “Do vou. right now. know of anv

examples of program evaluation going on”” The member's reply was simple and to

the point, “l am aware of a number of [national organizations] who have taken up

part of this process...I'm one of them.” Another representative of the national

organizations provided a similar view and offered an opinion on the fallout of such a

decision:

[ can say definitely from the [context]| that I'm most involved in that ves
[evaluation work is being initiated]...because they want to have an
evaluation project of [our program]. [ think that other [organizations] are
going to be a bit more introspective of themselves and of how their [program]
is being delivered in future. (TP 4. steering committee member, Megan)




Certainly, the two committee members who represented the national organizations

looked to be committed to program evaluation. The data also suggested that other

stakeholders in the system were similarly influenced. One national organization

representative, who was not directly involved in the project. called to request

information on how the survey data base could be used to pull out information

specific to his national organization. Failing this, he asked if the surveyv could be

modified to suit his needs (observation field notes, May 30, 1996).

From CNT's perspective, a formal review began of the organization’'s

advanced level programs. The committee member representing the federal

government noted this organizational activity but was unsure of the reasons why

this initiative began.

[ know that [CNT] has commissioned a working group consisting of [CNT],

[national organization], and [federal government] representatives to look at
the {advance level] program. [ don't know if 1t 1s a direct spin-off from [the

project] or whether 1t's something that the new president has felt needed to
be done. (TP 4, Brad)

Once again, the words of the former president are somewhat prophetic and capture

the mood of the organization with respect to the use of and role program evaluation

plavs:

We've had a [national institute] now for several vears in Victoria. There has
been an evaluation done of that...not a very intensive one. We have another
now i1n Calgary. Probably in the not too distant future we'll have another in
Toronto and another in Montreal. Therefore, as we increase the number of
those there is probably the need for, and this could be a massive one, a good
critical look at the [national institutes]. (TP 4, president of organization)

The evidence would seem to suggest that program evaluation has found a

home in the decision-making of CNT. [t 1s also possible to speculate that the

evaluation project triggered this organizational change.



7.1.7 Interpretive systems

Variables Status Supporting Evidence Countervailing Evidence
Interpretive moderate PP (moderate positive) O (no evidence)
Systems e steering committee becomes kev
ﬂ orgamzation filter
e organization imtiates work teams

Sources of

Evidence

1. Parucipant o U (low use) e N/A
Observation

2 Interviews e (0 (no use)

3. Archiwval e 0 (no use)

The project’s steering committee continued to gain increased prominence in
the system as the information flow from the evaluation projected crested in June
1996. At this point, all of the stakeholder groups had submitted substantive
documents representative of their distinct views about the program. The survey
results were also completed as was the review of foreign programs. At this point, 1t
was up to the committee members to make sense of all this information and generate
a single report.

Given the importance of 1ts task, committee members collectively decided to
broaden the group by adding on additional representatives from both the national
organizations and provincial governments. The committee's make-up gave it
substantial face validity and was well position to influence all of the partners with
its recommendations.

In terms of CNT, the newly elected president proposed that a series of work

teams be created to improve the quality of decision making. Drawing heavily from



the principles of collaborative practice used extensively during the evaluation
project, the move to work teams was agreed to by members of the organization as an
improved management structure. Each team would be made up of individuals from
across the entire orgamzation with the singular purpose of improving efficiency and
coordination. [t would seem that for the first time in CNT's history. there was
potential for organization members to analyze, discuss. and reflect on new, incoming
information in relation to organizational priorities.

7.1.8 Summary

By the end of the evaluation project (i.e.. the release of the evaluation
report), the overall status of the organization’s learning capacity could be
characterized as being “moderate-high.” This estimation is based on the view that
all seven dependent variables under investigation improved throughout the project
with two variables classified as "high”. two as "moderate-high™. two as “moderate”.
and one as "moderate-low.”

Shared knowledge representation achieved a high level of functioning among
members during this period with no observations reported of members having
difficulty reaching a shared understanding of the various 1ssues. In fact. an
increase 1n confidence was reported by many respondents to their collective
thinking. Similarly. considerable evidence was found that indicated members were
engaged in high-level or double-loop learning. Members of national organizations
were re-establishing their positions within the system while members of the
organization, including the president, were re-thinking their role as a service-
provider. The use of electronic mail by members within the system was extensive

and this variable remained at a moderate level. Knowledge for action showed



evidence that members within the organization were now sharing information
emanating from pilot activities aimed to improve the delivery of the program. The
external search for information slowed during this period as members of the
steering commaittee attempted to assimilate the volumes of information already
collected. On the other hand. data suggested that program evaluation initiatives
were being undertaken by both national orgamzations and members of the
organization as the period came to a close. Finally, the interpretive systems gained
strength as the committee 1tself formalized into an efficient and capable sense-
making forum. Furthermore. the organization implemented work teams with
exactly the same function in the hopes of strengthening its capacity to interpret

information for improved decision making.

7.2  What Factors Explain the Observed Pattern of Organizational
Learning?

Table 9 summarizes the factors that appeared to be operative during the
fourth time period. For the first time the strategies emploved to disseminate
information about the project and technical skills development were observed as

potentially impacting on organizational learning capacity.



TABLE 9

Factors Influencing Status of Organizational Learning:

Time Period 4

Variables

Positive Influence

Negative Influence

CHARACTERISTICS
OF ORGANIZATION

Political Environment

PP (moderate positive)

e traditional funding bodies
lose power base—sparks
stakeholders to chalienge
status quo

e partners forced to
implement new hnkages

O (no influence)

Milieu PP imoderate positive) N (weak negauve)

e president triggered . new president ignored work
members to consclidate of commuttee and altered
thinking and generate conceptions of partners new
recommendations role

¢ president offered verbal and
written support for
significant program change

Culture i PP unoderate positive) 0 (no intluence)

i

1

i OCNTincorporated

evialuation into svstem

. benefits of using methods of

svstematic inquiry
recogmzed and appreciated

EVALUATION
INTERVENTION

Evaluation Framework

PPP tmoderate positives

e partner position papers
heightened knowledge
representation

e refinement of evaluation
tools increased mterest 1n
and acceptance of program
evaluation

O (ne influence

Participatory Process

PPP (strong pusitive)

e sustained forums enhanced
understanding of 1ssues by
improving communication

¢ volvement in data
analysis & report wnting
focused members on
fundamental 1ssues

O (no influence)




Researcher Impact

PPP (strong positive)

e contnibuted key information
that challenged and/or
confirmed committee’ views

e org. knowledge provided
context for discussion

e facilitated process that
encouraged members to be
open and reflective

N (moderate negative)

¢ withholding personal views
limited learning &
increased frustration

Evaluation Findings

PP (moderate positive)

e consolidated/confirmed
views re. controversial
1ssues

e challenged perceived biases
of researcher

o confirmed need to conduct
program evaluation

O (no influence)

Other Factors

P (weak positive)

. dissemination strategies
kept information in
manageable chunks—
facihtated understanding

e technical skills development
enhanced motivation

O (no influence)

7.2.1 Political environment

Variables

Positive Influence

Negative Influence

Political Environment

PP tmoderate positive)

e traditional funding bodies
lose power base—sparks
stakeholders to challenge
status quo

e partners forced to
implement new hnkages

O (no 1nfluence)

Sources of Evidence
1. Parucipant Observation
2. Interviews

3. Archival

e U (low use)
e UUU (high use)

. 0 (no use)

. N/A




Compared to the previous time period, the political environment did not
seem to change in the final five months leading up to the evaluation report being
released. [t did. however. continue to plav a prominent role in fostering high-levels
of learning. One committee member’s challenge of the traditional roles plaved by
CNT resulted from the federal government having less money to provide national
orgamizations for the development and delivery of their program. There simply was
no longer an obligation to follow the government’'s lead. As the member put it:

[CNT] and [the federal government] have held their position in [the syvstem]

predominantly because of leverage and that leverage was funding. Well. as

government budgets shrink across the board... vou can walk into mv office

with a set of guidelines and say. “Gentleman, stand at attention.” And I'll

say, "I don't have time today boys. You are only giving me four thousand

dollars a year to implement [the program]. Take that little book and move

down the hall." That's the reality. The baseball bat 1s gone or is going. (TP
4, steering committee member, Tom)

The funding cutbacks also precipitated members, who were still committed
to the program. to think of new wavs to make the svstem work in tight financial
times. Hence, ideas such as mentorship (1.e., one national organization helping
another), increasing the number of forums for sharing and interpreting information.

and the hike were 1dentified and discussed (observation field notes, September 22,

1996).

The effect of the political environment (1.e., funding) on the nature and scope
of the evaluation project’s report was also considered by one member who admitted:

...our [committee] 1s still wrestling with [the question]: is this a set of
recommendations or is it policy... as in "it would really be appreciated if you
did it this way..." or "...considered this..." or "vyou've got two vears to do this,
three years to do that, and five vears to do that.” If you expect to get funding
in these areas you will tow the line. (TP 4, steering committee member, Tom)



On the other hand. some members of the organization had the view that.

politically, there was strong support for the program and that sufficient funding and

other resources would be made available for the changes to be implemented:

...1f these recommendations are put into effect then naturally that will affect
the funding. We should be enabling [national organizations] to carry on
those projects so they will have access to money. Now thev’ll have tools that
they can work with. they'll have money that thev can tap in. thev'll have
some consultants to go to, they'll have information to look at. (TP 4. steering
committee member. Henry)

In spite of this perception. the national organizations were searching for ways to

deal with “the harsh realities out there” and looking for someone to “lead the

charge.”

7.2.2 Milieu

Variables

Positive Influence

Negative Influence

Milicu

PP (moderate positive)

president triggered
members to consolidate
thinking and generate
recommendations

president offered verbal and
written support for
significant program change

N (weak negative)

new prestdent 1ignored work
of committee and altered
conceptions of partners new
role

Sources of Evidence
1. Particapant Observation
2. Interviews

3. Archival

UL t(moderate use)
0 (no use)

U'U (moderate use)

U'U (moderate use)

0 (no use)

0 (no use)

As mentioned earlier, this period culminated in a new president taking over

the helm of CNT in September 1996. From April to September, however, the

leadership provided by the organization's former president continued to be quite




influential in stimulating discussions aimed at surfacing deeply held beliefs and
challenging their legitimacy.

The former president’s timely interventions helped to stimulate the
committee to consolidate their view about the data and write the report. This was
extremely important as the information being generated by the various data
collection steps was at times overwhelming. During an informal meeting involving
the researcher and two members of the committee, the president became somewhat
frustrated at hearing that the committee felt unsure of making recommendations
asking for significant program changes because of the lack of time. The president
responded by stating to the two members, "vou are more than ready and have the
expertise and experience to make recommendations asking for real change. Some
very fine and credible data has been collected, so you should feel confident about
making some interpretations for how the program should be reconfigured”
(nbservation ficld notes. May 13, 1996). This meeting was followed a short time
later with a letter. written by the president. thanking the members of the
committee tor their time and cffort on the project. The letter acknowledged how the
committee had "been examining deeply held beliefs and considering alternative
conceptions of how [the program] could be operated...it 1s anticipated that the
recommendations emanating from this project will result in significant changes to
the way [the program] 1s conceptualized and delivered” [archival data, May 28,
1996]).

The president also had a hand in writing the organization's 1996 Annual
Report in which he gave the evaluation project heightened profile and alluded to

some of the key impacts of the project.



Significant progress was made during the vear and the feedback received

suggested that there will be some significant changes made to the program.

There can be little doubt that the next two vears will provide many new

challenges...and the [CNT's staff] and others will have heavy demands

placed upon their creativity and their networking skills in order that the

very best program changes will result. [archival data, June 1996]

Although he did not state explicitly that CNT would be required to shift 1ts
standard operating procedure in terms of how 1t should be dealing with partner
organizations. 1t was imphed.

As for the new president, there were two interventions that indicated he was
of a different mind-set. Although he announced 1n a press release that the
evaluation project “is expected to result in significant changes for program
improvements” [archival data. June 22, 1996], 1n two subsequent meetings. July 21
and September 24, designed to orient staff to his vision of the future. he failed to
mention the potential contribution of the evaluation project’s findings (observation
field notes. September 24, 1996). This was extremely frustrating to the researcher.
and not surprisingly, to other members of staff who had become quite familiar with
and accepting of the project and 1ts findings. “Leading up to the meeting [the staft]
all commented on how bad the process was and the fact that the material used to
prepare for the meeting had no mention of the evaluation project report and that
there was little thought given to the fact that [colleague] and [the researcher]
should be involved to help debrief the group (observation tield notes. September 2.4,
1996). For whatever reason. the new president showed very little interest in using
the findings of the evaluation project to assist 1n establishing strategic directions for
the organization. Moreover, 1t would seem that he also was ignoring the new

thinking that had emerged over the last 18 months: that is, the role of CNT should

be one of a provider of “services” within a collaborative partnership.



7.2.3 Organization culture

Variables Positive Influence Negative Influence

Culture PP (moderate positve) O (no influence)

e CNT incorporated
evaluation into system

¢ benefits of using methods of
svstematic inquiry
recognized and appreciated

Sources of Evidence

1. Parucapant Observation e U (ow use) e N/A
2. Interviews e UUTU (high use)
3 Archival e 0 (no use)

There was considerable evidence that CNT. in response to the experience of
1its members, acquired an appreciation tor the usetulness of program evaluation. We
begin by recapping the organization’s collective meaning structures associated with
the understanding and acceptance of program evaluation. While this perspective
was presented in earlier time periods. 1t was through the eves of the commuittee
members. We now have the views of the former president to both enlighten and
confirm previous positions taken.

The former president guided CNT for 25 vears. As a result, he not only
helped to establish CNT's culture but embodied 1t. His views on the impact that the
evaluation project has had on the organization provides some 1nteresting points for
comparison and discussion. For example, the interview data provides some insights
regarding both the system’s and CNT's use and/or acceptance of program

evaluation:




From memory I can’t recall any edict coming down from [federal
government] that said "it's time for vou guyvs to do an evaluation 1n the
program.” At the same time, they have always been supportive of these
initiatives. It might have been in a more general way..."there should be an
evaluation of the [system]" or "are we achieving success in [the
program]|?"...that sort of thing. Never anything specific. (TP 4. president of

organization)

When the president was asked if he felt that program evaluation activities would be
used to assist with decision making 1n the future. he replied,

I think following the release of [the project’s] recommendations there will be

an acceptance of a need to see how things are going after a certain period of

time. So therefore, there will probably be some sort of program evaluation.

(TP 4, president of organization)

[t would seem that trom the former president’s standpoint, the evaluation exercise
has caused him to believe that the future use of program evaluation by CNT had
great potential.

What about the other members of the project team”? What were their
feelings about the need to or capability of the system to conduct systematic inquiry
now that project had come to a close? Not surprisingly, similar sorts of impacts
were observed. Members of the project’s steering committee revealed how the
project had served to influence their thinking on the need to base decisions on data
rather than feelings. As a member from the provincial government stated:

I hope that we will refrain from basing dectsions on impressions and

feelings...vou cannot make effective decisions like that. [ mean. 1it's the

scientific approach to decision making that we need. When you generate
data, when you look for data, if you have it, use it. That's what we've done
with this particular project. (TP 4. steering committee member. Wes)

An additional comment is offered by a member of CNT. [t also provided some

insight as to why evaluation-like activities will be supported in future. In her

words:



One of the results [of the project] is this better sense of the need to assess the
needs of our client group as opposed to just deciding. [ think as we went
through the process and we saw some of the results of the evaluation. 1t
surprnised us, you know, "Oh, [ would have thought they thought this..." Then
vou know 1t's a good thing to do research because vou don't know evervthing
that vou think vou know. (TP . steering committee member. Brenda)

When respondents were pressed to come up with factors or reasons whyv
program evaluation will eventually find its way into the system, their opinions were
straight to the point:

I think when the organizations—be it the province. the [national

organizations}, or even [(NT]—realize how much information vou can get

[from evaluation]. how significant the information i1s. how worthwhile the

exercise 1s ...[ think that's a big factor. (TP 4. steering committee member,

Henrn)

Furthermore. CNT members were observed asking for specific pieces of data
emerging from the project to assist them with aspects of their dav-to-day jobs that
were unrelated to the program. One member. who was leading a project team to
develop computer software. incorporated some of the demographic data generated
by the survey and asked "if we were going to do any more research 1n this area to let
him know.” He wanted to design some specific questions for his purposes
(observation field notes, July 17, 1996).

