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. assTRACT L - e

The purpose OF the present s{udy vas to use. an educat10na1 ev%lua‘{

tlon model Stake s Countenance model,‘ln the evaluatlon of a non- ﬁ%w ?

.educatl nal program the Uncles at Large program 1n Edmonton Alberta

; The evaluatlon took place in the. counselllng department of - the program

‘1} _..

J,f'from August 197BQto February, 1979, and con51sted oF i process involv=

A (,:
-1ng meetlngs and dlscuss1ons An thch the counsellors oﬁ the . agency and

“the evaluator completed the matrlx,_From the program phllosophy to the g

\
L“

”Judgements as a'bas1 for descrlblng the program and 1mplement1ngachanges
indicated.- Nn 1nformal meta evaluatlon aFter the completlon oF the

matrix, a Flrst step towards overall evaluatlon of the program, reveaI”d

«'\

that take s modeJ vas a usg eful framework For deflnlng the. preaent §tate

-dof the program Ultlmately, it vas a basis For continuing- the Formatlvea
L3

evaluatlon and. for 1mplement1ng research act1v1t1es at Uncles at Large.

o

Several recommendatlons werg méde relatlve to the theory\and ltq applﬁ—

catlon to the program, sheddlng some new llght on the area of evaluat;on.

2B
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o® ( NTRODUCTION
. : . ’ 4@

 Rarely w1ll one find a b851c researcher who dlsdalns lnforma— L

tion that might -be used to make dec1s1ons Rarely vill one -, .. -
find an evaluator vho isn't 1nterested in understandlng a
phenomenon - for 1ts own sake. It is: just-that researchers tend
to focus their inguiry on- der1v1ng conclusions and evaluators -

vtend to Focus their 1nqu1ry on * Fac111tat1ng ‘better dec151ons.

v o T T ; (Popham /1975 P 12)

What is the educatlonal evaluatlon wh1ch Popham vas descrlblng and
) L4 -
v how can the approach beT applled to the non—educatlonal settlng of the

Uncles at Larqe aqency 1n Edmonton Alberta7 Is it somethlnq that is

mutually exclusive of ”ba81c” research act;v1t1es7
The SUbJECt of evaluatlon has been descrlbed by u31nq varlous terms

.Popham(l975) stated that each term measurement, gradlng, ac‘iuntablllty,

‘asseSSment aod appralsal, vas roughlv synonymous with educatlonal evalu—f”v

. athn He emphas1zed that the terms educatlonal evaluatlon angd~ educa—

:.-g'tlonal res earch vere dlStthL, each requlrlng clarlflcatlon . W?i§§fﬂ,;/ff/

h«. . s

ﬂ(l972) used the terms "program effectlveness” and "eualoatlon research“

/

1nterchanqeably, contradlctlnq Popham/s’deflnltlons In a detalled
hchapter descrlblnq educatlonal/evaluatlon as a dlsc1pllned 1nqu1ry,
WOrthen and Sanders (1973) made dlstlnctlons between research and evalu~
//fﬁlon' Complementary to the approaches‘squested 1n Worthen and Sanders,
Campbell and Stanley (1963) descrlbed experlmental and quasi- experlmentalh;'
research de 1gns that could’ be approprlate for use in evaluatlon research.
‘In sum, one preclse deflnltlon of- educat10na1 evaluatlon 1s somewhat
'elus1ve in llght of the number of 1nd1v1dual defln’tlons qlven in the . -
above sources To further compllcate deflnltlon of the VaFlOUS terms to
‘.descrlbe evaluatlon Alkln and FltZ Glbbon (1975) p01nted out that pro-

gram evaluatlons must Follow both From the theory about the nature of

‘evaluatlon and From the theoretlcal b381s of the program ltselF

!



o In the present study the defizltlon of evaluatlon glven in: Worthen
’ A /

and Sanders (1973) was selected because 1t reflected the tendency of eva-',

’ -

4 'luatron at thlS tlme 1n the hlstory oF evaluatlon to 1nclude Judgements

"d F WOrth about a program Spec1f1cally, evaluatlon vas deF}ned as "the.f’_

_determlnatlon oF the worth oF a thlng" (WOrtH/n & Sanders, 1973, p 19) _“

‘It is useFul to gempare this. deflnltlon w1th that oF research to Fully
) understand the 1mpllcat10ns of evaluatlon . |

o in contrast, research reFerred to the "act1v1ty almed at obtalnlng
.generallzable knowledge by contr1v1ng and testlng clalms about relatlon-

: ahlps among varlables or descrlblng generallzable phenomenaf (WOrthen &

'vaanders, 1973 p l9) By deflnltlon, evaluatlon 1mplled an actlvlty

fu1th Judgement as an 1mportant factor whlle research Focused on general—“

leablllty of the results Thls dlfferent empha51s vas. c1ted as a key .
"p01nt For dlstlngu1shing evaluatlon and research The dlstlnctlon 1s N
Further hlghllghted by: the approaches used in each | |
h In~ evaluatlon the approach vas descrlbed as. gatherlngllnformatlon

- for the purpose oF "Judglng the worth of a: program product, procedure

or obJectlve, oT’ the potentlal utlllty of alternatlve approaches de81gned'

to. attaln spe01F1ed obJectlves” (Worthen & Sanders, 1973 p. 19); lnter;
views, questlonnalres and oplnlon polls were some oF the 1nFormat10n
:.;gatherlng methods cited as be1ng used in’ evaluatlons Evaluatlon doesv
ldnot necessarlly exclude the use oF data gatherlng technlques For research
o jdESlgn and methodology In fact Welss (1970) proposed the use ‘of the
: experimental model in’ addltlon to other de51gns i. e, ca;e studles, post
‘program surveys, time serles and others, as approprlate For evaluatlng

‘social actlon programs However, evaluatlon is also distinct . from

'research in ut;llz1ng the 1nformat10n obtalned - The methods, design;and

._,a“

«
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results of evalugfion are ihténded'For immediate use in'makinq decisions
for changé. Approaches agd results;unique to'rpéearch may or may not
have 1mmedig£e application to the everyday situafion of a school, men-
tal health aqenhy or a_similar dpplled dettlnq 'Accordihg‘to Weis
(1972), what ultlmately dlqtlnqu1she% research from PleUdthﬂ 15 not
method or subject matter, ”but intent - the purpose for:whlrh 1t is done"
(Weisé, 1972, p. 6). Thus, the intent of evaluation,pby dPrlﬂLtlon,lS to,
use data to judge the vorth aof a‘proqram, wvhi le tho LﬂtPHt 5f ;nvoarch
1s to use the r;sults for qeneraliqui}ity to other prograss, -Tho mntent
of the evaluation results is for dccihion—makihq and immediate use. .For‘
rosearrh res ultq, 1mmedlato utilization is not necessary. VWorthen and

andorh 11973) Jupportpd tho e rlaims_of Weiss., : .

JAlthouqh there are other points o% differentiation between research

Qnd Pvaluation they will not hP.diSCUﬁﬁed here. For the purpose of the
prosont study it is 1mportdnt to P"fdbll sh points Oﬁ'dlhflﬂﬁtlon between
.evaluatlon and research in order to prov1de a broader context of evalu-
ation. In Some.instsﬁces 9valuation as defined by Worthen and Sanders
may be.a first step towvards imp lement ing re;earﬁh design in a program.