The evidence collected gives the appearance that program evaluation 1s
becoming both well understood and appreciated by members 1n the system. While 1t
may be presumptuous to state that program evaluation activities will become
integrated into the operating procedures of the organization, one of the project
member’s final comment leads one to believe 1t could be possible. [n his words:

[t seems to me that if [program evaluation] really is a way of doing business.

that could well be institutionalize, in fact I think it should be. (TP 4, steering
committee member, Charles)



7.2.4 Evaluation framework

Variables Positive Influence Negative Influence
Evaluation Framework PPP (moderate positive) O (no influence)
e  partner position papers
heightened knowledge
representation

e refinement of evaluation
tools 1ncreased 1nterest in
and acceptance of program

evaluation
Sources of Evidence
1. Participant Observation ¢ UU (moderate use) e N/A
2. Interviews . UTUU (high use)
3. Archival ¢  0(no use)

The evaluation framework was referenced by respondents as influencing two
of the dependent variables under review—shared knowledge representation and
knowledge generation.

One of the evaluation steps required all key stakeholder groups to put pen to
paper and submit their conceptions of how the program should be designed and this
seemed to facilitate and accelerate the committee's understanding of the issues
(observation field notes, May 15. 1996). When asked by the interviewer, “what
were the most worthwhile activities 1n terms of how the project was implemented?”.
several respondents claimed similar sorts of impacts:

The two things that worked best were (1) the meeting at Montebello and (2)

the written reports. When the report was prepared for validation... most of

the time it was good quality work. So even if the discussions at times was
so-so, the report following the discussions was always good. That's basically
what saved the project because the members were able to react to something

that was written—to add to or modify. That created momentum to the
process. (TP 4, steering committee member, Wes)




Another member made particular mention of how the position papers put a focus on

things. As she puts it:

[ think the work that was done in advance [of the meetings] by the

committee members was most worthwhile. For example, everyvbody

submitted a position paper. [ think the forming of each position paper was
very important...it really made people put down on paper what they thought.
not just to talk about [proposed changes] but to be very clear. It really helped
to get the views out. (TP {, steering committee member, Brenda)

Meanwhile, the ongoing development. refinement, and dissemination of the
various evaluation tools acted to promote continued confidence and interest in the
conduct of evaluation. "The fact that we have developed specific tools and we've got
a process in place to collect data 1s critically important to partners accepting and
incorporating evaluation (observation field notes, May 30, 1996). As was reported
in previous chapters, the evaluation project has fostered the development of a set of
data collection and analysis procedures from which all the national organizations
can benefit. The evidence collected over the four time periods does imply that
program leaders were beginning to feel quite comfortable initiating program

evaluation activities using the specific tools and procedures developed for the

project.



7.2.5 Participatory process

Variables Positive Influence Negative Influence

Participatory Process PPP (strong positive) O (no influence)

¢ sustained forums enhanced
understanding of 1ssues by
improving communication

e involvement in data
analvsis & report wntng
focused members on
fundamental 1ssues

Sources of Evidence

1. Partiapant Observation e U'U (moderate use) o N/A
2. Interviews e [UU thigh use)
3 Archwval e 0 (no use)

As with the previous time periods. there was once again compelling evidence
that elements associated with parucipatory evaluation—the reliance on primary
users, depth of participation. shared control. forums for sustained interactivity—
contributed positively to improving the learning capacity of CNT. First a few
general statements about the influence of the participatory process.

All members of the project’'s steering committee made numerous references,
either directly to the researcher or during the final interviews, expounding the
virtues of collaborative work. During a national meeting involving all the program
stakeholders, a member who represented the national organizations, made mention
of “how excellent the process has been 1n terms of getting the [national
organizations] involved and that he was overwhelmed by the commitment that

[national organizations] seemed to have to the program (observation field notes,




May 7. 1996). The other national organizations’ representative echoed this feeling
and identified what part of the process was of most value:

From a personal standpoint the most worthwhile activity was actually doing

the feedback groups with the [national organizations]. For me. as a [national

organization] rep.. having to talk to people and do those little workshops was

probably the most rewarding. [ really enjoved the person-to-person contact

and hearing their opinions. (TP {, steering committee member, Megan)
These positive views resulted in a strong buy-in to the project’s results:

...the process really caused people to participate and to develop a good sense

of ownership 1n the report. I really believe that the report is theirs just as

much as it 1s ours. (TP -, steering committee member, Steve)
Not surprisingly. the former president’s feelings about the report’s likely success of
being acted upon, was based on his assessment of stakeholders’ commitment to
what had gone on over the last 18 months:

I think as a result of the amount of time and energy and the involvement [of

stakeholders] to date...one assumes [the recommendations] are going to be

very well considered. People are fully aware of all the processes that
occurred leading to these recommendations--they are not something that
have been plucked out of the blue (TP 1. president of orgamization)

The discussion will now attend to the specific impacts that the participatory
process had on the dependent variables under review. Consideration 1s given to the
value of sustained forums for discussion and dialogue. The continued involvement
of the committee members 1n meetings. conference calls. one-to-one discussions, and
the like, aided their collective understanding of the 1ssues. According to one project
tcam member, who went out of his way to attend a meeting to lavout the evaluation
report, "1t was really only through direct face-to-face contact that he was able to get
his point across when dealing with such complex matters” (observation field notes,

July 25, 1996). When this member was asked what factors he would attribute to

the project’s success, he replied:



Time and respect. That's it. It's the number of situations we had. mavbe 20
to 25 meetings together...and I guess we learned the way to express
ourselves. (TP {, steering committee member, Wes)

The importance of regular contact. of a particular nature. was not lost to
those outside the project. The former president acknowledged the role these
interactions had to the development of a shared perspective:

[ think as a result of several well organized meetings...where people had the

opportunity to have their day 1n court, to voice their views. and to be

heard...we now have [a committee] which is of a like-mind. (TP 4, president
of organization)
Becoming “less polarized”. “eliminating the BS”, and “hammering out egos” were all
terms used to describe the outcomes of the participatory process. In the end. as one
respondent observed. the secret to why the process worked was simply the result of
staying connected:

[ think the nature of and frequency of the dialogue between various members

was important. [t doesn’t have to be for a long time but it has to be fairly

frequent for people to keep the issues up front. Evervbody is busy, but

through frequent contact and dialogue 1t keeps [the issues] a prionity. (TP .

steering committee member, Charles)

He went on to describe the participatory nature of the meetings (e.g.. shared
control) that helped to form peoples’ views of things:

I think the fact that there was a lot of input sought and given by the various

partners, that contributed significantly to the outcome of the project thus far.

It's one thing to record somebody’s views, it's all together different for

someone to pick 1t up, debate it, and then end up recommending 1it...it was a

very validating kind of process. (TP . steering committee member, Charles)

Participatory work that requires members to become deeply immersed in all
aspects of the project also seems to hold much promise in fostering higher forms of

learning. For example, one member reflected on the value of in-depth involvement

because it brings program leaders closer to the action:



[ think the involvement of the so called experts—the administrators or
leaders of the program—in the collection of data and the analysis is verv
important. So vou've involved kev people...engaged fairly regularly in the
delhivery of the program. therefore, they are getting first hand information
back from a very key group. (TP 4, steering committee member. Brenda)

This involvement. in turn. could have played a role in fostering the national

organizations new found sense of who they were relative to the other partners. One

member's thoughtful comment at the conclusion of the period noted the importance

of the process to shifting organizational thinking,

The most striking thing 1s the reality that the [national organizations]. 1n
particular. have really taken up the challenge and are now becoming the
main movers in the program which [ think we haven't seen before. That's
perhaps a statement about how effective the project has been.. [the project]
has got to them...that they can be major plavers 1n this since they are
ultimately responsible for imtiating and carryving out [the program]. (TP 4.
steering committee member. Henri)

7.2.6 Researcher impact

Variables

Positive Influence

Negative Influence

Researcher Impact

PPP (strong positive)

¢ contnbuted kev information
that challenged and/or
confirmed committee’ views

¢ org. knowledge provided
context for discussion

e facilitated process that
encouraged members to be
open and reflective

N (moderate negative)

e withholding personal views
hmited learming &
increased frustration

Sources of Evidence
1 Parucipant Observation
2. Interviews

3. Archival

e U (low use)
e UUU (high use}

. 0 (no use)

. 0 (no use)
¢  UU (moderate use)

. 0 (no use)

The evidence collected in the final time period regarding the researcher's

impact was considerably more positive than that of the previous two pertods. This




could be, however, simply the result of the project drawing to a close and therefore
everyvone was generally in a better frame of mind. Whatever the reasons. the
researcher’s impact fell into three general categories. Effects were attributed to
either (1) the researcher’s specific research skills and/or academic training. (2) his
professional background or program expertise. and (3) the facilitation skills utihized
by the researcher throughout the project. While many of the comments are similar
to those reported 1n early chapters. it appeared that the respondents’ views were
more thoughtful and encompassed their thinking about the researcher's impact over
the entire project. We will begin with a look at the impact that the researcher's
academic training had on the process and ultimately. organizational learning.

Several respondents felt the researcher was responsible for keeping the
project on course and as a result of his professional training was able to access
relevant sources of information that would have been otherwise unavailable:

[The researcher] 1s the expert.. he has expertise in program evaluation. He

brings to the table the recent research in that area and any of the views and

stuff related to research evaluation. (TP 4. steering committee member.

Brenda)

[The researcher] obviously has the academic basis so that's helped us too.

He's legitimized the process for all us. We all learned something. (TP -,

steering committee member. Brad)
Unfortunately, the member did not specify what was learned or what directly did
the researcher’s academic background contribute. Fortunately, another member
commenting on the researcher’s development over the last two vears, made mention
of how he assisted project members reach higher states of understanding. In her
words:

[ just mentioned to {the researcher] the other day how he questions

things...he doesn’t necessarily assume. He has a greater depth of
understanding about the issues, whereas before he would just read



something like a research paper and would just assume that "okay. I read
that and I accept 1t." Now. it's "what exactly is it saving. how does 1t relate
to my organization, 1s 1t 1n fact appropriate..." [t's just a deeper sense of
knowing. (TP 4. steering committee member, Brenda)

The level of program expertise and organizational knowledge possessed by
the researcher showed to be positively linked with improving members ability to see
relationships in the data and the credibility and/or relevance of the project itself. A
committee member revealed his perception of the researcher during the interview:

[The researcher] would get up. make an intervention and evervbody thought.
“wow, he's made 1t clear.” He's got the background to it...he had the
answers. (TP 4. Henri)

Working and interacting with program practitioners, over a long period of
time. also proved to be significant. Respondents felt that the reputation earned by
the researcher contributed to the overall belief that the evaluation exercise was

being conducted 1n good faith and was. 1n fact, worth the effort. As a member of the

federal government puts 1t:

[The researcher's] got a very well deserved reputation for the work that he
has done with [national organizations] in helping them get their individual
programs up and running. [The reputation] builds a certain credibility with
the people 1n [national organmizations| 1n terms of his motivation and his
commitment to helping their individual [organizations] and [organizations]
generally. This gives a pretty good feeling of satisfaction that he has the
competence to deliver. (TP |, steering committee member, Brad)

Several respondents claimed that researcher’s background helped to “ground

the project” and “bring it back to reality:”

[The researcher] uses his knowledge of the program to situate [the project] in
some kind of historical context...we've done revisions and rewritten
materials, and so on, but we haven't looked at the essential issues like "what
are we trying to do with this education program?” (TP 4, steering committee
member, Charles)

There was also direct reference to the researcher’s facilitation style as being

fundamental to the success of the project. In particular, the interview data provided



descriptive comments as to how the facilitative approach resulted in underlyving

concepts being surfaced and then clarified. Somewhat of a surprise was that the
approach was not hidden to the committee; rather, members reported an explicit
awareness of the researcher’s intentions in this regard:

. 1t came together with certain concepts being thrown out by different
people and I would sav that [the researcher] had a lot to do with that. The
process encouraged people to literally come forth and put things up on the
flip chart...as to say, "this 1s one way | could see it happening.” These were
contrasted by other peoples’ approaches that were quite different. The best

aspects of each approach were then melted together to come up with
something that seemed to make sense. (TP 4, steering committee member.

Brad)

Other members had difficulty describing a particular or unique 1ntervention.
For them, the process worked—members were able to reach consensus around
extremely difficult issues—because the researcher's personality was so well suited
to the task at hand:

[ think that [the researcher] was almost the perfect personality type. with

the perfect approach to making this thing work. He was sort of the middle

man who gathered all of these varyving opinions and attitudes and facilitated

them. He allowed us to be different. he allowed us to have different opinions.

(TP 4. steering committee member, Tom)

I think {the researcher] 1s the real catalyvst of this whole thing. | know he's

got a number of specific roles like helping design the process. ete.. but [ think

one of his most important values 1s his attitude.. he's got a great sense of

humor. and he just makes 1t fun. (TP 4. steering committee member, Brad)

Although most of the evidence collected supports the notion that the
researcher’'s impact on organizational learning was positive, there continued to
surface countervailing data to the contrary. As was mentioned in the two previous
time periods, some members of the committee were harboring significant levels of

resentment regarding the researcher's conscious decision to withhold his point of

view. As one member tried to explain:



...my perception is that he is not speaking with authority when he should.

He has a lot of knowledge and I told him. "You are depriving the commuittee

of vour knowledge when vou do that." Sometimes | turn questions back to

him, "what do you think we should do” And he didn't like that. So 1t was a

major disagreement. (TP 4, steering committee member. Henrn)

Another member reinforced the perception that the problem was the result of the
researcher’s dual role as facilitator and project leader. As with the previous
respondent, this member felt that the researcher would not. “just come out and sav
whatever he thinks scientifically. or because of his experience. or his analvsis.” As a
result, the member was of the opinion that he. "missed out on the best that the [the
researcher] had to offer.”

On the other hand. one member commented that he had observed a change
in the researcher over the course of the project. He thought that the researcher was
getting better at extracting information from the committee and as the project move
closer to its deadline. was more likely to take on a leadership role with the group.
As he put 1t:

[The researcher] started to take a few more chances at leading...he then

provided us with the opportunity to see 1f we were 1n agreement. It started

to work well...its when we started to gain our most momentum. (TP |,
steering committee member, Tom)

While another member made mention of the researcher’s approach as being
sort of “pushy” at times. the above comments raise an important question 1n terms
of how should evaluators factlitate participatory processes to achieve the most
desirable outcomes—product as well as process. The evidence does suggest that the

role of the researcher, in this case, was significant to the capacity of the members to

surface, debate, and reach consensus on complex program issues.



7.2.7 Evaluation findings

Variables

Positive Influence

Negative Influence

Evaluation Findings

PP (moderate positive)

consolidated/confirmed
views re. controversial
1ssues

challenged perceived biases
of researcher

confirmed need to conduct
program evaluation

O (no influence)

Sources of Evidence
1. Participant Observation
2. Interviews

3.  Archival

0 (no use)
UUTU (high use)

0 (no use)

The findings seemed to positively contribute to clarifving and consolidating

members’ views on important program 1ssues.

While many of the activities associated with the conduct of the project have been

described earlier, the findings emanating from the survey data scemed to have

particular significance. As one member suggested:

[ think that doing such an extensive [participant survey] with all that

statistical analysis has really confirmed a lot of feelings about the [the
program]. [t gives you something solid to base your intuition on. (TP .
steering committee member, Steve)

Other respondents attributed the survey findings with breaking down the strongly

held beliefs or biases held by organization members. Specifically, the perceived

biases held by the researcher were thought to be challenged by the results of the

survey. As one steering committee member observed:

...there’s been similar learning with [the researcher] in terms of breaking
down myths about the way we did things. The [participant survey] and




some of the other surveys forced [the researcher] through a process of, "hmm.