That first step was taken in the present. study .

- Purpose ‘of the Study

At the time of the proposed cvaluation with the lnclee ot |arge

program in tdmonton, Alberta, one research study was being done by

Y

Seaman (1978), but no ongoing formal or infrymal eyaluation. GStake's
L

Countenance model, one of several models of educational evaluation, vas
useful in initiating evaluation procedures and as a basis for future

re'search. It seemed that it was hnsf approptiite of all the models exa-

" mined. The rationale for this chaice j« ~laborsted upon in the text.

)
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The maiv.pupbose of the study, thus, was to attempt an evaluation
using >take 5 model n g °ett1ng dlfferent from a currlculum program for
~.which the model vas originally des 1qned anj/io dotermlne its °u1tab11-

1ty for cvaluating the Uncles at‘Larqe progvam. If the model could be

‘ *
used, then abasis for A formal formative evaluation could be establish-

ed.

2’

o . ProcPdure in this Stud

The approach taken was exploratory "and descr1pt1vp The Evéluation
téok place fFor ¢ months from September, 1978 to Fobruary, 1979, Stake's
FountcnnnSB model was applied to the program in several meotlnqq with
the agoﬁcy staff mombers‘and the Evaluator Rccommondatlon( vere made
réqarding future Q:; of the mode 1 w1th the fhmon ton Uncles at Larqge.

The results and conclusions wvere not intended to be generalizable to
“mthér similar programs,due~to the unavailability of reliable and valid
data, rth,‘er of the more rlgorous experimental or quési—oxperiﬁontal.
jPQ]Qﬂo were obviated until such time fhat-appropriato data céllection
could be established., After completion of the matrix, staff member
Cplnions were collected as an 1nformal meta- Pva]uatlon

In contrast to the potential shortcoﬁinqs of using the chosen ap-~
proach, the study has practical significance both for the proqgram and
for evaluators Cnntémp[étinq the use of Stake's model in anlnppliod
s;ttinq. Particulérly, the staff members‘méy find the qpproach useful
in_F80111tat1nq a greater understanding of the overall. program The
ovaluatﬂr involvement over the 6-month period and the staff 1nvolvementy
as an 1nteqral comy onent oF the evaluation proreos;may contribute to a
,tronger commitm wt in Jmplemenflng the proposed changes. It was anti-

cipated that a ]PV;}\Of invalyement and trust between the staff and the



evaluatof eou id. build up such that the evalﬁation posed less of a threat‘
thaﬁ miqht.huve'beeh.the baée'in evélﬁatibn by an uninvolved outside
Pvaiuator. Also;isuccessful use of Stake's model in this setting could
—gpggest ﬁﬁe.potential_For a more widespread applicatibn to related agen-
Vcieé. Iﬁ conclusion, ﬁuqq05tions could be made to Faciiitate continua-
tion of evaluation and initiation of rcseépch at Uncles at Larde. The
entire study and recommendatioﬁs could‘demoﬁstrate prartic%l quidelines '
for the evaluator contemplétinq a similar 5pproach, U;inqﬁé£ake's model,

!

to evaluation in related social service agencles.

Qverview ofvfhe Text

Providing a background to the present'sthgy, the next chapter will
present g litepature review on the history leading up to the present- |
day appfoachés to evaluation, specificaliy the use of Stake}s model .
Subsequent chapters will outline fhe‘brocedure of the evaluation (Fhap— 
Lér three), the results in the form of the completed-matrix (Chapter

” .
four), and the discussion and subseguent recommendations for future

study thapter'Five).
~N
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

' History

Histerically; formal evaluation dates‘Béck nearly &,Odb years, buﬁ'
intéfest heightened for'gducational evaluation around the'lQSO's_in'the
“b.S;: This mofe'recént'burgeonihg interest laid the qfoundﬁofk_FQ;Arapid
gFéWthfin fhe 1960's and 1970's, parﬁicularly in designihq~quels'of
evaluétigh and in conducting larqe—scale evaluation prdjecfs.v Thé his- °
tory of “present-day evaluatipq encompasses three éras, cach WIEH distinec- E§V~
tivp'cbntribution§ to the study ‘of Férmai_evaluation.

AccordiﬁQ’to Wortheﬁ and Saaaggs (1974, and‘PQphamv(19755, the
first era’béqéh‘aé‘eariy aé ZUOO B.C. vith Chinese officials who conduc-
ted civik service exams. As part of. the learning process, Socrates and
other Greék;teachers.used verbally-mediated evaluations. Thé First-
recorded p;oqram'évéluatibn iﬁ'the'U.S.ans Jé;eph Rice'sAcompafativé
studyyof_fhefspelling‘peyformance of 33,000 Sfudénts Hn a large'ciﬁy
sEHoolvﬁystem (Popham, 1975, p. 2). 1In thé early 1900's, ﬁbbert Thorn-
dike waS"instrumeﬁtal in‘Convincing cducatoré'qf the value in measuring
4humén change (in Wprthen & Sanders; l§73,,p. 2). Indeed, the desire to
measure children's progress in school Ied ﬁoAthe deVeiopment~of sténdar—
dized achievemenf tests uséd in most sChoql grading systems. Personal-
ity and inﬁerest tests were also develobed.at'this time.  In addition,
industry and_thevmilitafy vere usjng theée néw.ﬁools to evaante'applif'/
cénts:otffecfuits as part of pefsénnel selection and claﬁsifﬁbatidn;
Taylor';ﬁd Cowvley (1972) report that, although Ehe pf%;l930's‘eré‘of
evaluation is of historical inferest, evaluation by today's definitions
did not begin until tﬁé periodvbetween\l935 aﬁd 1957, the second era of

° 9
edudational evaluation.
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'Tvo events in the second era were 1mportan€”td the development of

evaluatlon practlce The first was the accredltatlon movement, Wthh

explored the quallty of educatlon avallable .at the tlme and ceptlﬁled

2

‘ 'those 1nst1tut10ns which achleved an acceptable level. (L}he second and

most 31gn1F1cant accordlng to Popham (1975), was: the d881gn and 1mple—

mentatlon of the Eight Year Study (Smlth & Tyler 1941)‘b“3yler 's model

used in the early study was the backbone For vlrtually all nub equent

thought about evaluatlon Brlefly, the Tylerlan approach 1nvolve° de—

ptermlnlng the degree to vhlch a program fulfllls 1ts behav1oral ohJec—

tlves. JCFlVEﬂ (1967) descrlbed it as the estlmatlon of goal achﬁﬁve7<::-,'

ment. However, evaluatlng only outcomes excluded what happened to the

\].
o

person during the learnlng process, for 1nstance Focus on the value
of the ObJeCtlveS and the pr0cer components, Formed the b8810 for entry

into what 1is termed the thlrd era of educatlonal evaluatlon

The third era, predomlnant durlng the 196Q's to the present time,

- 1s characterized. by 1mplementat10n of the judgemgnt component of evalua—

tion modelq and Formulatlon of a conceptual frame ork for currlculum

evaluatlon (Scrlven 1967) More recently, there is a trend towards

<.

,’decision—making strategies, system analysis models (Worthen & Sanders,

1973) and'naturall stic or case study approaches (Stake, 1978 ; \Hacdonald

-,

. 1978). These approaches have a 51mllar purpose in ‘gathering rnformatlon

For Judglng and maklng decrslons about a program In the 40 to 50 year
hlstory the trend seems to have gone from structured measurement of
behav1oral ObJECthES to the less structured case study methods Pres-
ent approaches are structured and unstructured ModeIS”incorporating

/ p

both of these elements will be examlned next.

I



Models of Evaluatlon I
Leadlng 1nto the present Judgemental approaches vere ‘the concepts

|
of Judgement process‘evaluatlon formative and summ tlve evaluatlon,

pay -of f evaluatlon, ‘and comparlng eFFectlveness of prqprams Generally,“

thes e concepts vere used 1n goal Free evaluatlon put Fdrth by Scriven
(1967). The nev concepts not only included examination of ObJECthGS )
but also 1ncluded an’ examlnatlon of ‘the worth of the DbJECthES, which

vdas not considered heretoFore by typical Tylerian methods and wvas clted

as the most important component of evaluatron in the third era. Ihe
hassumptlon behind the;use of,value—Judgements-about the goals of a pro-
qram eemed to be that if the qoals are meanlngful ‘and. reasonablc, then
loglcally, the subsequent outcomes should be mean1ngful

Several models have- been devised to implement the concepts. Thrce

categorlcs of these ‘models were cited in Worthen and Sanders (1973)

They are: (l) the Judqemental strategles such as Cronbach'° approach‘and»

Jtake S model, (2) the dec151on manaqement strategles demonstrated by

Stufflebeam's CIPP model,.and (}) the dec1sron—obJect1ves strategies

represented,by Hammond's approach and the Discrepancy model of Provus.
Popham (1975 p 22) c1ted four categbrles of models compared with -

'uthe three}above His- goal attainment Category, "the determlnatlon of

S

;1lh& degree to Wthh an 1nstruct10nal program S goals vere achleved”“'

NN

}(p. 22), is 81mllar to the decision- obJectlves strateq1es above.  The

second cateqorg, dec151on Fac1lltatlon models, are parallel to the dec1-h“' -

sion- -management strategles The orlentatlon of these dec1s10n models

e

"M.was tated -as belng ”towerd serV1c1ng educatlonal dec1s1on makers" (p'"

“””’ W ey e R Y
The thlrd and Fourth cateqorles, respectlvely, 1ncluded Judgemental
S " [C I o VA R R LT

der whlch emph351zed 1ntr1n51c cr1ter1a or ‘accréditation” evaluations
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and the Judgemental modeIs whlch empha51zed extr1n51c crlterla Both of
these categorles are 1ncluded 1n “the' Judgemental approaches.as above.
Rather than become caught in the ”game known as comparative model

meohlng”'or( model meddllng” (p. 22) and dlqcuss each model in dPtall 1t

is the author s intent to select one: model reprcsentatlve of each of the'

three maJor categorles for closer conslderatloh Main pointsg of eaoh mode 1

~

will be descrlbed and cr1t1c1zed After con51der1ng these different mo- -

,dels, the ratlonale for selectlng Stake's model will he given,

Provus'.Model {Decision-Objective llodel)

Included in the categor& of decision-management models described in
Worthen and Sanders, Provus' madel also represents a systems analysis
approach to evaluation. In Popham (1975, p. 39 Provus defined program .
evaluation as:

“the ‘process. af (l) deF1n1ng program standards; (2) determining

.whether a dlscrepancy exists between some aspect of f_program
~ performance and the standards governing that aspect of the

program; and (3) using dlscrepancy 1nFormat10n either to -
- change performance or to change proqram standards.

Determination of the dlscrepancy between the actual program achlieve-
ments and the ideal standards oceurs at ~each oF the five ctages us1ng the
Discrepancy,model. The stages are de81gn 1nstallation, process, pro- _
duct, and program comparison. ‘Discrepancy @nformation gu1des dec1slon
makers and is similar to the congruence relatlonshlp between 1ntents

and - observatlons in Jtake s model (1967) The 1nput process and output.

components at each stage are Slmllar to antecedents transactions and

'“'outcomes of Stake's model discussed later,

S - h

o One advantage of Provos model 1s the/spec1flc procedures are,spell—‘

ed out for each. stage whlch are partlcularly useful to the neophyte eva-

“‘luator HoweVery the overall 1nclu51ueness oF the model and the many

,



complexitie', among the stages are also diffrcdltﬂtdfsort out. These
demands ef Provus'_Discrepancy mode 1 may require a‘lenqthy'time commit -
ment and consequent extra expense’ to complete the evaluatlon These

Lortbomlnqs led to Provus mode 1 belnq deemed 1napproprlate for “the

g evaluat;on;

Stufflebeam's CIPP Model (Decision-Management Model)

Primefily an admipistrative model, )tufflebeam ; CIPP model unlquely
defines evaluation as "the process of dellneatlnq, obtaining and. prov1d—
INg us seful 1nformat10n For Judq1nq dec131on alternatives" (Worthen &
Sanders, 1973, p. 129). E aluatlon can be Formatlve or >ummétive in
Stufflebeam's_FramewOrk. That is, it can describe either the program
developmént or the proqram 5 ultlmate SUCCeSs . .‘ -

o | Wlth the CIippP model, evaluation consists of four Sta:::\’ﬁﬁatext;
lnput Erocess and product. (CIPP is thefacronym For these. staqeo.j

" The purpose ofdcontext evaluatlon is to "provide a rationale For deter-
mlnatdon of obJectlves” and to give a "dlaqn081s of problems as an essen-
tlel b851s for developlnq objectives whoee achievement w;ll result in
proqram 1mprovement” (p; 136). Contlnu;dg on, Stufflebeam says that the |
purpose of 1nput evaluafiod is to "proi&de:informatjon fer determining

how to utilize resourees to achieve project objectives" and that .
”esseotially‘;npue evaluation providee,infofmationwfop deciding'whether v
outside assistence shodld be emeloyed” (p;.136, 137). Process evaluation
has three mein odjectives-. . . "to detect or predict defects in the proce-
dural de51qn or its implementation during the 1mplementat10n stages

to provide 1dFormatdon for pregrammed decisions, and . . . to;méintéin a

record of the procedure as it ‘occurs" (p. 137). The purpose of product

evaluation is to "measure and 1nterpret attalnments not only at the end



of a project,cycle, but as often as neoessary during ‘the prOJGCt term. }
Alon; w1th the evaluatlon concerns of Stufflebeam model_cited
above, the decision-related concerns requ1re mentlonlng fhe'evaluation

-

takes place in one of three classes of decision "ettlngs homeostasis,
incrementaiism and’ neomobilism. Four types of decisions are the result
and are termed plannind, restructuring, implementinq and recycllnq
Without eiting theln,deflnltlons, it is lmportant to note that these
concepts guide the de01°10n maklnq aspect of the CIPP model, uhllé'the
concepts defined above FaCLlltate the data collection For the evaluatlon-
romponent In sum, )tuFflebeam S CIPP model is comprehen sive and has a
potential For prov1d1ng both 1nternal and external valldlty, in addition
to Fulf1111nq the other nine rrlterla for qoldlnq evaluation studieg-
{Guba & JtuFFlebeam, 1968 in Worthen §& Sanders, 1973, p. 219 22@).