['ve always been thinking this way...my thinking was clearlv outdated.. " (TP

4. steering committee member. Kevin)

While limited. the evidence also implied that the findings emerging from the
project were contributing to members' acceptance of the beneficial role evaluation
activities could play in the system. Once again, the participant survey was
mentioned as having prominence for certain members. When asked. " what factors
would influence future decisions to incorporate program evaluation into the
svstem.” one member replied:

[ think the most critical component of this whole project has been the

[participant survey]. [ think what the project probably has cemented 1s the

need to be in touch with two groups of people: {the participant] and other kev

consumers. (TP 1, steering committee member, Henri)
For members of CNT, the findings from the survey confirmed the notion that
national organizations would "need help to analvze their svstem and the
participants in their program.” Thus, 1t may have triggered the initiation of a

series of evaluation-like steps to gather information on the target group.

organization b_\ organizatlon.



7.2.8 Other factors

Variables Positive Influence Negative Influence

Other Factors P (weak positive) O (no influence)

e dissemination strategies
kept information 1n
manageable chunks—
facilitated understanding

s technical skills development
enhanced motuvation

Sources of Evidence

1. Participant Observation e ['UU (high use) e N/A
2 Interviews ¢ UU tmoderate use
3 Archival e 0 (no use)

Data surtfaced that indicated that two other factors identified in the
conceptual framework were beginning to influence the dependent variables under
review. Given the stage that the project was in. 1t was not surprising that the
dissemination strategies being used and members’ development of technical skills
were starting to emerge. We will begin with the evidence associated with the
strategies used to disseminate elements of the project’s findings.

The dissemination strategyv adopted by the project team throughout the
project could be characterized as being “bite sized” and continuous. This approach
looked to be helpful in establishing @« common or shared frame of reference with
members of the steering committee. as well as other stakeholder groups. On one
occasion, program leaders from the partner organizations were brought together to
hear the preliminary results of the participant survey. Even though the
presentation was based on less than half of the surveys eventually returned, the

impact on participants was profound. They were receiving information, generated




this time through systematic methodology, that were confirming beliefs
traditionally based on anecdotal data (observation field notes. Mayv 13. 1996).

The release of the preliminary survey findings occurred approximately eight
weeks following the distribution of the survey to respondents. Consequently.
stakeholders showed considerable interest in and excitement about the preliminary
findings even though they were not considered final. This had an interesting
effect—it seemed to take the pressure off both committee members and
stakeholders from having to accept every conclusion or direction the data were
pointing because so many more surveys would be incorporated before the findings
would be considered final (observation field notes, Mav 13, 1996). It allowed.
however. new conceptions about the program (e.g., the need for the courses to be
integrated) to be exposed i1n a forum that fostered critical reflection.

One member remarked that the best way to overcome stakeholders’
resistance to the recommendations being proposed. 1s by educating the stakeholders
through a planned dissemination process. As he puts 1t:

We've got to have a plan for [the report's] dissemination. Ifit's quality

pedagogical and consultative process we should be okay. If we try only to

consult and not give the proper background on the proposed changes, we
might face problems. We must make sure the stakeholders understand
where the changes are coming from. We have to be very tactical in the wayv
we approach 1it. (TP 4, steering committee member. Wes)
This approach would seem to be very consistent with the participatory process used
to conduct the project. The dissemination strategies utilized throughout the project
to inform stakeholders about the project (e.g., the monthly bulletins) and its final

recommendations, appeared to have fostered not only a sharing of information, but,

a slow and methodical altering of previously held premises.



Finally, several respondents claimed that the effects of working on the
steering committee provided them with both specific technical skills associated with
conducting program evaluation and a better appreciation of the leadership abilities
needed to manage such projects. The following comments attest to these impacts:

I now know the evaluation steps we've taken so | can follow and do

something similar, not as extensive, but certainly do a similar tvpe of

evaluation. (TP 4, steering committee member. Megan)

I learned a tremendous amount about leadership styvle and project

management...as a result of observing those who were in charge. I'm not

sure though 1if I would be able to apply the same skills as they did even

having had been through it. (TP 1. steering committee member, Brenda)
While it 1s difficult to say whether or not an increase in technical skills impacted on
organizational learning capacity. 1t would seem reasonable to suggest that
committee members' motivation to stayv a part of the project were enhanced. This.
in turn, provided the time needed for members to become acquainted with the new
conceptions about the program that reported throughout this section.

7.2.9 Summary

Higher levels of learning were once again promoted by the political
landscape, particularly, the reduction in federal funding. New relationships were
required and changes to the traditional roles of the partners were being seriously
contemplated. The ongoing support and encouragement of the organization’'s former
president appeared to also trigger members to challenge deeply held beliefs.
Moreover, his support was found to be salient to the increasing level of support
observed for CNT's use of an ongoing system of program evaluation activities.

There did appear to be a cultural shift in attitude and/or belief as to the potential

value of program evaluation.



The effects of the participatory process and researcher were also observed to
be tied closely with organizational learning during this period. For example.
involving members in the actual preparation of the preliminary documents.
maintaimng close. personal dialogues. and interactions with program
administrators all contributed to a heightened understanding of the 1ssues. In
addition, the participatory process forced members to stay connected and this
facilitated the use of e-mail. Hence the memory of the organization was found to be
positively influenced.

[n terms of the researcher, his research and program expertise were
reported as assisting in keeping the project “on-task”™ and clarifving 1ssues that had
historical implications. In addition, his facilitation skills were also mentioned by
several respondents as helpful to the process of unearthing members’ deep-seeded
views about the program.

The evaluation findings provided a measure of reassurance for some of the
decisions taken by the committee and legitimized the value of program evaluation
for members that had little or no previous experience. Finally, the dissemination
strategies fostered shared understanding and the emerging technical abilities of
committee members fostered confidence that future evaluations could be managed.

7.2.10 Author’s Personal Reflections

The overwhelming relief of getting through this period (April. 1996 to
October, 1996) and bringing an evaluation project of this complexity to a successful
conclusion is difficult to describe. | had a sense of calm once we were at a point in
time when no further information would be collected (and therefore in need of

processing). The committee had made 1ts decisions about what it wanted to say



about program, it was my job to facilitate the writing and dissemination of the
evaluation report. Even though we were entering the summer period. I looked
forward to the serenity that accompanies such a writing task. Mavbe I was. and
had been. ready to for this stage of the project for quite some time”

The involvement of the committee during this period was especially
gratifying as individuals took sections of the report and attempted to put pen to
paper. [ did feel the urge to write the entire document and expected that most
committee members would be 1nclined to not engage in this time consuming task.
However. this feeling subsided when the scope of the task became clear and certain
committee members offered suggestions, ideas. and contributed concretely to the
exercise. These actions confirmed that they were more than capable of the work
and five of the members took an active role in the writing task.

[t was also rewarding to receive the many comments and notes from
individuals in the system offering congratulations on the project’s facilitation and
outcomes. So many important organizational 1ssues were raised and clarified. in
addition to the program 1ssues, that they may well be the most important outcomes
of the project. [ certainly feel that CNT's approach to working with the partner
organization's is forever changed and that the current mood among the partners

may well lead to future systemic changes.



Chapter 8

Impact of Evaluation
Time Period 5 (April, 1997)

The purpose of this chapter is to report on the results of the focus group
interview that was conducted with the project’s steering committee in April. 1997,
First. the author will describe how the actual evaluation findings were utilized by
the various stakeholder groups (1.e., instrumental vs conceptual use). This will be
followed by a discussion of those factors that appeared to influence use of
evaluation findings. Second. a summary 1s provided of the impact which the
evaluation process had on both the individuals involved in the project and the
organization itself. The author will then attempt to explain the observed pattern of
individual and organizational learning.

The focus group interview occurred approximately six months after the
release of the evaluation project’s report. Six months was judged by the researcher
to be sufficient time to allow for impact of the evaluation to become evident. The
study’s author did, however, utilize interview and participant observation data
collected 1n earlier time periods when respondents or program personnel made
direct reference to utilization of evaluation findings or the process associated with

the evaluation intervention.

8.1 How were the Evaluation Findings Utilized?
Table 10 summarizes the data collected concerning the major sorts of impact
(evaluation use) that were observed and/or mentioned by the respondents. Using

the study’s conceptual framework depicted in Figure 1 and discussions provided in



TABLE 10

Use of Evaluation Findings

Type of Use

Evidence

Instrumental Use (support for
discrete decisions)

PPP (strong positive)

endorsement of report’s
recommendations

adoption of competency-based training
unique needs of program participants
used as basis of program changes
program funding policies altered

used 1n organizational planning

Educative Use (learning and
conceptual development)

PPP (strong positive)

broadened program leaders’
perceptions of an alternative program
model

stimulated critical reflection about
need for significant program change
caused members to question traditional
role of course conductors

validated program changes already
being contemplated by national
organizations

the review of literature. 1t 1s possible to describe the use of evaluation findings. As

was outlined, the use and/or impact of evaluation findings can take different

forms—they can be used directly to support discrete decisions (instrumental use) or

they can educate organization members about the program operation and

consequences of program practices (educative or conceptual use). Both tvpes of use

were found to have occurred in the present study. We will begin with a look at the

instrumental impacts.




8.1.1 Instrumental use

Perhaps the most significant example of instrumental impact was the
unanimous decision of the program partners to adopt the evaluation report which
contained a series of recommendations for program improvements at the Mav. 1997
national council meetings. This included a recommendation that the program
embrace a competency-based training approach. This decision has the potential to
radically alter the way the program 1s conceived and delivered in the vears ahead.
According to one of the member of the steering committee:

Adopting a competency-based training approach will require all the partners

too re-assess their program’s design. content, delivery, etc. Especially,

around the standards that need to be created/developed. (TP 5. focus group

Interview, Steve)

Several members commented that evaluation findings gave a clear picture of
the needs of program participants and that there needed to be 2 "commitment from
all program developers to focus in on these needs.” Curriculum designers made
specific use of how participants were classified and the participant profiles (i.¢..
specific needs) associated with each category. Special mention was made of the
findings that emanated from the results of a nation-wide survey of program
partictpants. As one member put 1t

The [participant] survey was very powerful...1t 1s based on the needs of

[participants] and a lot of our decisions were based on the information from

this survey. It has added a lot of credibility to our decisions. (TP 5. focus

group interview, Wes)

Similarly. the results of other key data collection steps were used by both
committee members and CNT staff to modify program policies. For example, CNT

interpreted the findings and decided to made resources available to one national

organization for a pilot test of an alternative delivery model using new technology



and adjusted program funding guidelines to bring them in line with the various
recommendations contained in the evaluation report (observation field notes.
February. 12, 1997).

In a different sphere, the evaluation findings were being used by CNT's
senlor managers to assist in their annual strategic planning process. The
evaluation report acted to inform organization members of key program
decisions/directions taken by the program partners and stimulated discussion
regarding what organizational response would be appropriate (observation field
notes, March 22, 1997).

Finally. 1t should be noted that strict adherence by the users to the
recommendations as prescribed was not the criteria used by the author to gage
instrumental use. While there was evidence of stakeholders adopting the
recommendations directly, many took the recommendations and adapted them to
their unique situation to meet specific needs. Both cases were judged to be evidence
of instrumental use of findings.

8.1.2 Educative use

The data also provided support that educative or conceptual use of the
evaluation findings had occurred. Not surprisingly. the findings had a similar effect
as many of the other independent variables under investigation; they acted to
inform program leaders about the program and triggered serious questions as to its
effectiveness. In some cases the evaluation findings supported and/or justified
members’ beliefs that participants’ behaviors needed to be both demonstrated and
assessed if the program was to meet it stated objectives. [t is important to remind

the reader that these observations were first noted in time period 3. This is not



surprising given that preliminary findings from the evaluation project started to
emerge during this period as the various data collection procedures were being

implemented.

For example. one committee member responded to a direct question about
the potential use of the evaluation data that had begun to emerge during the data
collection period. by stating:

We have some data that will be useful when we do major revisions to the

contents of the program. Right now it has helped us in two wavs: confirm

what we need to prioritize in terms of content and given suggestions on how
to make the program change [the participants’] behavior? (TP 3. steering

committee member. Henri)

Similarly, as the project was winding down, steering committee members
were acknowledging a heightened awareness of the unique needs of the national
organizations. :\s one member suggested:

...we came to realize that the needs of the [national organizations} are so

different that two levels below level three 1s not enough for some and 1t's too

many for others. So we will have to help the [national organizations] analvze

their system to see if the current syvstem 1s satisfactory. (TP . steering
committee member. Tom)

[n addition to awareness enhancement, for some members the evaluation findings
provided confirmation that the program changes already being seriously considered
by the various partners were vahd:
When we came back to the stakeholders with the findings, program
problems, etc, it was like “why are we not surprised?”” These are the kinds of
problems that we have been talking about.. now they are on paper. (TP 3,
focus group interview, Steve)
The evaluation findings (e.g.. results from focus groups, surveys, etc) appear
to have informed those associated with the project about unique aspects of program

practice and caused stakeholders to question fundamental assumptions about the

teaching and learning process. The role of the course conductors, for example, were



given serious consideration as steering committee members attempted to assess the
impact a shift to a competency-based training program could have. Evervone
agreed that the present conception of course conductors as “teachers of content”™
would need to replaced with a new conception of course conductor as “facilitators ot
learning” (observation field notes. September 21, 1996).

Although earlier chapters have made mention of members becoming involved
in serious discussion and debate regarding the fundamental assumptions upon
which the program was built. there 1s now evidence that intensive cognitive
energles were stimulated by the findings themselves. To be clear, up until now,
data have surfaced that link deep conceptual thinking about the program and
organization with the participatory evaluation process. What we now have 1s
evidence to suggest that the evaluation findings themselves have initiated similar
levels of cognitive effort. Specifically, the findings served to confirm prior
knowledge and beliefs about the program and. in some cases, increased program

leaders’ awareness.

8.2 What Factors Explain the Variation in Use?
The factors are summarized in Table 11 under the three major
components of the evaluation use conceptual framework outlined 1n Figure 2.

This discussion begins with a look at interactive processes.



TABLE 11

Factors Influencing Utilization of Findings

Factor Evidence

Interactive Processes PPP (strong positive)

e heightened levels of trust

e re-established old and created new partnerships
provided good technical training 1n systematic
inquiry

e evaluation report widely circulated to all
stakeholders

e face-to-face discussions held with stakeholders
to explain findings and solicit approval

e newsletters and bulletins used to publicize
project findings/recommendations

Decision or Policy Setting PP (moderate positive)
Considerations e support from senior management
e resources from CNT

¢ high information needs

Evaluation Implementation PPP (strong positive)

Characteristics project’s scope

quahity of evaluation methods
credibility of evaluation team members
participant survey data powerful
position papers relevant, authentic
review of foreign countries acted as an
independent corroboration of findings

8.2.1 Interactive processes
Several outcomes of the participatory process were identified as having a
positive impact on the use of evaluation findings. First, respondents indicated that

embracing an extensive collaborative process was “absolutely new and unique in the




history of the program.” A climate of trust resulted which, according to one
committee member, “improved our ability to effect change.” As he puts it:

...without this trust...in the old days all of the partner concerns would have

to be resolved or answered before the partners would have agreed to the

changes. If we did not have the trust...we would be dead. (TP 3. focus group
interview, Steve)
Implicit in this comment 1s that the stakeholders were more apt to believe in and
use the report’s findings due to its enhanced credibility.