‘ In'the author's opinion‘ the CIPP model was . not approprlate to
evaluating Uncles -‘t Large For tvo main reasons - lts complexity, and its
Focus on decision—maklnq The complex1ty of the concepts may make lt
dlfflcult for the staff members to ea81ly under tand When the evalua-,
tion with Uncles at Large was first proposed 1t was not cfear that any
decisions about the program vere to be made thereby excluding the use
of Stufflebeam' 5 decision—manaqement model. Also, the rigorous data
required to support a CIPP evaluationlwere'simply:ﬁmt available at the
time of evaluatinngneles at Large.

The weaknesses cited in application of "the Discrepancy model by
ProQus, a decision—objective strategy,and the CIPP model by Stuftlebeam,
a decision—management model, suggested a neeessary Consideration of the
third oategory'of evaluation models, the Judqemental strategies, for

selectlng a model approprlate to evaluating the Uncles at Large proqram
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Rt
' The'judgemenral model described and ultimately selected was Stake's
Countenancetmodel for that reason it will be descrlbed in greater . de-

tail than the other models (see Appendlx A)

 Stake's Model - - . , o :A - . -

t

Supportlnq the general deflnltlon of evaluatlon in Worthen and

.Janders \1973) and representlng the Judqemental strategies, Stake's mo--

N

~del indicated two components oF evaluatlon description and Judgement
'.'(atake, 1967) (sce Appendix A). The descrlptlve components consisted of
the rationale the intents and the observatlons The LdthHle lndltatcd

"the ph1losoph1c background and. basic purposcs oF the program . .'. and

-

the ratlonale thUld prov1de one hasls for evaluating intents" fftake

1967, p. 532). - | S v

Intents” wer .defined as the program qoals whlle the observations
de81qnated actual occurrences - The contepts of con@1ngency, ‘the loglcal‘
relationship. amono the antecedents, trans actlons and observatlons are
useful 1n examlnlng the 1nternal COﬂSlStency oF the program. The 1ntents'l
and observatlon vere further dlyided into antecedents, transaCtions and;
outcomes. Antecedents referred to the aspectsbthat lncited the‘speci_
fied proqram or treatment which,in turn, inFernced'tne}outcomes. Tran—
saction meant the day-to-day program operatlons wvhile outcomes wvere de—‘
flned‘as the program results, 1nd1cat1nq either lonq term or short- term i'

'eftects All of these components contrlbute to the comprehen81ve des—
criptivebaspect of ‘Stake's model |

The Judqement component of Stake s framework is! attained by rank—
ordering the standards for action, | Standards arce- of two klnds, absolute

“and'relatlve Absolute standards relate to 1nd1v1dual oplnlon concern—

ing the validity of program approaches Relatlve tandards compared the
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- one'program o) similar programs' For 1nstance, an absolute atandard for.

" the operation of the Edmonton Uncles at Large program might be that 50

uncle boy matches per year vas adequate, whlle a relatlve otandard’jjxnef—~”7

i_81milar groups in Alberta or the Big Brothers 1zation,‘might be 35

‘per” year.. Comparlng the _onton group with the other groupo suggests s

A

that

monton group has a hlgher standard rclative to them, whlle e
theirlown tandard‘may or may‘not be adequate in - the opinion of the |
Board oF Dlrectors of the program, For instance A prlorlty ranking of
- the ¢ tandards for -each parb of the program b81ng evaluated determineem'
thevJudgement‘made. In essence, Judgement was the final product of both
.description and the standards, as a basis Forldecision—making and:change
“in the program. 'Thus; the process ot evaluation;'in_ﬁtakels framevork,
is a decision about the worth of the program being'evaluated and the de¥“
cision is: based on the relative 1mportance of factors in the program
In the evaluator's opinion,‘)take's model eemed approprlate to
cvaluation of the Uncles at Large prooram for the FollOWing reasons:
'l The components vere concisely defined and ea31ly understandable »
v’for presentation to the.staff members (althouqh there vas some 1n1t1al' ﬁsf
-difficulty N dlstlngu1sh1ng between antecedents and transactlons) and

the descriptive matrix was useFul to concisely outline the program

2. The logical relationship among the antecedents, transactlons )

' and outcomés, partlcularly, gave continuity to the/gyalﬂation.

3. er of Stake s model had occurred~elsewhere and as”éuch; indica-

ted Feasibility,for its Us

the present evaluation These appliea— ,'~

h'tions of Sta s model are descrlbed 1n the next sectlon

- Evaluationstsing Stake's Model

' WOrthen and Sanders (1974) suggested.thatdit was unusual for an
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'evaluator to use only one approach OF method to eualuate programs, and.pﬁ:‘
the present evaluator found 1t even more rare to Flnd Stake S. model -kzd
belng used alone. However rarely quoted the authors who descrlbed tha’
se. of Stake S model uere unanimous 1in thelr agreement that: the matxlx,
on parts of 1t,'was a useful Frameworklfor the evaluation.
: In a study For the Educatlonal Plannlng Comm1351on 1n.Alberta,’
MacKay and Magu1re (1971).proposed-an outllne for evaluatlon.of p1lot

‘ -
5preschool educatlon prOJeCtS in Edmonton and Calgary, Alberta. Even’f'

|

vas used advantageously by‘speCLFyLng the source andgdata collected from

though the actual evaluatlon process was - not undertaken, Stake's mode L

the program in each cell of the matrix. The result wis a detailed quide
to Future evaluation procedUres‘in The pfeSchool setting Not" w1thout

“its ahortcomlnga, the model uas con31dered along w1th Provus aystemsi“

approach w1th its strengths to support evaluatlon in applled settlngs

L :*MacKay and Magulre supported an 1ntegrated approach andyreoemmended the

‘[use of Stake S model for one aspect of the evaluatlon

T

Mllls and Crawford/(l973) used the 1ntents and observatlons of both

"

_/,‘ithe antecedents and transactlons as a framework flor evaluatlng a reading

language ‘arts program. Although the boundarles between the categorles

~in the matrlx were stated to be- unclear, and only select elements From

' each category were investigated, the Frameworkvwas used as an information
"souroe for the.program decision—makers. The evaluation.thus provided a

' detalled dlscu5510n of the flndlngs and a comprehen51ve summary w1th I;"'
s . ‘
recommendatlons ‘ qtake 's model vas useful in generatlng descrlptlve data
for'the program decision-makers.

Chapman (1977) proposed use of the Countenanoe'model in the,evalua-

tion of a parental education'program; He cited examples:of unsatisfactory



17

evaluative-u udiesAinlthe area,iand SUggested'that the structured apw'

’-_proach could resolve the 1ssu;s pertlnent to evaluat1ng 81m11ar programs.

As in. MacKay and Magu1re (1971), Chapman proposed only the use of .the

vln hY

'Esmodel and d1d not actually perﬁorm the evaluat' nv cOnclu51on,v

Chapman stated that the use oF the matrlx with a research design compo-
nent prov;ded a more:comprehen51vevpas1s oﬁ;evaluatlon that had not
-ocCurred to the time oC‘writing about.the areaiof parent education pro-

' grams and was a valuable addltlon to knowLedge in- the ‘area.

X\

Allen, Bdlcom, Lupart and R0551ter (1978) "also used Stake's mo
f:f;a a structure for evaluatlon of an Edmonton, Alberta day are center.