Second, the participatory process also facilitated the establishment of new
partnerships with key stakeholder groups while strengthening the linkages with
existing partners. According to one steering committee member, the process
“extended the loop” by:

...broadening the number of stakeholders usually involved from just national

and provincial organizations leaders to the practitioner level (e.g.. course

conductors). (TP 5. focus group interview, Brenda)
As the project evolved, the process seemed to enhance the committee's sensitivity to
the importance of maintaining good relationships with the various stakeholder
groups if project’s findings were to have any hope of being accepted:

There was a general interest and awareness that unless we included these

important stakeholder groups. the project would not be able to move

forward...its recommendations would not be accepted...1t would not be
successful. (TP 3. focus group interview, Charles)

The technical skills training resulting from members’ involvement 1n the
project was thought to be personally significant. As reported earlier, the skills were
acquired due to members taking an active role in the conduct of the evaluation. that

is, from creating the data collection instruments, and collecting and analyzing

evaluation data. This training helped members to appreciate and understand the



data being generated, as well as assisting them in their important roles in
disseminating the results.

While evidence was unearthed that the evaluation findings were being
widely circulated to program partners (via a formal report). steering committee
members 1dentified that the ongoing, face-to-face dialogue with kev stakeholder
groups was absolutely critical to the eventual use of the project’s findings. Members
noted that the presentations, made both during the project and after the release of
the project’s report findings, were done with the express purpose of stimulating
thinking, discussion and debate. Committee members held the viewpoint that the
“entire process was very much an educational process with the various workshops
and discussions designed to assist stakeholders keep up-to-date” (observation field
notes, October 21, 1996).

A program newsletter was also 1dentified as being helpful in disseminating
information about the project to program practitioners, as well as primary
stakeholders. Moreover, an evaluation project bulletin was created solely for the
purpose of getting information about the project (e.g.. project steps, timelines, and
findings) out to program leaders at ail levels.

8.2.2 Decision or policy setting considerations

Although the respondents did not allude to the effects which the context or
setting may have had on use, the researcher did make some personal observations.
First, considerable financial support was provided by CNT to the project team to
both conduct the evaluation and ensure that appropriate follow-up was initiated.
For example, resources were made available to hold meetings and to travel

throughout Canada to present the evaluation findings. In addition, the organization



ensured that adequate support staff time was allocated to prepare presentation kits
and to handle information dissemination regarding the project. [t seemed evident
that the CNT’s senior management, especially the new president. valued the work
of the steering committee and was quite interested in having the findings favorably
received by the various stakeholder groups (observation field notes. February 10.
1997). Without question, without this support the project’s impact would have been
severely hampered.

At the same time, CNT's database was undergoing a major overhaul. The
existing hardware and software was nearly 15 vears old and a decision was made to
invest approximately $100.000 to ensure that 1t had the capacity to handle the
proposed changes to the program. This would also seem to be tangible evidence of
the organization’s endorsement of the project’s findings and directions being
proposed.

Government leaders had strong interests in receiving information about the
program as they too were embarking on a series of similar program reviews.
Consequently, the results of the evaluation project seemed to be of great interest to
both provincial and federal funding bodies. This notion became especially evident
once these bodies realized that the major recommendation contained in the report
was consistent with their own views of how the program should be improved.

8.2.3 Evaluation implementation characteristics

The evaluation framework positively affected use by increasing the perceived
“quality” (defined as methodological sophistication, rigor, and approach taken) of

the evaluation exercise. The evaluation model employed by the project team acted



to structure and provide guidance to the exercise, as well as give members

confidence in the evaluation results:
At first [ had trouble with the Brinkerhoff model. I was confused with how it
fit with Kirkpatrick's model. However, once | got it straight...it really help

to guide our discussion...I think it gave us all confidence. (TP 3. focus group
interview, Brenda)

Besides the belief that the project was being guided by an evaluative framework
that would yvield vahid results. respondents suggested that the credibility of the
steering committee members themselves contributed to the acceptance of the
evaluation findings. One steering committee member reflected on the importance of
the percetved credibility of the project leaders:
The [national organization's| tocus groups did a lot to dispel their concerns
about the findings...these workshops pulled a lot of weight. Also, the
credibility of the [national organization] reps on the committee was very
important. [ can’t say enough about how 1nfluential they were 1n getting the

[national organizations] to buyv into this thing. (TP 3. focus group interview,
Kevin)

Another committee member. who represented the national organizations. provided
corroboration for this view:
[ had a meeting with one [national orgamzation] to explain the report's
findings. They wanted some clanfication on what was going on and where
the program was going. I didn’t have all the answers but [ just asked them to
continue to have trust in the process and the people who represent them.
They had no problem with that. (TP 5. focus group interview, Tom)
Evidence surfaced that indicated respondents believed that the nature of the
findings—the report’s content—influenced utilization. In particular, the results of
the participant's survey and the partner position papers were highlighted as being
significant. As one member puts it:
...the [participant survey] was very powerful...i1ts based on the needs of
[program participants] and a lot of our dectsions were based on the decisions

emanating from survey. [t has added a lot of credibility to our decisions. (TP
5, focus group interview, Henn)



Other factors having positive effects were the scope of the research project and the
independent review of similar programs from other countries. The analvsis of and
comparison to these foreign programs provided a certain amount of validity to the
findings. As one member commented:

In addition to all the survevs, process. workshops. meetings etc...we used a

review of other countries’ programs to help us with our decisions. These

were very helpful for it gave us confidence 1n our own work, 1n our own
recommendations. (TP 3, focus group interview, Brad)

Finally. it 1s interesting and important to note that no one challenged the
credibility of the project’s findings. Throughout the report dissemination stage. the
various stakeholder groups generally focused their questions around issues relating
to how the various recommendations would be implemented. under what time lines.
and who was going to fund the changes.

To conclude, this section has provided some insight into the nature und
range of uses of evaluation findings emanating from internal participatory
evaluation. It has also discussed those factors that seemed to influence utilization

in one particular case. The discussion now turns to explaining the impact of the

evaluation process.

8.3 Impact of the Internal Participatory Evaluation Process
Throughout the findings section, evidence was unearthed linking specifics
effects of the evaluation process—how the evaluation was being conducted—with
both individual and organizational consequences. It is now possible to analyze focus
group data that was obtained from those individuals most closely connected with

the evaluative process to assess these consequences. Table 12 summarizes this



data. as well as the author’s personal observations that dealt with the consequences
of the evaluation process. The author will first describe these effects and then

attempt to explain the observed pattern of individual and organizational learning.

TABLE 12

Impact of the Internal Participatory Evaluation Process

Type of Impact Evidence
Personal Development PPP (strong positive)
¢ significant professional development
experience

o skills in systematic inquiry enhanced

» 1mtiation of independent evaluation
studies

¢ heightened self confidence

e promotion of project leaders

Organizational Development PP (moderate positive)

e evaluation work supported

e deep reflection on organization's
operating styvle

e partner organizations want
involvement in decision making

8.3.1 Personal development

Committee members viewed their involvement in the evaluation project as
an effective professional development exercise. For some. the consequence of being
involved in the project resulted in personal reflections that would have impact well
after the evaluation is completed:

[The evaluation project] has had a definite impact on me. I am very use to
going out and doing things myself...and not seek the feedback or involvement




that is required. I have learned about the participatory process and [ was

lucky because [ am in [the organization] and was able to get an inside view.

So [ watched carefully. (TP 3, focus group interview, Brenda)

...professional development over the last 2 vears have been the most of mv

career. | was pretty dictatorial and made myv own decisions...now |I'm

learning so much about process...learning patience...learning about how vou
have to build a knowledge base first before yvou can move people to accept
vour position. (TP 5. focus group interview, Henr1)

For others. the experience lead to the development of skills in systematic inquiry:
[The project] was an incredible process for me. [ learned about how a
program evaluation 1s uimplemented and the specific elements about data

collection and analysis. I've learned a lot about the process as well. (TP 5.

focus group interview, Steve)

When committee members were asked if the process was positive and would
they do 1t again, the responses were generally very positive. As one member
suggested:

As far as acquiring pure knowledge the data collection steps were great. But

it took a lot of patience ...1t a took a lot of time and effort. The tradeoff is

worth 1t. (TP 5, steering committee member, Wes)

A final facet of process use which surfaced in the data were the personal
leadership development of committee members. Since the completion of the project.
two members have been promoted within the system while two have assumed
positions of increased complexity and responsibility in the private sector. In all
cases, the study raised their level of confidence and provided concrete skills that
were recognized by senior level management.

8.3.2 Organizational development

There was compelling evidence to suggest that the members felt capable and
were motivated to initiate evaluation activities on their own. One member,

following the data collection period. commented, “l am now able to implement a

similar process with other projects that [ do.” In addition, some members made



mention of how their newly developed skills had been used in their program
consulting work with third world countries:

We can now train others in other countries...in many aspects of both

participant evaluation and program evaluation. So if we are now at this

step...[ would say we have learned a great deal. (TP 5, focus group
interview. Wes)

The reader should be somewhat cautious 1n accepting these observations as
evidence that evaluative svstems have found there way into the organization. For
example, when the group was asked whether or not there would be turther
evaluation work. one member replied that it would all depend on how the results of
the present were processed.

In terms of the [national organizations], we would respond equally positive

next time around if we deliver the goods. Make the shift [to competency-

based program]. Therefore if [CNT] or [the committee] has to go back to the
community in the vears to come [to initiate another evaluation]...the doors
will be wide open. (TP 3. focus group interview. Tom)

Committee members also confirmed that serious reflection, at the level of the
organization, was happening and that previously held premises were changing. In
response to a question about the evaluation, several members claimed that the
process had a significant and lasting impact on how CNT would have to operate:

A lot of stakeholders were surprised that we were coming out to them. [t

went from surprise...to excitement...to ownership. It has got to the point

now that [the organization| can't go back to the unilateral stvle we used to
have. [t would be anarchyv. (TP 5, focus group interview, Henri)
Similar sorts of impacts were observed when discussing the greater system within
which the organization operates. Members were adamant that partner
organizations “needed to have more input and feedback into all decisions that affect

them.” Respondents went on to describe how the process facilitated a “collaborative

spirit"—something never done before.



8.4 Factors Influencing Process Effects

Unfortunately, there were not much data from the focus group dealing
specifically with those factors that seemed to facilitate the effects described above.
However. it 1s worth noting two comments that were particularly insightful. For
the first time the evaluative process "extended the loop” to include stakeholders’
(practitioners’) views in formulating program development imitiatives. CNT had
never made a systematic attempt to solicit views from all levels of the program for
decision-making purposes. Committee members felt this was critical for it
stimulated reflection about the way the syvstem. not just the program, was
operating. Who was in control? Who should be in control? What voice should be
given to practitioners? Should this voice be limited to just issues regarding the
program's content, or should partners also address 1ssues such as how CNT should
be operated and what services 1t should offer?

The second point raised by the respondents was that the partnerships that
were formed among the various stakeholder groups. and 1n particular, between CNT
and the national organization assisted to stimulate the deep reflection evident
throughout the project. As one member put 1t:

The collaborative process that was initiated. the partnerships were

strengthen and new ones formed...caused a lot of trust to be formed. [f we

did not continue it...our ability to effect change would be nil. (TP 3, focus

group interview, Kevin)

To conclude, this section discussed the evidence that emerged from the focus
group interview that was associated with how the evaluation was conducted—the

process. Much of the data reported above corroborates the findings reported in

earlier chapters and would seem to provide evidence that the impact of this



particular internal participatory evaluation had significant effects on both the

program under review and the organization itself.

8.5 Summary

The findings emanating from the evaluation project were observed to be used
to support specific program initiatives (instrumental) such as the decision to adopt a
competency-based orientation and the needs of program participants. Similarly, the
data provided clear evidence that educative or conceptual use of the findings had
also taken place. The findings acted to inform program leaders about the program
and trigger serious questions as to its effectiveness. A key learning was the
awareness that national organization’s needs were not being adequately addressed
by the current content and delivery system. The factors influencing the utihzation
of findings were categorized in three components: interactive processes, decision or
policy setting considerations, and evaluation implementation considerations.
Certainly, the level of trust and establishment of partnerships, as well as the
credibility of the evaluation team were found to be extremely powerful factors
influencing use.

The evaluation process—how the evaluation was conducted—was also found
to have personal and organizational consequences. From a personal standpoint,
significant professional development 1n terms of research training was reported.
Respondents also noted heightened levels of self-confidence in initiating and leading
evaluation-like activities. From the standpoint of the organization, the
participatory process caused deep reflection on the organization’'s operating style

and culminated in the various partner organizations asking for and receiving a



commitment by CNT's leadership to review its decision-making approach with the

partners.

8.6 Author’s Personal Reflections

The past six months (October, 1996 to April, 1996) allowed evervone
associated with the project to take a well deserved rest. Immediatelyv following the
formal release of the evaluation report in October. [ worked with members of the
steering committee and colleagues at CNT to ensure that the report was distributed
to all appropriate stakeholders groups. I then took a three month leave of absence
to initiate the analysis of data and begin the writing of the findings chapter. During
my absence, members of the committee, and in particular Henn. stepped forward
and assumed the leadership of this important phase of the project. The committee
concentrated on developing an evaluation report presentation package to be used by
program leaders in the provinces/territories and national organizations. Once
again, further refinements of previously held notions concerning the needs of
program stakeholders, the conception of competency-based training, and the
relationship of CNT to the partner organizations was observed. (As it turned out. |
sat 1n on all meetings during this time period and was available for informal
discussions since my temporary office was located in the same building.)

Without question, the most significant work during this period was the
committee’s involvement 1n facilitating workshops designed to present the report’s
findings to stakeholder groups in the provinces. By going out to various regions of
the country, individual members were able to receive (and judge). first hand, the

level of support from those individuals who would be directly effected by the



recommendations. At another level, it provided additional support for the view that
CNT should be working to establish new and stronger relationships with program
leaders on the front lines. This perspective is indeed a powerful one and seems to
be held bv all members of the committee and many others in the svstem. [t was
certainly gratifving to see the results of the evaluation project receive such strong
endorsement of the program partners, as well as CNT’s senior managers. The
report has been adopted as a benchmark for organizational planning and decision-

making.



Chapter 9

Summary of Findings

Table 13 provides a graphical representation of the extent to which the
organizational learning capacity variables changed over the course of the evaluation
project. This trend is presented as a line graph beginning at the baseline (TP 1) or
before the project was initiated up to the project’s report being released (TP 1). The
summary will present each variable individually and will describe the trend which
was observed over the course of the project. as well as note those factors which

seemed to have influenced their evolution.

9.1 Shared Knowledge Representation

Members of both the project’s steering committee and CNT reported
substantial development of a shared understanding of program and organizational
1ssues. Prior to the start of the project. members from partner organizations were
distrustful of CNT and this imited individuals sharing their views about important
program issues. However, once the project was initiated, the collective
understanding of the 1ssues improved as members became implicated in the day-to-
day operation of the project. By the end of the second time period. there were still
some members who were not connecting with the rest of the group and were still
harboring feelings that important, fundamental issues needed to “get out on the
table.” A notable improvement was reported by respondents in this regard as the
data began to emerge and data analysis was initiated. A significant consolidation

and convergence of views around such issues as: participants’ needs and conceptual
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Status of Organizational Learning: A Summary
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design resulted from an increased sharing of information among members. Finallv.
as the project’s report was being prepared for release. a heightened level of
awareness and like-mindedness was reported from a number of respondents.

The factors which appeared to be predominantly responsible for this change
were the participatory evaluation process, the impact of the researcher. and the
evaluation framework. First, the participatory process was responsible for
stimulating members’ commitment to the evaluation exercise and this led to
members having to take responsibility for facilitating stakeholder forums. This
work improved their understanding of the 1ssues and gave them confidence in their
views. The number of forums for sustained interactivity kept the dialogue "ahive”
and members on task. The actual work by members to create the data collection
tools, implement the various data collection steps, analyze the data. and write the
report all contributed greatly to the shared level of knowledge that resulted.

Second. the impact of the researcher contributed throughout the project to
the creation of a climate conducive to the unearthing of personal beliefs among
members and generally holding together the project team as 1t struggled through
some of the more difficult steps. His organizational knowledge and program
expertise were found to be important in hinking past events with present-day
findings and generally gave members a sense of confidence that they were on the
right track. For a few, the researcher’s technical training as an evaluator
contributed to their own personal development and training and this was found to
assist in their appreciation of and understanding of the evaluation plan. Finally,
the evaluation framework or model looked to be facilitating shared knowledge

representation by directing committee members out into the field to uncover what



were the specific needs of program participants. The framework also called for
members to identify program problems and concerns and determine if the current or

any program design could be expected to address them.

9.2 Levels of Learning

This variable strengthened incrementally throughout the project beginning
as "mod-low” and reaching "high” by the end of the fourth time period. The learning
could be characterized as being high-level or double-loop learning and involved both
members of the steering committee and of the organization. Examples of the
learning that occurred ranged from discussions which probed to very heart of
whether or not the program should be a training or education program and the
ramifications of such a decision for CNT. The traditional roles of the partner
organizations were debated and triggered a series of parallel discussions with
organization staff. Lastly, the decision-making stvle or culture of CNT was called
mto question as the evaluation project evolved and members became sensitized to
the benefits of a collaborative approach.

Two predominant tactors—the leadership provided by the CNT's president
and the political environment—appeared to cause this phenomenon. The leadership
provided by CNT's president throughout the study stimulated organization
members to seriously question not only the purpose and role of the program, but the
organization itself. Interview data made mention of the president's personal views
regarding the need for CNT to change “its way of doing business.” He took it upon
himself to encourage others 1n the organization to recognize and deal with how CNT

positioned itself (i.e., what skills would staff need to possess) to deal effectively with



partner organizations. At one point leading up to the project’s report, the former
president challenged members of the steering committee for not having the
confidence of recommending fundamental program/syvstem changes.

[t 1s important to note how the president came to hold the view that CNT
had to undergo a significant change to its operating style and/or 1its culture. Simply.
he gained the insight from members of the organization. The president appeared to
foster an organizational climate that acknowledged the intellectual abilities of the
members and this seemed to improve the capacity of the organization to learn.

Equally compelling were the effects of the political environment. particularly
the reduction 1n funding by the tederal government to CNT and the partners. This
reality forced those partners who were responsible for program implementation to
re-examine their roles and consider new strategic alliances to ensure that existing
programs would not be cut. [t also led to a significant re-think of both the role and
power held by CNT over the national organizations. As one member from the
national organization's reported. “the baseball 1s going or 1s gone.” The concept of
mentorship and collaboration replaced the traditional practice whereby CNT would
produce policies that the national organizations would be expected to implement

with little or no involvement 1n their formulation.

9.3 Memory

CNT's ability to organize. store, and retrieve information improved from a
“low” to a "moderate” rating by the end of the project. Only two significant actions
were undertaken by the organization and its members: 1) the development of an

information storage and retrieval system and 2) the purchase and use of electronic



mail. Both were observed to assist CNT and members of the steering committee
with various aspects of their work. The use of e-mail. for example. was used to
disseminate project information (e.g.. findings). as well as to enhance project
members’ communication.

Leadership and the participatory process were two factors that seemed to
stimulate this improvement to the organization’'s memory. The former president
was understanding of the complaints from project leaders regarding their difficulty
in communicating with fellow members of the steering committee. The former
president instructed the organization’s vice-president to investigate and to
eventually purchase e-mail in the hopes of bringing CNT “into the 21st century” and
to assist with the evaluation project. The participatory nature of the project helped
to facilitate this decision as both steering committee members and other interested
stakeholders continually requested project-related information and pressured CNT

members to be kept informed about the project’s evolution and tindings.

9.4 Knowledge for Action

The capacity of CNT to reflect upon and learn from pilot initiatives occurring
within the system remained relatvely low throughout the project. Although some
improvement was noted during the third time period as steering committee
members became aware of an imuatve of one national organization to develop a
competency-based program and took steps to monitor this project, on the whole, the
learning was random, ill-defined. and unsvstematic. By the end of the fourth time
period, there was evidence that members of CNT were working together to both

develop and monitor the trial of an internet-based delivery project. However, the



data were not strong enough to rank this variable higher than “mod-low.”
Knowledge for action was the lowest rated variable of the seven dependent variables
tracked 1n the present study.

The participatory nature of the project provided steering committee members
with numerous opportunities to interact with colleagues in the syvstem. as well as
program practitioners. These interactions stimulated an information exchange
which could be considered greatly improved from previous times. For example.
committee members were provided with first-hand accounts of various
developmental initiatives that were being led and funded by partner organizations
throughout the system. Once these ptlot initiatives were 1dentified. 1t was then

possible for committee members to monitor their implementation.

9.5 Knowledge Acquisition

As indicated in Table 11, CNT had a tarly high capacity for acquiring
information from 1ts environment prior to the start of the evaluation project. Its
capacity strengthened following the inmtuaton of the data collection as informauon
from foreign programs and private-sector programs were compared and contrasted
with the program under review By the end of third time period however, the
committee was showing the strains of trving to process the incredible amounts of
information being generated and reduced their interest 1in information emanating
from external sources. The trend was therefore reported as returning back to a
“moderate” level by the end of the project.

The evaluation framework was instrumental 1n triggering committee

members to look beyond the boundaries of the organization for information that



would help to provide a fresh perspective on the problems which were surfacing.
One of the project steps was titled ‘Review of Literature and Foreign Programs’ and
each member was assigned the responsibility for one aspect of the search. Although
it i1s probable that some kind of review or investigation would have occurred.
formalizing this need ensured that this important step would not be forgotten. The
evaluation framework also asked for committee members to initiate a debate with
their relevant stakeholder groups about the conceptual design of the program and
whether or not the assumptions driving the program were valid. This resulted 1n
members searching for similar analyses in both the private sector and with program

offered in foreign countries.

9.6 Knowledge Generation

The improvement of this variable seemed to be continuous for the four time
periods and moved from "mod-low” to "mod-hizh.” The evidence to support this
trend was based on both committee and CNT members recognizing the value of
program evaluation and the resultant positive attitude that was develop for 1ts
formal adoption and use. Following the implementation of the data collection steps.
organization members’ confidence grew to the point that they were recommending
the use of program evaluation with all of the organization’s programs. The project
culminated with CNT and some national organizations initiating various types of
evaluations.

Three factors emerged as being significant to the trend observed. These
factors were: 1) the leadership provided by the organization’s president; 2) the

political environment; and 3) the evaluation framework. Throughout the evaluation



project, CNT's former president provided ongoing support to the project leaders and
for the project’'s importance. This support provided legitimacy for the role program
evaluation could play in the ongoing development and monitoring of
education/training programs. During the second time period the president produced
an internal document to assist organization members establish a strategic plan. In
this document he stressed the need for members to consider the findings from the
evaluation project as organizational decisions were being made and to consider 1f
further evaluation work was needed. This was found to be quite significant as
evidence appeared in the final time period that suggested CNT. as well as other
organizations, were becoming interested in conducting additional evaluations.

The political uncertainty in terms of funding had both a negative and
positive etfect on knowledge generation. During both the second and third time
periods, committee members responded that the reduction in federal tunding would
cause program leaders to pay less attention to the program, including any attempts
to monitor its success and/or failures through evaluative activities. On the other
hand. there was compelling evidence that the opposite was true. Program leaders
were looking at evaluative processes to provide a measure of accountability in the
system. Certainly, by the end of the fourth time period. program leaders were
showing signs of being quite pleased with the outcomes of the project 1n terms of
providing evidence that the program was being supported by a great number of
stakeholders, hence a measure of accountability was attained. Finally, the
evaluation framework provided a measure of confidence to committee members that
a proven model was available for use. In addition, the development and validation

of context specific tools that were available for use facilitated a genuine interest in



program evaluation. As was observed in the later time periods. some national
organizations initiated their own evaluations following a similar design and used

the same tools that were incorporated into the present study.

9.7 Interpretive Systems

The growth of the interpretive or sense-making svstems of CNT did not
appear until the third time period as the data were beginning to be analvzed. The
project’s steering commuittee was challenged with the task of making sense out of
the data which ranged from participant surveys te minutes of focus groups. By the
end of the project, the committee was being viewed by all four partner
organizations, and in particular CNT, as a key leadership group whose
responsibilities included setting strategic directions for the entire system. It would
appear that the components of an effective learning system were 1n place—that 1s,
the committee was: 1) made up of individuals representative of all key stakeholders,
2) had access to or could generate needed information, 3) provided with the financial
resources to function, and 4) handed a clear and unequivocal mandate.
Interestingly. these four tactors were used by the organmization’s new president as an
outline for how CNT work teams should be designed.

Although there was not a direct reference 1n the data to any one causal
factor, it would seem reasonable to speculate that the participatory process did
facilitate the interpretive system'’s evolution during the project. The participatory
approach required that all key stakeholder groups would be represented, that each
member would be intimately involved in the project, and that sustained forums for

interactivity would be facilitated. Add to this the incredible amount of information



about both the program and the system that needed processing, and consequently.,
the steering committee’s role escalated to that of dealing with issues that were

much broader than the program itself.



SECTION III

Discussion, Recommendations and Conclusions

This study tracked significant change to the organizational learning capacity
of a national training orgamzation. This change was triggered by an internal
participatory evaluation of the organization’s key program. In chapter 10 the
author’s intention 1s to critically reflect on the evaluative process emploved during
the study and to comment on how the findings, which emanated primarily from
individuals working with the author 1n carrying out the evaluation. add to our
knowledge about the potenual for participatory evaluation to enhance
organizational learning. The literature will be reviewed thematically, with the
purpose of pointing out specific areas where the present study makes a contribution.

Attention then turns in chapter 11 to the study's implications tor research
and theory and recommendations for evaluation practice. That chapter ends with

some final thoughts about the entire study as a whole.



Chapter 10

Discussion of Findings

10.1 Overview of the Study

The capacity of organizations to learn has been 1dentified as being critical if
they are to adapt to survive 1n today’s turbulent society (Dixon. 1994). In recent
vears, some researchers (e.g.. Cousins & Earl, 1995; Preskill. 1994) have cast
evaluation, and 1n particular participatory evaluation, as having the potential to
enhance organizational learning capacity. Since little 1s known about the impact of
participatory evaluation where the evaluator 1s internal to the organization and /or
the program being evaluated. the study investigated internal participatory
evaluation as an intervention to enhance organizational learning capacity. In
particular, this study examined the nature and causes of observed effects.

A national, not-for-profit training organization where the present study's
author was emploved. served as the site of the research. The research process
inquiring into the effects of internal partuicipatory evaluation on the organization
employed qualitative methods. Data were collected, over approximately two vears,
via retrospective observations, participant observations, archival data. interviews
with key informants of the evaluation process. and from a focus group held
approximately six months following the completion of the project. The data were
collected, analyzed, displayved and interpreted according to the conceptual
framework depicted in Figure 1. The design of the study utilized several features to
ensure the validity of the findings such as examining data from different sources

(i.e., participant observations, interviews with key informants, documents, focus



group 1nterview). Second, the interview data were obtained using an independent
interviewer. Interview rounds were sequenced over the course of the study and
these data were very helpful in corroborating and clarifving the views of the
researcher. This longitudinal sequencing allowed the interviewer to capitalize on
knowledge obtained from previous interviews and allowed respondents to venity
prior observations. Third. respondents were provided with the opportunity (via the
focus group 1nterview) to make a collective response as to the effects of the internal
participatory evaluation. as well as to assess the interpretations given to the data
by the researcher. [t can be argued that these features of the study enhanced the

internal validity of the findings.

10.2 Limitations of the Study

Due to the general lack of empirical knowledge regarding the impact of
evaluation—in particular, internal participatory evaluation—on organmizational
learning the present study used an exploratory approach. Such an approach
provides the flexibility to explore the functions and impact of internal participatory
evaluation within the bounds of a guiding conceptual framework tied to
organizational learning. As highhighted earlier. the qualitative methods emploved
were designed to capitalize on the prior specification of this framework. While this
process permits the identification and interpretation of unexpected and
unanticipated findings. 1t 1s necessarily limited 1n its ability to do so.

Another limitation of the study concerns the reliability of the findings. The
data collection, coding, and analysis of the participant observation, retrospective

observation, and archival data was conducted by a single individual: the study’s



author. However, several steps were taken to help offset this limitation. First. a
check of inter-coder reliability was performed to provide a measure of confidence 1n
the coding and analysis of data. Second. data were collected from one keyv source
(1.e.. the interviews with kev informants), using an independent interviewer. The
corroborating evidence provided by this method help to minimize participant
observer bias. Third, common codes for analyvsis and procedures tor both analvsis
and display fostered increased reliability due to the number of repeated reviews of
the raw data which refined the codes and clarified the influences 1n the data.
Finally. the extensive use of direct quotations from the interviews to compare and
contrast the participant and archival data, allow the reader to draw his/her own
conclusions as to the influences.

A third limitation concerns the possibility that the observed impact was the
result of a "novelty” effect. That 1s, respondents were reacting to the uniqueness of
the participatory intervention (1t had never been emploved before 1n the
organization), rather than to the intervention itself. When the respondents were
asked during the focus group interview whether or not this was the case, theuwr
response was uniformly 1n support of this not being the case. Similarly, it 1s also
very likely that the mere act of respondents being asked to articulate their
reflections about the evaluation experience during the interview sessions helped
shape organizational learning. Although 1t 1s impossible under the present design
to be decisive about the 1nfluence of the novelty effect, readers are cautioned as the
findings are reviewed and used.

A fourth limitation acknowledges that committee members knew that they

were being observed while the project was being implemented. In spite of the



author’s refrain from discussing his research study or making explicit his
participant observations, the possibility remains that some members. either
consciously or unconsciously, behaved differently. On a related point. committee
members were informed that all interview transcripts would be made available to
the author at the end of the project. Given the author’s continued role 1n the svstem
(1.e., he would have ongoing contact with each member following the conclusion of
the project). the possibility exists that some members may not have fullyv disclosed
their thoughts and beliefs about the project. Similarly, they may have described
events 1n a more positive light knowing that the author would eventuallv be reading
the transcripts.

A fifth imitation that needs to be acknowledged is the author's own dav-to-
day behavior may have been somewhat atvpical from the behavior that might be
expected from someone carryving out his role, but who was not carrving our doctoral
research at the same time. [t 1s known, for example. that an individual’s
commitment to a given set of ideas tends to be enhanced when the individual
publicly acknowledges the commitment. The eventual deposition of the author's
thesis into the public domain certainly constitutes such an acknowledge and should
therefore be noted by the reader.

A sixth limitation was the role and influence that the author's advisor had on
the thesis project—from its conceptualization. implementation. and write-up. The
extensive empirical research conducted by Dr. Brad Cousins and his colleagues
about participatory evaluation and the possible links to organizational learning
consequences, has underlined many of the notions presented in the thesis. A final

limitation for the study was the decision to have the author's advisor facilitate the



focus group session. Participants were told of the facilitator's connection to the
author and may have elected to voice only positive comments for fear that the

author’s status could have been somehow damaged.

10.3 Relevant Themes Emerging from the Literature

Recent research 1n the evaluation and knowledge utilization fields has
resulted in four areas that have particular relevance to this study. The areas are: 1)
participatory evaluation's effect on organizational learning; 2) the expanding
concept of utilization to include process use: 3) interest in internal evaluation as a
way to increasing the links between the evaluator and the user; and ) the use of
longitudinal designs that employ more sensitive evaluative methods. Each area
will be addressed by first situating the discussion in the current literature in order
to indicate the direction 1in which the field 1s heading. Specific findings from the
present study will then be provided to show how they extend the literature.