As stated inlthe MacKay‘and Magulre artiole,'the model was uSeCul in
organizlng the»information. Hevever,.tupart (Note;l) reﬁorted,.in spite
“of its usetulness;:theretvas one shortcoming.. The evaluators were still .
Vrespon51bl§ for Ch0081ng the data collectlon lnstruments and de31gn used
‘suggestlng a SUbJectlve and varlable ch01ce dependlng upon the evaluators

- biases. ‘There ‘was also dlfflculty d801d1ng how. to d15t1ngu1sh between‘
.cells of the matrlx as’ was also found in the present study The weak- . ;f/
<Efness:was consistent with theﬁexlsting mode-¥s and'suggested a need for

stheory development in the -area- (Magu1re, in Taylor & Cowley, 1972)

Alkin and FltZ—Glbeﬂ (1975) prov1ded an explanatlon‘For.the subgective

» B
v

_ naturehoﬂ~1nstruments chosen,’fndicating that evaluati%nsﬂoC'social.or
‘_eduoational programspshOUld-loglcally'developlfrom bothithe.evaluation
ltheories and the[programIbeingfevaluated;f.Because:each program ls of ten
t"di\“‘i’erent.inlmany‘ respeets;.it;vould lead to the selection of unique
instruments and'approaohes'in eaeh;case. "More‘generally, Stake‘s model
can be used as an organlzatlonal structure For the 1nd1v1dual program 1

“

éluatlon

r



These ~ticles support the u

.

. matrix as . framework for cvaluati

model was used as a utartlng point,

18

se of Stake's Fountcnance model and

on of- (‘duratlon—r(*lmtod programs. The

an organizing framework for the data

collection and intorprotatién, after which research design procedures

could be implemented. While in two.of the articles the evaluat ion vas. .

L] B
bl

not actually performed, they indic
pouerful in giving an overall pPers

1 particular, demonstrated the st

ation in-parent education programs.

showed how the model could Be used

ated that the approach u&s potontinily
pective of the pruqramﬁy Chapman [1977)
rength relative to research and evalu-
MacKay and Maguire (197]) also

Lo organize the rationale for data
. J

collection instruments in the framework of the matrix.  With the support

shown for the approach in these education-related programs, the present

evialuator explored the use of the Countenance mpdel in non-cducat tonal

programs, particularly the lncles

To date, ecvaluation has not been a

2

ted in the followving discussion.

at Large program in [dmonton, Alberta.

priority of the program as demonst rao-

fvaluations of the [dmpnton Uncig;_at Larqe

o

In the history of the Fdmonton Uncles at | arge program from 1967 ta

the present time only ane evaluation study was performed. It was a des-

criptive and evaluative study by temire (1971). The purpose of the

study was to "reveal the nrflblvnt

ESN

and inefficient partr of the proqramme:

a5 well as the 1mpart of the programme on the fathorlo ss children" (p. 1),

Two procedures were used tn obtain

the ihfﬂrhafion'dPSirod. Firstly, an

examination of the organizational processes of the program was under-

takqn amd spoondly, an’ Pvalmat1on oﬂ»the pdychdLoqical impact of the pro-

gram on. the ohlldnen vas. conductpd

s - &

to ma1ntaln some of thn oxn%flnq o

)DeFlfIP recommendatlon° were made

rqanlzat‘bna] probosses~andvto improve
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others. Realts of studying tho povcholoq1ca1 1mpact of the program on
the ”llttl( brother" generally indicated that the program had ”Qelected )

beneficial 1mp1ct” (p. 72). The small sample silze and the absenee.of a

Cnntrol group reduced the qener;ii4qbility ;ﬁ tnese resu;ts. In cnneiu;
ding, Lemire. recommended that "mbfé cases. (15 fnstead nF'B) and a control
group be included in any future evaluation of the programme" (p. 72).

the present proposal for evaluation uelnq Stake's model was intended to s
include a general overview of the nrnqraminperntion, vhich is aleo out -
Lined in the Lemire sfudy. When "the presenffevaluatinn recommendat ions:
Vn}e implemented, Lemire's study may be nsefnl to replicate for compari-
son of program changes in the l0-year span since Lemire's rvcommende-
tions only, were published in August, 1969 (Lemire, i97],’p. 70). The
wvhole Studybwas published in 1971. ‘Note {het the 'Lemire article was

found Qﬁigz_tne decision to use Stake's model was made, and after the
staff members had been meeting with_ﬁhe evalua;of for 4 months.- Alsn,

fhe Difeetor of Counselffnn faor the fdmonton Unclegs ét'Laqu didlnot

hnve A copy of the article until the evaluator gave him one. Such are

the aqarlee of evaluation! it vas decided to continue with the evalu-
thwylunnq Stake's model. It was anéic{n;tednfnaklEhe;eoneefnea}afseh~ -
mQyVLemire’wohld aled emérqe from the Ere entlgeekyekﬁon:)"

Accordlnq to Seaman ’Note 3), other-evaluations vith a similar

orqani/ation to Uncles at Larqge are being'beffnrmed wvith the Big Brotnere‘

organization in Alberta. -Biq Brothers dees not -have a branch in [ dmon-
ton. However, reports of these evaluations were not available. Thus,
the methodology and results were not known to allow criticism or to con-

sider their relevance to the present study. \3

The proposed-use of Sfake's model thus serves ‘two purposes, ‘First,

—

s s



1t provides unique circumstances for application of Stake's model and,

second, it-provides.an opportdnity for initiating and documenting a pur-

ticular approach to evaluation of potehfial use to both the Big Brothers

organizations in Alberta and to the Fdmonton Uncles at Large program as
vell as other similar preventive social service programs. In order to
understand the specific context for the present evaluation, the fdmonton

Uncles at Large program will be briefly describedi'

Program Description

Lemire ©1971) suggested a framework for descrrption'of the Uncles
at Large proqram. Based upon literature avallable on the program in
Fdmonton and on the outline of the Big Brothers of Canada Association,

. ¢ -

the program was stated to involve seven consecutive and interrelated

steps or major elemernt & Theve"wore- (L) 1ntak0, 2y ﬁeétihqy {3) trfain.

ing, (4) matching, /5) meeting w1th the family, (6) éuppfvisihq, and
(7) recording. [ach of thesn was described relative to the evaluation

- design chos sen by Lemire ahd could be erd to Gpoplfy the preopnt opora

. “ o -
. .. - e . - Aoe L

tion. However, because Stake's mod0+‘qu'the framework choeen For tho

prosent study, ahd dPtall“ OF ‘the’ proqram -were - 1ntendod to bP copoxtad

.- " e

in the resulfs’e ectloh only a brlef overview of portlhpnt program com-

:,_ponﬁntg will be glv9n, to hlthlght the agency. oppratlon forﬂgreater

b.understandlmq ofjtho evaluation in its applied context.
Uncleq at Larqe is a North Amerlca—w1de V01Uht99r program: whose

maln aim 1s to prov1dn fatherless boys between the aqes OF 6 and 17 years

wvith an adult male relatlonthp Whl[h they mlght not -othérwise experlenre‘f'

in their fathorless QItUthOﬂ°.: féch branch operates 1ndependent1y of”

the other, although recently there vas a conference vith the purpose to
coordinate operations of_anles at Larqo and Big Brothers acrdss Alberta
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i

(Seaman, Ncito 1). Because each program varleé in size, funding and-num-

{' ) ) ) ‘ o ) .
ber of counsellors, there is a wide range of differences amongq the pro-

S,

. grams.