10.3.1 Participatory evaluation and organizational learning

The notion that participatory forms of evaluation should be re-conceptualized
due to their effects not only on the program under study. but on the organization
within which the program 1s situated. was first advanced by Cousins and Earl
(1992). The authors proposed that due to the partnership which is developed
(between the trained evaluation personnel and practice-based decision makers) and
nature of the work involved in the conduct of the evaluation, participatory
evaluation can stimulate the kinds of social interaction and dialogue necessary for
improved organizational learning. Key organizational learning principles that are

thought to be influenced by participatory practice include: knowledge is socially



constructed (Dixon. 1994): learning can be low-level and impact only part of the
organization or high-level and result in changes to the organization’s culture
(Argyris & Schon, 1978); information storage and retrieval systems foster learning
(Levitt & March, 1988): learning can be cognitive (increasing range of possible
behaviors) or behavioral (based on actions taken) (Fiol & Lyles. 19835): knowledge
can be acquired either outside the organization or generated within (Huber. 1991):
and interpretive svstems assist organizations in sense making (Drucker, 199-4). To
summarize. organizational learning involves the creation and storage of socially
constructed interpretations of facts and knowledge that enter the organization from
the environment, or are generated from within.

Several other authors support this direction 1n the literature and have added
significantly to the debate. Preskill (199-4) adapted a focus group method to
promote team learning within an organization and advocated that evaluators should
be using participatory approaches with the expressed goal to promote organizational
learning. Owen and Lambert (199; 1995) pointed out the importance of evaluation
activities 1n generating knowledge “within the system” so 1t can be used and/or
processed by orgamzation decision makers. Similarly. Cousins (1996a). Earl (1995).
and Lafleur (1995) have employved participatory evaluations and using different
research designs and data collection methods have found evidence of organizational
learning. In addition, Cousins and Earl's (1995) recent comprehensive review and
synthesis of what is known about the organizational consequences of participatory
forms of evaluation have added considerably to our understanding.

Still, while participatory evaluation “at first blush, has a bright future... the

current bank of empirical data 1s much too thin to warrant unreflective change in



this direction” (Cousins & Earl, 1995, p.14). For example, what do researchers’
mean when theyv state that organizational learning has been enhanced or reduced”?
The construct 1s a dense one and the elements associated with organizational
learning are somewhat nebulous. As was observed by Huberman (1995).
organizational learning “is a slippery measure. and [ am one of several who 1s wary
of it” (p.103). Consequently, researchers have had difficulty both defining and
assoclating learning outcomes with specific elements of the participatory process.
The present study has taken a step. albeit tentative. towards addressing this
problem. It has delineated or broken apart organmizational learning into four
dimensions (i.e.. shared knowledge representation, levels of learning, memory. and
knowledge for action) and three processes (1.e.. knowledge acquisition. knowledge
generation, and 1nterpretive svstems). Furthermore. the study revealed differential
effects in the rate of growth among these seven varables and initiated the arduous
task of linking specific factors from the partucipatory process that seem to impact
cach variable. For example. the parucipatory process implemented 1n the present
study was found to be significantly linked with the development of shared
knowledge representation. knowledge for action. knowledge generation. and
Interpretive systems.

The participatory process implemented in the present study cast a large net
over the organization's members. The organmization’s president, for example, was
engaged in an ongoing way with the researcher throughout the project. This
immersion resulted in the president becoming quite knowledgeable about the
evaluation framework being emploved and the benefits of evaluation-like work 1n

general. His continued support for the project and future evaluation work were



found to be closely linked with CNT's members views of evaluation activities as
well. This finding adds support to previous research (Cousins & Earl. 1995:
Murphy. 1996: Nevo, 1993) that had found organizational acceptance of evaluative
systems 1s dependent on the organization's leadership. and ultimately. on changes
to the organization's culture. Clearly. in the present context, the effects of the
participatory approach was found to contribute. and could even be considered as the
primary reason for the cultural change that was observed.

The study also demonstrated that members of both CNT and the project’s
steering committee increased their propensity to question basic assumptions about
how the organization had been operating (high-level learning). This critique was
quite distinct from members questioning how the program was originally conceived
by the organization (i.e., 1ts original purpose). Rather it centered on a highly
sensitive topic that challenged assumptions formulated some 25 vears ago.
Similarly, the roles of CNT staff, in terms of the how they should work and the
skills they should possess. were also critiqued. [t 1s 1mportant to note that
consensus was reached among members concerning what role CNT needed to play
in the future and how the organization should function. The examples provided
above support the work of those researchers (e.g.. Huber. 1991; Simon, 1991) who
believe that double-loop learning can occur without any noticeable behavioral
change. Certainly, it could be easily argued that individuals involved in the present
study did develop shared frames of references as a result of their deliberations, and
that future decisions regarding organizational action will likely be affected.

Furthermore, the study also connected the participatory process to the

concept of deutero-learning. As discussed earlier, deutero-learning refers to the



capacity of the organization to learn how to learn, that is. how to systematically
generate information on behalf of the organization to assist in the task of decision-
making and problem solving (Argyris. 1993). The nature and type of work that the
steering committee encompassed escalated as the project evolved to the point that 1t
was providing strategic directions to not only the program. but to the organization
itself. The participatory process provided the necessary conditions for the
committee to deal with the very complex and sensitive 1ssues related to how the
orgamzation should operate in relation to the other partner organizations.

These findings are at odds with those researchers (e.g.. Foross, Cracknell, &
Samset. 1994) who have suggested that the impact of participatory forms of
evaluation is more likely to be low-level rather than high-level learning. Similarly,
Huberman (1995). after critiquing a collection of studies looking at partucipatory
evaluation’s impact 1n education. concluded that the organizational learning effects
were minimal. The present study provides a much more positive assessment of the
impact that participatory evaluation, of a particular kind. can have on
organmizational learning. The present study has provided evidence that participatory
evaluation which is quite intensive, and over a long period of time, does have the
capacity to facilitate the vanables associated with organmizational learning.

10.3.2 Process use

Connections between how the evaluation 1s conducted and specific individual
and organizational consequences, 1s a recent phenomenon that represents a new
direction in the field. Termed “"process use” by Patton (1997), this conceptualization
challenges researchers to not consider use just in terms of utilization of findings

(1.e., instrumental, educative). While many other researchers (e.g., Cousins, 1995;



Greene, 1988b) have noticed impacts that extended bevond the use of findings. onlyv
recently has it become a focus of study. Greene's contribution is noteworthy for she
has provided a framework that categorizes process effects into three dimensions:
cognitive. affective, and political dimensions. Cognitive impacts can be thought ot as
what organization members learn about their program as a result of participation 1n
the evaluation process. This learning will ultimately affect their ongoing decisions
and behavior. Participation in the evaluation process has also been tied to picking
up specific skills (e.g.. research) which is indirectly tied to this cognitive dimension
(Cousins, 1993).

Affective dimensions refers to the feelings of self-worth and ownership of the
program that results from collaborative work. House, Haug. and Norris (1996)
alluded to this impact during their three vear evaluation project with a large
government body. The researchers commented on how this dimension is tied to
creating an "evaluation culture” and sumulates stakeholders to consider evaluation
over the long term. Political dimension can be described in terms of the sense of
empowerment among stakeholders that results from such a process (such as
providing groups of individuals with a voice 1in how things are run). Patton (1997)
added another dimension that infers that the evaluation process can have
organizational impacts that extend bevond the individuals associated with the
project.

While there are some data to suggest that the impact of process use 1s
significant and important for researchers to understand, there is not a lot known
about this phenomenon. However. House et al (1996) observed that an evaluation

process that involved increased interaction with stakeholders such as holding



forums. seminars, and the like resulted in an improved attitude among stakeholders
to accepting evaluation-like activities. The present study also addressed the effects
of process use directly and found signs that all four dimensions were influenced.
The findings emphasized the importance that organization members placed on
personal development they experienced as a result of being involved over the course
of the study. Members noted their improved research skills and how the experience
would cause them to alter their personal behaviors following the completion of the
project. A heightened level of confidence was linked to their ability to conduct.
individually, future evaluation projects. It would seem logical to speculate that if
individuals are influenced to the degree reported in the present study. the impact
would be felt at the organizational level.

10.3.3 Internal evaluation

Perhaps one of the more significant developments in the evaluation use
literature 1s the trend to move evaluations "in-house” (House, 1988: House et al.
1996: Love. 1991: Torres. 1991) This trend stems from the recognition that
utilization of evaluation or research knowledge will be hindered if the evaluator
and/or researcher does not have a detmled appreciation of the context (Huberman,
1990, 1994; Patton, 1988a). Patton argued that evaluators should be held
accountable for intended use by intended users and must therefore become
immersed 1n the context of the evaluation to facilitate 1ts use. Chelimsky (1996)
advised that due to the overriding political pressures inherent in the organization,
evaluators must be concerned with the “users’ milieu.” Otherwise, the
organizational or political culture, that has been proven to prevent use, will go

unnoticed. Another compelling reason for internally located evaluators is the widely



accepted notion that evaluation knowledge needs to be socially processed by the
users prior to being effectively implemented in a local context (Louis. & Simsek.
1991). This thinking is grounded in the principles of social learning or experiential
learning theory (Kolb. 1984) which advocates the active role of the learner 1n
constructing new knowledge in the relation to his/her own context. Several other
researchers (e.g., Huberman & Cox. 1990; Owen & Lambert. 1995) have supported
this view and have endorsed the need of evaluators to develop forums for continuous
interactions and exchanges between organization members so that shared
understandings can occur. It would seem that evaluators, working internal to the
organization. could assist to facilitate these necessary conditions.

Unfortunately. internal evaluation efforts are often criticized as lacking
methodological rigor and having the potential for bias: the credibility of internal
evaluation has been often highlighted in the literature ( Kennedy, 1983b: Math:son.
1991a; Scriven. 1967; Torres, 1991). Some notable researchers. however, have
recently taken issue with this view (e.g.. Greene. 1990; Scriven, 1993) and have
pointed out that external evaluators may suffer from the same lack of objectivity
and credibility. However, the concerns remain and internal evaluators’ credibility 1s
still at risk as they attempt to balance the technical integrity of the evaluation and
the inherent power and interests of the organization (Chelimsky. 1995; Mathison,
1991b).

Although countervailing evidence continues to surface about internal
evaluators and the problems associated with co-optation and maintaining technical
quality, the findings of the present study do not support these claims. When

respondents were asked directly for their opinions regarding the researcher's



connection with the program and the potential for co-optation, there was a
unanimous response that researcher bias was not evident. The researcher was able
to maintain his objectivity when helping design the evaluation and, in particular.
when data were analyzed and recommendations developed. Clearly. the findings
are 1n line with those of Lafleur (1993) who found that internal evaluations can be
quite credible if a self monitoring syvstem among project committee members 1s
fostered. Although this particular idea was not mentioned directly by any of the
present study's respondents, committee members were observed as maintaining a
very professional and objective stance throughout the project.

Another important feature of the current study is the distinction that was
made regarding which type of internal evaluator the present study’s author tulfilled.
The traditional definition of an internal evaluator 1s someone emploved by the
organmization and conducts evaluation with program personnel. Many studies
looking at the effects of internal evaluators on orgamzational learning (e.¢.. Earl.
1995; Lafleur, 1995) have been conducted using this conception. The present study
investigated the effects of an internal evaluator who was both emploved by the
organization and internal to the program being evaluated. While this definition 1s
supported by some notable researchers (c.g.. Love. 1991; Scriven. 1991a), httle 1s
known about the kinds of effects internal evaluators of this type may have.

The study’s findings do offer some 1insights regarding this issue. The evidence
linked the researcher, and in particular his facilitation and program knowledge, to
heighten levels of shared knowledge representation among members involved in the
evaluation project. The findings appear to offer support for those researchers (e.g..

Love, 1991) who have promoted the virtues of being strategically located within the



organization and the program under review. [n addition, the researcher's
organizational knowledge and program expertise were found to be important to his
ability to link past events with the study’s findings. The researcher’s position 1n the
organization provided access to information that for micro-political reasons 1s kept
“underground” and unavailable to non-members. This lends support to the position
taken by Owen and Lambert (1994). who advised evaluators to reconsider thewr
traditional roles and to move into the context of the evaluation to obtain program-
specific information. In terms of the present study, it was the “micro-level”
knowledge that proved to be invaluable as the researcher attempted to frame the
findings so that members of the orgamization could easily relate to and digest their
meanings.

The data also addressed the idea that the formation of strong linkages
between the evaluator and organization members are critical to facilitating higher-
level learning outcomes (Cousins, 1996a). Once again, evidence was gathered that
highlighted the importance of micro-level knowledge to the researcher’s ability to 1)
adapt the study’s design and data to fit the context and 2) analvze people’'s moods.
attitudes, and the like. The researcher’s comprehensive knowledge about the
program, his length of emplovment with the organization, familiarity with key
players in the system, and ability to facilitate daily connections with organization
members to the project findings were all found to stimulate dense interpersonal
networks.

10.3.4 Methodological issues

A vast majority of the research looking at participatory evaluation's effect on

organizational learning have used relatively immediate or retrospective methods



(e.g., Earl, 1995; Lafleur, 1995). Are these sufficient to measure the constructs of
organizational learning capacity? The dimensions and processes associated with
organizational learning capacity are complex social phenomena that involve groups
of individuals or entire organizations altering fundamental and deep-rooted beliefs.
norms, and routines. As has been shown in this study, these variables are not apt
to change over the short term. As such, they require a methodological approach
that enable the researcher to comprehend at fairly deep levels the contextual
meanings of the phenomena. Lincoln (1991) assessed the compatibility of the
positivist versus the constructivist approach to dealing with research issues that are
social and behavioral in origin. Lincoln advocates that if researchers are interested
in behavior and complex social patterns. they must “join” the inquiry process as the
various constructions are being created. These individual constructions should then
be refined through a series of iterative interactions between the among the research
participants. This resonates with the perspectives of other researchers (e.g.. Rich,
1991:; Shulha & Cousins, 1996) who have called for more longitudinal designs that
use methods that are able to adequately capture subtle, individual perspectives and
behaviors.

Data from the present study did demonstrate the power of a longitudinal
design that incorporated qualitative methods that were geared to measure complex
phenomena within a particular context. Theoretically, the seven organizational
learning constructs could be assessed 1n all organizations. However. some of the
dimensions (e.g., double-loop learning) and processes (e.g., interpretive systems) are
extremely difficult to measure. By committing the necessary time and energy to

become immersed into the fabric of the organization the author was able to track



the development of these variables. Moreover, through an iterative process with the
respondents. he established a context specific definition and/or understanding of
these same variables. To the author's knowledge, this is the first time such

knowledge has been generated 1n the empirical literature.



Chapter 11

Implications, Recommendations and Conclusions

11.1 Implications for Research
As reported in the literature review. research linking collaborative or

participatory forms of evaluation and organizational learning is slowly
accumulating. The work of various authors (Cousins and Earl, 1992, 1995: Owen &
Lambert, 1995; Patton, 1997) to hink, theoretically, participatory evaluation and
organizational learning has been very helpful. However, when this relationship has
been looked at closely. that is, when the studies investigating this phenomena
have been analyzed. the results are sobering (e.g., Huberman. 1995). The findings
of the present study, however. provide a much more positive assessment of the
impact of participatory evaluation on organizational learning. Although the study
tracked a number of variables linked to organizational learning capacity, the
conceptual framework developed to guide this study was preliminary and should be
therefore considered as a catalyst for future research. Since there are still gaps in
our knowledge regarding the consequences of participatory practice on
organizational learning, the following questions are provided to help guide future
researchers:
¢ Do the conditions under which organization learning appears to occur in a not-

for-profit organization differ from conditions 1n the private sector? What are the

factors likely to be associated with higher levels of organizational learning in

settings where profit is the goal?



e Would other forms of participatory evaluation and/or collaborative evaluation
have similar effects? For example, what would be the effects of a study in which
empowerment rather than utilization is the goal?

¢ A long list of competencies have been identified as being necessary for
evaluators to acquire in order to facilitate the participatory process (see next
section). Which ones are most important? To what degree?” How best to acquire
these competencies?

e The various factors assessed in the study (independent variables) were linked to
one or more of the dependent variables under review. What is the relative
weight of these factors? How do the factors interact with each other to affect
organizational learning? What is their cause-effect relationship?