The Fdﬁonton hranrh of Uaclos at .Large i funded by the Fanadlan
Progress Flubs of deonton The office staff con31qt of three counsel-
Iora,‘who are responsible faor the professronal procedures of screonlnq
and matching prospective ”uncle°” vith boys, ga proqram director'who pub-
licizes tha praqram and organizes group outings, an admlnl(trator and
a rloriral staff of two. rhé office is located’at.lOOQS_— L10 Street..

‘ Ig addrtion, there is a 17-member Board 5r Diroctora vhich has pro= = -
fessional aad lay peaple ba'oversée_ghe_uperation. Within the Board is
an F\Dcutlvo committee Conal sting of 4 or 5 Board members, inrludinq the

Director of Couns ellrnq, vhich meets DPFIOGICdlly to dptarmino policy.

There is 4 curious dlacrepan(y between the Board's pPFCPpthH UF the pro--

qram and thc Foun%elllnq Departmant'o DPFCprlOH° uhlch vm(rqhd Idtor

R N

for dlacuﬁalon 4

o The;program_conalatq of a. referral and selection process to matceh

fatherless'bnxs Wiﬁhfanv uncLO” .a man 18 yearq or older who' will mak e

£

. d. commitmert -t )pend.at lea t 4 hours per week with the boy for a mini—.
- mum’o%'l.yéar LhP tlme toqether Often is spent in act1v1tlea of mutual

'inferc st and en]oymont The program's major function 15 the FormarjOn'

of ‘a moanlanul FPlathﬂ“hlp w1th the boy and itsg concomitant positive
lnfluencea on the boy's life. Most of the,evidence to support the

"succesg" of the program lq baaed on the anccdotal Statements_of mothers

'who roport marked lmprovement in school, at home' and other areas upon

the arrival of an "uncle" into their family. Given that there 15 @

"~ dearth of obJectlve data collected on the program's success; the ngency

-
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is also int rested in research and evaluation into the thorny--area of
outcémé andfsuccesé méaSurement to provide objeét?ve data suﬁporting its
operation. HoWever, the preéent evqluation does not intend to sﬁate the
réiative success dr failure of the program, pef se. The néturé of”thé“ '

apprdéch as'ip was uéed'in the present: study %s such that if glves a ,
basis for future research into ‘the "supcés§" of the program.
| The major'objective:df the program ié.to providé_referred bbys with‘

-an uncle,vand the matching Erocedure is qearod to providing a high-
quality, nurturant relationship. Each'anle applicant fills 1in an appli—v'
cation form and istndministered'the Minnesotavﬁultiphasic Persanality
Inventory (MMPL) or the.California Personality,lﬁventory (CP1), and the
.Eersbgal Oriéntation Inventory (POI). Certain subscales .in these tests
ére reported to Ee strongly related fo'”succeésﬁ of uncles in the pro-
qram,.but no defihi£e results, have been reported to date (Seaman, 1978).
At the present time each match is made by a co&nsellof‘rankinq of tHe
importance. of qﬁalities demonstrated by the prospective uncle in an in-
terview aad in:performanqe on the tests,

‘Although there is no formal policy for the process of matching
which is usually igdiyidual to the spebific needs, the process can be
déécribed'dénérally. Mainly the referrals come from divorced, widowed
or sinqle'mothers and bccasionally by social service agencies. The
uncles are volunteers whb come 5y newépaper and word-of -mouth advertise;
ments. .

The'réferral and matching process involves‘four main steps. Firsf,
~an application form is completed; Thé motﬁer anéwefs such questiqns as
the boy's or boys' age(s), number of siblings, a description,pf the boy,
thevmotﬁer's place of employment, lenqth‘of éepération, éxbectéﬁcy'ofbar

1] . '
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> ' — . o . ‘l.v T

'peCOnciliatrdn vith fhe husband and other related questions (See Appen— -

dix D). If there is more thandone boy-in the_family,'then both can
vapply for separa&e uncles” lf they so deslre ‘_ o .f

. The second ,tep is the 1n1tlal 1nterv1e\u~ [t can occur anywhere
from 1 to 2 weeks after receipt of . the appllcathﬂ to seueral months
and 1nvolves-an interview ahd‘aseessment wlth the mother by the counsel—
lor rcqardlnq the ;u1tabllity of the candldate( ).' AFter the interview,
~ the counoellor decides if the Chlld will be placed on the waiting listey
'and the ‘third step is complete. | “
For stevaour, approximatély.lﬁ tO 2 'years elapse, and. if the famf

ily remains interested and can be recontacted, then the match is made.

In a situation of urgent need, support lettershfrom professionale’such.

as psycholoqists, social workers or medical doctors can peouest that the

boy be placed on ‘the temporary waltlng list, which-chorteos the walt
hetween inittial 1nterv1ew and match to about 6 months. .Decieions to
place the child on the waitinq list are made bf the thtee counsellots.
After the match is made, there is a 3—month‘ a 6- month ~and an
annual check by a" counsellor to determlne how. the relatlonshlp is ‘deve-
loplnq and to prov1de supportflf it 1s needed. lheduncle ls free at
any time to consult with the Counsellor.reoardinq.difficultxnhe may be
having with the boy. Generally, follow-yp of an~ongoinq counselling
relatidnehip is limited to thoae Who need help.with the bay of who are

having problems.

It was the evaluator's observatlon that although there is a 51mllar

Teie s s -
>

. pverall procese in the matchlng oF boyS“w1th UﬂCléSijeBCh counsellor

1.Foiléws;hi5;9“059949“333tytefpf:que§t1991”q and{techniquesvtotidentity

'llsuitahle.unclee}and;métchesJg;Ihefelie,mjnlmalgcoheiEteDCynio;the va?JSﬂiﬁldi

R TR S —V'. LA g e e e
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documentation.of the"program which,makes"it"eVen more‘diFFicult to de-

L termlne what constltutes a ”successful" match ‘It is a’ plan oF the ops

"ganlzatlon to remedy thls 31tuatlon and .some:. research is belng conducted

Y

- at the present tlme (Seaman 1978 dlssertatxon proposal)
Some oF the diFFrculty in’ conductlng research s’ because the coun-. -

_ sellors appear to lack the t1me to devote to research Each counsellor

lhdq a cas eload of 80 or more Cases, w1th the Director of - Counselllng

LS PRI
N S .:

carrylng around 60 cases to allow tlme ﬁor admlnlstratlve dutlcs ‘Th?’f": o

selloru see to be an 1mportant aopect of the program - change based 1nv¢
emplrlcal research and theory, The present study can corttribute a b?f
ginnjng,Framework For-the.research to‘deuelop;

Performance of andeualuation does not'simply involve the applica—
tion of a model,’expurimental or quasi-experimental design or case
study approach. Unlike the comparative ease of'laboratoryvor controlled
experiments, evaluation deais with'the practical difficulties of applied.

research. - . - .

 Basic Issues of Evaluation

There is an abundance of literature which elaborates upon the issues
in educationai eualuation. What these issues seem to represent is the
fog that must be navigated through before and durlng the evaluatlon in
its context. Sometimes the issues - are never. fully resolved whach leads

R R
-:to results’ and CODC1u51ons of evaluatlons that are dlmated l"‘“

B T E

.-
3

. o 4--,,,{ R

In‘outllnlng the.marq 1ssues of program evaluatlon Mllcarek and

-*,c;o-; cae - -
- >

JT?truen1ng @1975) SUQQBStEd the follow1ng categorles~i(l)jrssues“4”~C0n;-17”5'

RSN e e L

» f?ceptuallzatlon, (2) 1SSUes 1n measurement (3) 1ssues.inldesignfandfi°;“$w S

'“.r - ,'."*-

'"32{"(A9 1ssuea.ef lnterpretatlon ‘jz”{h"-f:“u _pw_'f'hvt SR e e e

e o ST e . T ‘ "é‘..v,
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fhe Lo three categorles relate to rellablllty and’ Valldldlty of -
the data gathered to obtaln generallzable results. Due to the chosen
xﬁiexploratory approach of the present study, these 1ssues vere not inten=
ded to be resolved However, ‘as ouggeuted earller if one‘outcome of
Tthts.study was 1ntended to 1hd1cate areas for Further research required
'ﬁby Uncles at Large, then the iss ues need to be reconsrdered when Future
i evaluatlons and research are lmplemented

;"“"5 e Fhe flfgt category, that of_conceptu21121ng the program prooe sew

. aod Qutcomes, waa 01ted as the most dlfflcult ‘to resolve due to the Fre—

N AN ,..'..‘v. s e

o huent absence of a et proCedure ta Follow ‘in evaluatlon generally

/Alklﬂ and Fitz- Glbbon (1975) stressed the necesslty For ‘the evaluator»rl

fto use both evaluatlon and program theory data. This issue vas at leagt
f ' ' ‘ o ’ . o ‘

f partially resolved in the present evaluation by usirig Stake's matrix as
f : ‘ ‘ ‘

abconceptual_frameworklof the‘program.

To'these tour-issues; Wiess (1975)'added a tifth,'the political
issue. HeA stated that before evaluation can. even . begln, cons 1deration
must be glven to the politics of the agcncy which may impede progress of’
the evaluation. Melss considered that knowledge of the political con-
text was crucial to perfdrmance of an evaluation from its earliest stages
to the final report. Three politicalvconsiderations were cited as im-
portant; The first was that'programs werevsubjeot to political pressures
both supportlve and hostile;because political decisions influenced prog-
‘.'ram'pollc; Second by deflnltlon, evaluatlon was de51gned to serve
Aif::dec151on makers,‘aod thus the reports, of nece851ty, eniered the polltl-,

cal fray The thlrd vas the 1nherent stance oF evaluatlon as - polltrcal-u

'bg Lgs very nature bECaose pf the Judgements made about the program in

G .
A B ""* 5,

-questlon. As Welss mentloned, the evaluatar wvas often»brought 1n to'deal

L e .
cep - . " ERU . . -
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‘ with problems and’ to determine 1f a program was to contlnue W1th %JCh

-

a threat the staff may wonder if thelr JOb w1ll be cancelled and’ per-

aps may be Justlflably retlcent about revealing the realities of.theip.,'-

proqram.

AoﬁWéISSiStaiéd ”Polltlcal considerétiéﬁs inﬁrudéA.‘l,.",3and the

"ovaluator who fafls to recognlze their presence is in forra series of -

-

},hocks and. Frusthat foms' (Weiss, 1975, p. 13). ,.Houge.’1975) roponted: - R
151m11ar v1ews of evaluation as a- polltlca} ACt1v1ty in his oxplaqaﬁ&on'

“Qf'stfdééaah fbday;. ut111tar1an baQe of Pvaluatlon Gtthw

e W

Rolated to the polltlcal 1ssue, and mentloned brlefly n tho 1ssues

,of 1nterpretat10n -was one last Lﬁoue the utilization of results. In .a

,recent artiéle Aqaruala Roqers (1977)_3qmmdqizgd réasons,thut evalua-

tlon resodrch was not UtllLZCd and - offcred ‘suggestions to rémedy the

problem.  Among the eight reasens qiuen for the-iack of utilizationiweré»v
the porcelved threat of vvqudtlon“’fhc lack of admlnl trdtor thvolve-

ment and support for evaluatlon, the. Glelablllty of appropflate feod—

-
-,

PR

back, and timéliness of the’ evaiuatlon >*Aqarwala Rogers: focus edfqn @he;il
perceived threat of evaluatlon.and squested,that.EValuator 1nvoi§éhénfi
in the process onld enhance the utilization. Persons to act as “iinkeré”
hetwéen the program to be evaluated-and the research needs were descrlbed
In dddltloﬂ, several other means of increasing the utilization of evalua-
tion results vere reported as follows: : . v .

(l) Evaluation as a built-in and interrelated component of
program evaluation. (2) Both formatlve and summative eva-
luation need to be conducted by 'insiders' as well as 'out-

. siders’ (3) Evaluation research results should be fed
back at tlme schedule of the program officials and not that
of the -evaluators. (4) Evaluative efforts should not inter-
fere with the operations of an ongoing program. (5) fvalu-
ation research.resull shquld be presented-in a manner

_ understandablﬁkﬁp»%ﬁisadmln1strators {6) Multiple chan-.

" hels. oF communlcatlon to” dellver results to. adm;nlstqatqpsz,'



o

. 1n addlthﬂ to the wrltteﬂ repOrt DT e T ' .
ST ' . e e (Agarwala—Rogers, 1977, p. 332) o

In the preoent evaluatlon,effort was made to 1mplement these recommen-. -

-

dat}ono,.espee;ally W1th-the evaluator 1ovolvement the noh—interferenee‘
of the evaluatloo urth the proqram operatlon by making use of the leot—

ing 1nformatlon about the proqram \albelt rather llmlted in this case),

and presentlng the results to the qtaff members ;Qtreqular”meetings'
‘Ih the author ) oplnlon, attehtlon to the issues of conceptuallzatlon,

DOllthS and utlllzatloh seemed necess sary to performance of the Uhcleq

l.t -karqe evaluatlon -and to evaluatlon.geheralTy T Co f'“f
, S |

To sum up, the bacquound 1nformatlon to the pre ent study descri-

bed the hlutory and tuo models of” evaluatlon. Fationale for the ehoiee

oF Gtake's Countenance model in the present evaluatloh of the Uncles at

Larqe program wvas 9p601F1ed. Then qtake model was LOﬂqldG”Pd in de-

~=-ta'ilf..; Other evaluatlons uslng otake'° ~model -were cited. 'TOﬂcomplete h

oo
o .

vthe 1nformat10n ~a-des CPlpthﬂ of - the proqram was, glven .and .issues rele-’

: ‘

vant Qpec1f1ea11y to the present- appllCdthﬂ of Stlke ,.matrlx and to
cvaluation generally were dlgCUSoed The various Factor contrlbute

Lnformatloh from both the’ theory of evaluatlon and the proqram being

valuated.
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e e T Rue EUALUATION PROCEDURE

Ulth Lhe Uncles at Larqe proqram 1n Edmonton Alberta the'evalua—

tion uslng Stake 5. model took place From August 1978 to February, 1979
. LA
The 1n1tlal °tepa cons 1sted of Lntroduc1nq the evaluatlon first to the.