¢ We need to know more about practice. What 1s 1t that evaluators do to facilitate
the organizational constructs investigated 1n the present literature?
Consideration could be given to debriefing experienced evaluators who have an

interest in the organizational consequences of participatory evaluation.

11.2 Recommendations for Evaluation Practice

Even though the present study was exploratory 1n nature. 1t 1s believed that
sufficient knowledge has accrued about internal participatory evaluation’s impact
on organization learning capacity to offer some tentative recommendations for
evaluation practice. These suggestions should be treated with caution and are
meant to serve as general guides for those evaluators wishing to embrace internal
participatory practice and have an interest i1n fostering organizational learning

outcomes.



11.2.1 Context considerations

Strong support has been provided for evaluators to immerse themselves in
the context (1.e., the program as well as the organization) if both increased use and
organizational learning is the objective. It is here that evaluators can more easily
achieve the equitable relationships shown to be so important in developing trust
and ownership with practitioners and user groups. Increased familiarity with the
context has been shown to increase the ability to frame information so that
organization members involved on project steering committees can make sense of 1t.
This 1n turn facilitates shared perspectives by committee members which 15 an
important first step towards organizational learning.

11.2.2 Internal evaluation

The rise 1n support for collaborative forms of practice in all facets of life has
caused evaluation theorists to expand the conception of the evaluator's role. If one
of these new roles 1s that of facilitating organizational learning, the findings speaks
to the need of evaluators to forge strong linkages with organization members.
Spectfically, this means the ability to interact and connect with organization
members 1n an ongoing and meaningful way. While research has demonstrated the
ability of external evaluators to develop these hnkages, common sense would
suggest that partnerships could be formed and maintain more effectively by
evaluators working internal to the organization.

Although countervailing evidence continues to surface about internal
evaluators and the problems associated with co-optation and maintaining technical
quality, the benefits of working from inside the organization would probably out-

weigh the drawbacks.



11.2.3 Sustained involvement

Evaluators, whether internal or external to the organization. must take 1nto
consideration the importance of sustaining their involvement with the organization
following the release of the findings to support both their utilization and the
associated organizational learning that has hopefully accrued. In the present
study, the work of the researcher to facilitate the understanding and integration of
the data generated by the various data collection steps was key to the organization
members becoming of like-mind and promoting both single and double-loop
learning.

11.2.4 Ewvaluator skills

What are the skills evaluators need to possess in order to master the internal
participatory evaluation process? The available research offers many suggestions
and the list seems to be getting longer and longer. Unfortunately, the present study
has done little to reduce the hst. [t has, however, confirmed skills that other
investigators have deemed to be important. The following recommended
competencies (i.e.. knowledge. skills. and attitudes) are provided with no particular
priority 1n mind:

1. The evaluator must embrace the role of an educator. This requires a conscious
acknowledgement of those values associated with being a facilitator, planner,
mentor, or colleague in the process of implementing an evaluation. This position
1s rooted in the belief that one's role 1s to assist people to do their own learning
rather than to teach them. Readers interested 1n the philosophical basis to this

approach are directed to the work of Carl Rogers (1969; 1994).



The evaluator must acquire substantive knowledge. Given the discussion earlier
regarding the importance of context, it is not surprising that program specific
knowledge made the list. Not only must this knowledge be acquired. it must be
maintained throughout the evaluation exercise. The findings highlighted how
the researcher’s credibility. as a result of his extensive program background and
expertise, fostered confidence in the project team towards both the findings and
evaluation process.

The evaluator must acquire knowledge from the literature of organizational
learning. [f the evaluator 1s interested in fostering any of the dimensions or
processes of organizational learning capacity investigated in the present study.
he/she should acquire an understanding of their theoretical basis. The evaluator
would also do well to review the literature on both evaluation and knowledge
utilization given its connection to organizational learning.

The evaluator must have the necessary technical training in evaluation. One of
the key responsibilities of evaluators using the participatory approach 1s the
provision of technical training to those assisting in directing the evaluation. As
was evident in the present study, this necessitates individualized assessment of
needs and providing technical support and training on an as-needed basis. [t
could be argued that such demands are more easily met by evaluators who work
internal to the organization. The study also provided compelling evidence for
the use of an evaluation framework that facilitates members to search for and
process information from programs external to the organization. This process, 1t
seems. acts to involve project members in deep. reflective dialogue that can

prove to be very useful to the development of shared perspectives.



5. The evaluator must possess excellent interpersonal and group process skills.
Clearly related to the role of being an effective educator and facilitator. the
interpersonal skills to foster rapport with both program practitioners and senior
orgamzation officials is a must. Demonstrating enthusiasm. empathy. and
professionalism are all needed if the evaluation is to achieve the goals of both
utilization and organizational learning.

These recommendations have emanated from the author's experience over the
last two vears and are put forward for consideration. Some will be more feasible
than others. Hopefully, all will have a positive impact on the development of
organizational learning constructs, while at the same time. foster increased

utilization of evaluation findings.

11.3 Conclusions

The study of organizational change 1s very complex. Although the constructs
have been identified. theyv still remain vague and somewhat abstract. This study
has attempted to shed some light on the matter by 1solating the various constructs.
describing what they looked like 1n the context of a not-for-profit organization and
linking their growth to specific factors. Clearly. one of the factors that has been
demonstrated to positively intfluence orgamzational learning capacity 1s internal
participatory evaluation. While 1t 1s obvious that one study cannot cast this form of
evaluation as a panacea for those wishing to enhance an organization's learning
capacity, it does offer hope. The study should also give future researchers some
guidance as to the power of longitudinal designs that incorporate methods of data

collection that require an intimate, internal position in both the organization and/or



program under review. Finally. it is important to acknowledge both the important
benefits and potential burdens that future researchers and individual participants
might expect to experience as a result of their participation in a similar type of

evaluation initiative.
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Appendix A

Description of Evaluation Model



Evaluation Model

The evaluation model proposed by Brinkerhoff (1987) was used in the
present study. This model has evolved the work of Donald Kirkpatrick (1959.
1971) to include two additional steps in the evaluation cycle. As a result. a
six-stage model 1s now being recommended to organizations interested in
evaluating training or development programs. The specific stages of the
model are described as follows:

- Stage I evaluates the value and importance of problems which may be
solved by a training program intervention. Stage [ seeks data to
understand the skills. knowledge. and attitudes which will be necessary to
change to correct the problems identified.

- Stage II aims to produce a defensible training program design. This
involves assessing the program’s design in terms of its practicality,
theoretical soundness, and its responsiveness to competing alternatives.

- Stage III is concerned with whether the design is, in fact. being installed
and operated according to the plan. Stage III consists of assessing the
actual training activities, gathering feedback about the reactions of
participants, and implementing other process evaluation activities.

- Stage IV evaluates whether or not the participants have acquired the
knowledge. skills, and attitudes which were presented during the training
program.

+ Stage V assesses how much and how well acquired knowledge, skills, and
attitudes are being translated into on-the-job behavior changes.

+ Stage VI measures the value of the training intervention in terms of
meeting organizational goals. What impact has the training had on
organmization indicators such as productivity, profitability, and turnover?

From an evaluation standpoint, it would be best to evaluate training
programs directly in terms of the results or impact of the program (Stage V).
There are, however, so many complicating factors that it is extremely difficult
if not impossible to evaluate certain kinds of programs in terms of results.
Therefore, it 1s recommended that programs are evaluated in sequential
order, Stage I through Stage VI (Brinkerhoff, 1989). Nowakowski (1989)
added that since evaluation resources are scarce, training development
benefits more from up-front evaluation investment (e.g., needs assessment),



than it does from impact studies. Finally, the higher the level of assessment.
the more complex and difficult evaluation becomes. Discussion of these
different levels of training evaluation have proved useful in negotiating with
decision makers about the types of effectiveness data thev need. the
usefulness of the data at each level. the costs and constraints involved in
obtaining the data, and the risks of not obtaining them (Nowakowski, 1989).
The current evaluation focused directly on the first two stages of
Brinkerhoff's model due to the current status of the program: the
organization had never conducted an assessment of participants’ needs or
debated the theoretical soundness of the educational/training model being
used. Further. primary stakeholders over the last vear have articulated their
desire to complete the first two stages. analvze the information collected. and

make recommendations for future change.



EVALUATION PROJECT

ST 13 Paosict Arerovas

STIP 2: INPORMATION DissammnATION

Srer 3t Jos Task Anatrms (JTA)
Ses310n8

Sti» 4: GEEED Ossinvanowns

October ‘95 ‘,
!
]
1
t

$tir 8: Sescias Inmimsst Gaour
Fesoeacx

The following saksholders o be provided
OppOrtutiie 10 GPress Mty viewy regarding
2

* amonsl GHNEDD

* Mamer Course Condiorors (W snd

W)
Proviacial QY Coordmaors

Fasosacx
Solica freddack from NCCP stake boidens on Repoety
recommendstions

[Waser 1997)

Nasoos! GHIEEEENRP Couoct spproves Update ol parmers sbous prosect, establish formal Confirm and compeete @I wsk lstngs nmaied m
Cvaiuation Projear COMMuAKIRon Lnks. outline sequence of scavites, | Idenaty GNNERD tuio (20d wb-usks) fsings waing JIA semions
20d provide opportny for put from: Dodel GEREED from vericus G ge groups s0d
Goals of Projec: i competve levels. '
1 To produce credibe miormason for the oY * Provincial/Terronal @Ry Coordsnasors ! !
| advisory communres w0 ad & improving the P (PATCs) Thus mnformanon el quide the development of e {complenoe Jaauary 1996] |
Program. * \esonal P Orpantzatans (\SO8) GENR Observation and Mode! I Survey 4
o Pr /T @ Orpa (PTS01) IsnaDms.
¥ To produce creditie informaton for e WD | |+ e STIp S: NSO/PTSO INvorvisunt T
&MI0CY CommInees 10 assist wih the revision of
Se WD Component Iniate NSOYPTSO trwoiverment 1o protect by:
3. To improwe the iavolveraent of the kry seakrbolder e o 1 s s the
$roups in the ongoing evolution of the SR {ongowg] {compledon Decernber 19951 | |, olicsing opinkors regarding G design ind
deltvery
* provding aa opportuaity © debate the various
spproaches med 0 drveiop GEEND
[compleaon Mey 1996 ]
S1ie &: Rsviw of Lmimatuns & cnuscs ‘OS Soptombor ‘96 m
Arcurvar Dara
Srer 7: NN GRS Susviy S1sr 1 Pusummany Riroay Srr 11 Nanona. QEEEED
lnstme: Ceanncanon
* comparson of isemaconsl SERINENY Orsridused 10 Mode] GEIENED acToss the Counry, the Presess resuks from eviination project inctuding COUNCR-ADOPMON O
devddopmex modeds gouls of the survey wre recommendaniont for iange ©© RICOMMINGATIONS POR
o ¥ review of seaching e * vabdae the G demands denated by the . X30%, 730 Cranot
+ revew of wchnological advances spplied 10 Ja nd GEEROtserveions . PTG
raining * talicn GEENE fredback regarding the deaign and . M0 Based on the feedback collecied, tie Manaing and
* saslysts ol @ERD Paructpant Course Evalusgion dedtvery ¢ GEERD ok c & spactc changes
Forms - © 2« @D tanderds
|complevion June 19961 The PEC o1l consult all partaers, m ¢ formal
|compieuca Way 1996} {completon Fall 1396] process. & e r d av wuph
$1e 10t Riroet Disramumon ano {Spnng 199°)




Appendix B

Letter of Informed Consent



September. 1995
Dear [committee member].

As vou are aware, [ am currently completing a Ph.D. at the University of Ottawa
in the area of program evaluation. When a research study involving individuals 1s
undertaken by researchers at the University of Ottawa, the Human Research Ethics
Commuittee (UHREC) requires the written consent of the participants. This does not
imply the that the study is risky in any way: the intention is simply to assure the respect
and confidentiality of the individuals concerned.

The purpose of the study 1s to look the effects of program evaluation activities on
the organization. Specifically, this involves looking at the effects which the [evaluation
project] has on [the organization] and the various partners in [the syvstem]. The study
will be carried out over the next vear and with your permission, we would like to begin
collecting data as soon as possible. The data collection will consist of gathering archival
data. systematic observations collected by me and interviews with vou, other members ot
[the steering committee] and perhaps other government and [national organization] staff.
All interviews will be conducted by an independent interviewer selected due to her
research training and familiarity with interview technique. If vou consent to participate,
vou will be interviewed for approximately 1 hour, on three occasions over the next eight
months. Further. vou will be asked to attend a focus group at the end of the study. In all
cases the focus of the data collection activities will be how the orgamization was affected
by the evaluation project.

With yvour permission. we would like to tape record the interview to ensure that
vour comments are not misrepresented. Each interview will remain strictly confidental
and only summaries of the interviews using fictitious names of people and organizations
will be reported. The same protocol will be followed for both the participant observation
and the focus group data. Archival data will be kept strictly confidential. You will
receive a summary of the findings once the study 1s completed.

The research study has been approved by the Faculty of Education, the UHREC,
and [the organization]. Inquiries or any ethical questions dealing with the ethical
conduct of this study can be addressed to the Chair of the UHREC (613) 562-5800 ext.
4091. The University of Ottawa requires 1ts researchers to obtain formal consent from
those participating in study. Your signature at the bottom of this letter would serve such
a purpose. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time. [f you have any
questions about the study, I would be happy to deal with them.

Sincerely,
Tim Robinson

I agree to participate in this study.




Appendix C

Instruments:

Interview Guide: First Round
Interview Guide: Second Round
Interview Guide: President
Interview Guide: Final Round
Interview Guide: Focus Group



Interview Guide: First Round

Aware of Tim's research project at Ottawa U

Interested 1n how the Evaluation Project is effecting

- the workings of the committee

- how vou view vour role 1s developing

- any observable changes to opinions about
research

Asked to interview vou separately to get your opinion on these things. up till
now, monitoring only through Tim's perspective

Seen letter of consent to participate in this and subsequent interviews - all
right with vou?

Interview will be tape recorded - all right with you?

FIRST LIKE TO GET YOUR OVERALL PERSPECTIVE ON THE
EVALUATION PROJECT.

- how are things going so far

- comfortable with the setup

- likes and dislikes

1. What has your experience with the project been like so far?

When did vou first become aware of the need for such a studyv?

When did vou hear that a study had been 1nitiated?

When did vou first get involved? How did vou get involved? Who invited vou?
What 1s your role on the committee?

2. So what is happening with the project? Are things going well?

Do vou think there 1s agreement on the project goals?

Are new issues being raised? How are these issues being treated by others?
In general then, are committee members of like-mind? hold similar views
Do you perceive any factions or cliques forming?

3. Do you feel the project, the way it is designed, has it begun to
affect the basic assumptions/perspectives on program development?
The underlving assumptions used to guide the development of the
[PROGRAM] over the vears?



4. To date. have you noticed. has the evaluation project affected the
way decisions are made around here? the [PROGRAM]

Remembering how decisions were typically made before this program study
was undertaken. has there been any change in the way decisions are being
made?

5. Do you feel that being a member of this team has improved vour
confidence about acting on the issues and bringing about changes to
the program? Yes, can you give an example?

No, why not?

What do you consider are the advantages for vou being on this evaluation
team?

NOW I WOULD LIKE YOU TO COMMENT A BIT ON HOW THIS
PROJECT MAY HAVE AFFECTED YOUR ORGANIZATION AND THE
[CNT].

6. How would you describe the approach taken by the project team?
Houw does it differ from the approaches of other committees/studies vou ve been
on? (gathering lots of info-perspectives to assist decision making)

Do vou think this approach would be workable for future projects?

7. In your opinion, has the example of this project helped you to
improve the means by which your organization manages information
and communicates this information? Notice anv changes within the
[CNT]?

Have vou noticed any changes within vourself concerning the ways you
handle information, either you bring to the committee or vou get out of it”

Do you see any improvements amongst vour committee members in the way
information is shared?

Any examples of how the program evaluation activities are being integrated
unto the operation of the system.

8. What factors (either within your organization or as part of the
[CNT] as a whole) do you feel would influence the decision to use
evaluation activities in the future?

(leadership /support from stakeholders (program funders, key users), turnover,
strategic planning, typical decision making structures, distribution of power,

politics)



9. Now about [the researcher], what do you consider to be his role on
the project? Do you agree with this? Would you change anvthing?

How has he influenced the conduct of the program evaluation thus far?

In the role that vou describe for Tim. do vou feel his involvement with the
[PROGRAM] is of value to him? Examples?

NOW, RETURNING TO THE FUNCTIONING OF THE EVALUATION
PROJECT. I HAVE A FEW MORE QUESTIONS FOR YOU. AND THEN
WE'LL WRAP UP.

10. How would you describe the way decisions are being made about
the research? Do vou feel comfortable with this?

Who makes most of the decisions? -Joint? Just a few of the senior people?

Do vou feel you are making an impact?

Can vou give an example of an initiative by either vou or another member of
the committee.

11. What do you think about the design of the study?
Does it hold water? (credible)

Do yvou think it will lead to some useful results?

Do vou understand the purpose of each of the steps?

12. How do you think the data from this program evaluation will be
used?

What makes vou feel this way” examples¢
What do vou think has to happen before recommendations from the
evaluation can be implemented?

Finally, is there anything else about the project you would like to
comment on?



Interview Guide: Second Round

Interested from your perspective how the [PROGRAM] Evaluation Project is
evolving and how it is effecting the [CNT] and/or the [development] system.
¢ - the workings of the committee

¢ - how you view your role is developing

e - any observable changes to opinions about research

Again, interview will be tape recorded - all right with vou?

PART I — OVERALL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION PROJECT

FIRST I'D LIKE TO GET YOUR OVERALL PERSPECTIVE ON THE
EVALUATION PROJECT.

1. So, how is the evaluation project going ?

- stnce we last spoke, have there been anyv problems”
- has support for the project changed?
- any new issues being raised? - how are these being treated”

2. Are committee members of like-mind? Do they hold similar views?

- Do you think there is agreement on the project goals?
- Do you perceive any factions or cliques forming?

3. Do you feel the project, the way it is designed, has caused
members of the committee or others connected to the project, to
reflect upon their basic assumptions/perspectives on [program]
development?

The underlying assumptions used to guide the development of the
[PROGRAM] over the years - its content, its design’

If so, what elements of the project have caused this to happen - what
would you attribute this learning to?
- can you give some examples ...

4. To date, do you feel the evaluation project has affected the way
decisions are made concerning the [PROGRAM]?

Remembering how decisions were typically made and who was involved in
making them, have there been any changes to the decision making process in
the last year?



5. Do you feel that being a member of PEC has improved or
potentially will improve your confidence about acting on the
recommendations that will emerge from the project?

Please explain your feelings at this point in the project.

PART II —AFFECT ON THE ORGANIZATION

NOW [ WOULD LIKE YOU TO COMMENT A BIT ON HOW THIS
PROJECT HAS AFFECTED THE [CNT].

6. In your opinion. has this project helped to improve the means by
which the [CNT] collects, manages, and shares/communicates
information?

Do you notice any changes among [PROGRAM] partners?

(i.e., NSOs/PSOs, PTCCs, federal government)

- has the culture of the [CNT] been effected?
- changes in the nature in which business is conducted?

7. Do you think the approach used in this project would be workable
for future projects?
Why or why not?

8. What factors do you feel would influence the organization or the
Council’s decision to use program evaluation activities to assist in
decision making, on an ongoing basis, in the future?

- previous experiences with evaluation activities, positive/negative

- leadership /support from stakeholders (program funders, kev users)
- strategic planning initiatives

- type of evaluation process

- distribution of power, politics

9. Are there any examples you can think of in which program
evaluation activities are being integrated into other aspects of the
organization or the system?

- evidence which supports the need for and use of evaluation activities

10. Now about [the researcher], what do you consider to be his role
on the project? Do you agree with this? Would you change anything?

How has he influenced the conduct of the program evaluation thus far?



In the role that you describe for Tim, do vou feel his involvement with the
[PROGRAM] is of value to him? Examples?

- what key issues/problems has the committee had to overcome?
- what role did Tim play?

- what role did the committee plav?

** clarify - role of Tim/committee in overcoming problems? **

PART III — FUTURE PREDICTIONS & WRAP-UP

NOW, RETURNING TO THE FUNCTIONING OF THE EVALUATION
PROJECT, I HAVE A FEW MORE QUESTIONS FOR YOU. AND THEN
WE'LL WRAP UP.

11. Now that we have had a chance to discuss the evaluation project
in some detail, how does the approach being used here differ from
the approaches used by other committees/studies you’ve been
involved in?

- tnvolvement of key stakeholders

-intunate involvement in project

- shared responsibility

- gathering multiple information & perspectives to assist decision making

12 Do you feel comfortable with the way decisions are made
regarding the evaluation project?

- If ves, whyv?

- If no, why not?

13. Do you feel you are making an impact on the direction of the
project?

Can you give an example of some initiative introduced by either vou or
another member of the committee”

14. How do you think the data from this program evaluation will be
used?

What makes you feel this wayv? examples?
What do you think has to happen before recommendations from the
evaluation can be implemented?

Finally, is there anything else about the project vou would like to comment
on”



Interview Guide: President of Organization

Introductory Statements/Questions

This interview 1s interested in obtaining vour perspective, as [the
organization's] president. of how the Evaluation Project has affected the

organization. its program. and its partners. To mention a few areas:

the association's view/acceptance of program evaluation?;

the Project's impact on the staff within [the organization]. as well as those
individuals 1involved from the syvstem?;

the impact of the collaborative process being used -- its strengths and
weaknesses?:

Tim's role as project co-leader (with member) -- how has his
background/expertise in program development affected his ability to lead
the project?;

Your influence -- how would you describe your role in the project over the
last year, what potential "political/organizational” hurdles did you have a

hand in resolving”

Section I — Overall Perspective on Evaluation Project

Question

1.

How 1s the evaluation project going?

- has there been any problems!

- level of support for the project?

- new issues being raised? How are these being treated?

Are members of the PEC of like-mind, hold similar views?

Do vou feel the project, the way it is designed, has caused members of the
commuittee or others connected to the project, to reflect upon their basis
assumptions/perspectives on program development? Ifso, what elements of
the project has caused this to happen? Give examples if possible.



- The underlying assumptions used to guide the development of the program

over the vears (i.e., its content, its design, etc)?

To date. do you feel the evaluation project has affected or will potentially
affect the way decisions are made concerning the program?

- Remembering how decisions were typically made and who was involved in
making them, has there been any changes to the decision-making process in

the last year?

Do you feel that the Project recommendations will be acted upon?

- Yes/ No, please explain your feelings at this point in the project

Section II — Affect on the Organization

“Now [ would like vou to comment a bit on how this project has affected the

organization and/or the system.

Question

6.

-

In your opinion. has this project helped to improve the means by which
the [the organization] collects. manages. and shares/communicates
information? Notice any changes among the program partner groups”’
- culture of organization affected?

- nature in which business is conducted?

Do vou think the approach used in this project would be workable for

future projects? Why/why not”?

What factors do you feel would influence [the organization’s] or the
Council’'s decision to use program evaluation activities to assist in
decision-making, on an ongoing basis, in the future?

- previous experiences with evaluation activities - positive/negative

- leadership/support from stakeholders (program funders, key users)
- strategic planning initiatives,

- type of evaluation process

- distribution of power, politics



10.

11.

13.

14.

Are there any examples vou can think of in which program evaluation
activities are being integrated into other aspects of the [the
organization] or the system?

- evidence which supports the need for and use of evaluation activities

Has yvour level of support for the Project changed over the course of the

last vear? Increased/decreased? Why?

Now about Tim Robinson. what do vou consider to be his role on the
Project?

- what key issues/problems has the committee had to overcome?

- what role did Tim plav?

- what role did the committee play?
Section III — Future Predictions & Wrap-up

Now that we have had a chance to discuss the evaluation project in
some detail. how does the approach being used here. differ from the
approaches used by other studies of the program?

- tnvolving key stakeholders, intimate involvement in project, shared
responsibility, gathering lots of info-perspectives to assist dectsion

making

Do vou feel comfortable with the wayv decisions are being made re. the

evaluation project? If ves. why? If no, why not?

How do you think the data from this program evaluation will be used”
What makes vou feel this wav? examples?
What do you think has to happen before reccommendations from the

evaluation can be implemented”

Anything else about the Project vou would like to comment on”



Interview Guide: Final Round

PART I — OVERALL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION PROJECT

FIRST I'D LIKE TO GET YOUR PERSPECTIVE ON THE EVALUATION
PROJECT.

1. Overall, how did the evaluation project go ?

- what was support like for the project? (from all sectors)
- did any problems emerge over the last 4 months ?

2. Relating to how the project was conducted and managed, what in
your opinion were the most and least worthwhile activities ?

(e.g., meetings, conference calls. dissemination of minutes, communication)
- Most:

- Least:

3. About [the researcher}, what do you consider to be his role on the
project? Do vou agree with this?

a) How did Tim’'s position at [CNT] and his personal background with the
[PROGRAM] influence the project?

b) Have you noticed any changes in his role over the course of the project?

Examples ¢
[f change, how has it influenced the conduct of the program evaluation”

c) What would you change about Tim's role”
4. Can you name any unexpected issues that emerged during the
project and explain how the committee treated these issues ?

** clarify - role of Tim/commaittee in overcoming problems? **

5. Have you noticed a change in any particular committee members
during the course of the project ?
(compare a year ago to the present)

a) Without identifying the individual, can you describe in what ways they
have changed.

b) What aspects of the committee work would you attribute these changes to?



6. Do you feel you have made an impact on the project? If so, how ?

a) Can you give an example of some initiative introduced by either vou or
another member of the committee?

PART I1 —AFFECT ON THE ORGANIZATION

NOW T WOULD LIKE YOU TO COMMENT A BIT ON HOW THIS
PROJECT HAS AFFECTED [CNT] AND ITS PARTNERS.

7. Do you feel that the organization, has learned something as a
result of this evaluation project experience ?

a) If so. what have they learned ?
b) What about the program partners ?

¢) If so. are there any aspects of the project that vou would attribute this
learning to ? Can you give some examples ?

8. Do you feel the evaluation project has affected the way decisions
are made concerning the program?

Remembering how decisions were typically made and who was involved in
making them, have there been any changes to the decision making process in
the last year?

a) What about the partners ”?

9. Are there any examples you can think of in which program
evaluation activities are being integrated into other aspects of the
organization or the system?

- evidence which supports the need for and use of evaluation activities

10. What factors do you feel would influence the organization or the
Council’s decision to use program evaluation activities to assist in
decision making, on an ongoing basis, in the future?

- preutous experiences with evaluation activities, positive/negative

- leadership /support from stakeholders (program funders, key users)
- strategic planning initiatives

- type of evaluation process

- distribution of power, politics

PART II1 — FUTURE PREDICTIONS & WRAP-UP




A FEW MORE QUESTIONS ABOUT THE EVALUATION PROJECT. THEN
WE'LL WRAP UP.

11. How do you think the data from this program evaluation will be
used?

a) What makes vou feel this way? examples?

b) What do vou think has to happen before recommendations from the
evaluation can be implemented?

Finally, is there anyvthing else about the project vou would like to comment on?



Interview Guide: Focus Group

Note: some of the following questions may seem out of context as they
evolved from the responses solicited by the focus group facilitator during the
session.

e Who were the main audiences for the findings. How did thev receive the
information?

e Were presentations made after the Report went out or along the wayv?”

e Did the dissemination tools and workshops share both preliminary
findings and process that the evaluation used?

* The process used to disseminate the findings, the use of these workshops.
does not seem to be a one-way thing...you were looking for feedback. vou
were looking for a validation of the findings?

e How was the reception of the Preliminary Report. To what extent did
people take the report seriously? Did they value this information? What
kind of things did people learn? Was this a learning experience for them?
What kind of decisions resulted or were influenced by these findings -
program decisions”

¢ ['m hearing two things about what is happening. One has to do with the
process of what has occurred (its participatory and it should continue)...
the other has to do with the findings (quite apart from the process). Now.
zero 1n on main themes that came out of the evaluation project. What
changes have occurred as a result of the EP or are in the midst of
occurring”?

e Let's talk a little bit more about the process. Clearly, the process was an
important factor...causing people to re-think what they are doing. But
how much of what's happening a novelty effect? We have this new
process—it is very satisfying. Will it carry on?

e But that's at a provincial level...not a national level. Like. for example.
this committee (made up of indiv. from across the country). What is going
on now 1s new?

e There are some planned activities...plans to continue in this same vain?

e There is big risk if we don't deliver. You have set people up...now you
must deliver. Is that the case now?



Some people might also feel that there is a conspiracy going on here. You
guys are all bias and vou are using this process to put forward vour own
agenda under the guise of the participatory evaluation process.

This was like an independent corroboration. The credibility things was
important. Therefore. if yvou bring things, ideas. feedback forward from
the “front lines™...it will have a certain amount of face validity...and will
carry things forward. Is this happening?

But there is another dimension...besides the data being generated. SH
must believe in this commuittee. thev must have faith in the work of this
group. [s this the sense vou have? Any suspicions”

What effect has this process had on vou personally in terms of vour own
professional development”? Was it positive? Was it skill development
exercise? Would vou do 1t again?

OH 1 presents the general findings of the study—the impact the
evaluation project had on the organization as observed by the researcher.
Comments? Do vou agree or disagree with the conclusions he reached”

OH 2 presents the those factors that the researcher felt caused the
consequences/impacts noted in OH 1. Comments”? Do vou agree or
disagree?



Appendix D

List of “Start” and Added Codes



List of “Start” and Added Codes

1st Order Codes

OLC Organizational Learning Capacity

co Characteristics of the Organization

[PEI Internal Participatory Evaluation Intervenuon
[E Impact of the Evaluation

2nd Order Codes

Crganizational Learning Capacityv

KR Shared Knowledge Representation
L2 [Levels of Learning

Mm Memory

Ac or Action ve Conceptualizing

Cp

KA Knowledge Acquired

KG Knowledge Generated

IS Interpretive Svstems

Characteristics of the Organization

Mu Milieu

SS Social Systems

Cu Culture

Ec Ecology

*Pe Political Environment

*Cs Costs



Internal Participatorv Evaluation Intervention

RI

EF

TS

DS

NF

Researcher Impact
Participatory Process
Evaluation Framework
Technical Skills Development
Dissemination Strategies

Nature of Findings

[mpact of Evaluation

EDU

INU

Educatve Use

Instrumental Use

3rd Order Codes

Researcher Impact

Rs

Ok

Px

*Fs

Research Skills
Orgamzauonal knowledge
Program Expertise

Facilitation Skulls

Participatorv Process

Pu
Dp
Sc

*Sh

Primary Users
Depth of Participation
Shared Control

Forums for Sustained Interactivity

* Added after data coding had commenced.



Appendix E

Visual FoxPro 5.0 for Windows



Visual FoxPro 5.0 for Windows

Background

Microsoft Visual FoxPro version 5.0 is the newest version of the Microsoft
object-oriented environment for database construction and application
development. Visual FoxPro 5.0 gives a developer the necessary tools to
manage data., whether organizing tables of information and running queries.
creating an integrated relational database management system. or

programming a fully developed data management application for end users.

Visual FoxPro brings unique strengths. such as:

e an object-oriented tool set for creating reusable components

e a data-centric tool set with a strong local database engine and
client/server orientation.

e a powerful, interactive data manipulation environment

For more up-to-date information about Visual FoxPro version 5.0, readers are

advised to contact Microsoft's web page at: [http://www.microsoft.com].
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