.“ e uov,.',,a )!,,A,—r.—

o Dlrector of Founselllnq and then to the’ Coun elllhq ataff Hav1hq had

the evaluatlon approved the evaluator_examlned a random Sampllng of -
, Flles, 'The‘information vas summarizea ahdbpresehted to the eouhsellors T
in «a meetlnq oh October .20, 1978 (seevAppehdix:E),v In the deeond halh
ot‘the meetihq, Stake's'model vas: 1ntroduced as a Framework by vhlch the
proqram could be. evaluated Throuqhout the evaluatlon process, the

A'evqluator acted as FA0111tator vhlle,essentlally the Counaellors evalu-

- e e ml wtee ~w ""'_.,..~,—
e .'."r‘., o 1:.’ W .~t S e . . PN

, ;;:L'atedathelr oln proqram Subs equent meetlnqs VETe held to complete the

-

i’model matrlx.on November S, 14, and 24, 1978 and on Jﬁnuary 12, 1979

JRp— - K <o

The Flnal meetlnq was: on February 15 1979 anﬁ\uas\an lnformal meta—?"

'evaluatlon oF the proceaa and model ()ee Appendlx E)o oooe

AN

' Descrrptlon of the Procedure

e Introductlon of the Lvaluatlon to the Counsellore'

After conalderlng the program and educatlonal evaluatlon llterature
it eemed that three maln issues were of concern in order to obtain sup-
port for- the evaluatlon at Uncles at Larqge: the»political, the desiqn,

_»utilization issues. ‘ S : . ;

The political 1ssue wav _ dily dealt with: becauae the- agency. is
T small and - the program belng evaluated was one part—of_the cverall Opera; )

tlon;,“Hence, there,was a minimum of variables that  interfered with the

FE

acceptance of'the_evaluation process. " The evaluaﬁor first-approached s

the Director informally to-discuss possible interest in the evaluation.
- . N . . s 4

3



~ . .Dnce thé~biréctor'undérstood the potential benefit to the program opera-
tidn, heﬁgave"bonplétevapproVaLL; Rapport with the Director seemed to be .
7a key Factor in the ‘counsellors’ continued opennes : -thg;gxgigatioq o

[ T

. ot W . \
-process.v The onq01ng anolvementvof the evaluator as a process facili--

tator and an evaluation theory educator, had implications for the desiqn'
and utilization iéSUes. ’ o . C e ) 4 'th,nt;
Absgnce'of'an adequate data pool‘ffdm the files of the program and‘,

desired presence of the evaluatOr thr0uqhodtfthe prnceSs vere majoT"Féc;

tors influencing the ‘choice of a deqcrlptlve\and anJPCthO approach

rather than research d.)lqn or the experimental or quaSL-experlmental

methods.  These

B P
T I Y —gm o .

. wsed-after Staké's hodel nrnanlzed the 1nformdtlon about the proqram,'

<

ds, complementary tovthe evaluation model, could ‘be .

théreby qivinq clearer indicatqfs of the data required to answer.gagtic;;vlf~~'“

;ular*questlons.- Dne'adVSntiQe of'tné métnoa';elécted'was fhat the te< -
g

7,ultﬁ WeTC MOre. leely to be’ utlllzed betauoe thp COUH%PLIOI ~yere: ins

e 4w

>tIUmOﬂtdl in Completlnq the matrlx, uere lesq threatened and )eem;nQLy.ﬁlzf‘
more commttted to the reaults

*“——-—lhc~issueo ‘and concerns deacrlbed Qbove contrlbutcd a perdpectlve
T

'that vas part of the anoinq éUaluatiQn'meetinqs.

Introduction of the Medel - October 20, 1978

The putgose of the 3%-hour meeting on October 20 was to e%plain»the
\f-model to the two cQunsellofs and thé.Di:ector, and to begin its g;pltca—
‘ Vtton to tne agency. The evalnétof first'presented tne démogténhic data
ftom thetrandOm‘sémple of files (Appendix ES; sécondly,-aefined the:
) 'térms of Stake's model; and finally,ansvered questions for clarification.
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dThe’Seconr;’)eting -.Octoper'27 1978

= -lnltt llnterlm since the last meetlng the Director and counsellors
had come to.a consensus that'the.model could be used for evaluation at
the.agency, u1th one addltlon lt'uasifelt tnat a'procees component

v.uas needed to- 1nclude the ong01ng operatlon of the proqram The action

component-was added later.

1

“7'In'the5meeting,parts of the'matrix were discussed, the philosophy,'

&g

some antecedent 1ntents, procedures, and’ outcomes Not only'was there\ifi

an acceptancv oF the model bat also there seemed to be, a genuine inte- -

- -

‘rest 1n obtalnlnq maxlmum use from its appllcatlon to the proqram ‘:The .

‘rema1n1nq meetlngs focused on the task -of completlng the - model

h Sub equent Meetlngs - November 5 14 (1nFormal )unday afternoon SESSlOﬂa),

' Vovember 2& 1978 (in the offlce) January 2451979 and February 7, l979
‘ The remalnlng meetlnqs followed a common format . Tne November
.meetlngs were each 3 hours and the January and Februarylsessionefwere
~each 2 hours in'lenoth. They consisted of “bralnstorminq” andldiscus-
sions for each succ,ssive cateqdry.in.Stake'e matrix. . | Co
Of ten actinq as a becorder for the ideas; the evaluator did not direct

the process but rather relied*upon the'dYnamics of the already opera-

”“‘““tlonal couns ellor group to propel the evaluatlon

November 5 and November. 14 megtings

Both of .these vere informal. and relaxed -taking-place'in private>

homes On Sunday'afternoons. The. 1ntents, observatlons, and procedures

——

relatlve to the.transactlons and outcomes vere qpec1F1cally recorded
One strength'ln.these sessions was the increased development of rapport

and trust between the evaluator and the counsellors.

f



52

One theoe became ovident in these meectings. “Often in the 3—hour
meetings it took at 1(};38t~‘4115‘hours to beqgin t.h'e' task of Uu\ model.  Rela-
_ R
tive to dhis, 1t seemed that having meet ings close together facilitated
carryover. About one veek to 10 days was optimal. Thig overlap made
it‘, ‘(‘als;il(‘r ffor the part icip:mtslto remember the content of the previogs
time ;;nd ’f‘;acilitnte a quicker entry to the content of the pr(*f;_(_j(rf H0G-
sion.  The case of a session also seemed directly related t_d'/f’f;ﬁ"‘ discus-
stons among the counsellors between f.hr} of ficial meet ing times uilh- the

cvaluator. present .

o November 24, 1978 and January 24, 1979 meet ings

D

\v"' [he parts of the model completed during these me etings wvere the

antecedents, transactions, and outcomes o the standards and of he
Judgements.,

It became ;1pp:1.rent at .t his Lime that ’leﬂjﬂyd of the proqgram (‘Omp(.)nent;:
lef't only questions thnf neederd o be scrutinized more ¢looels . thith so
many quest i’()ns left unanswered by U)'f" cvaluation thus for, vt yhe diffi.
cult for the Director and coungellors o o priarities for action and
the evaluationgprocess sloved doun (‘(;rlnr:irirwn?‘lv. Jhe result uas o ogeem .
mr]'(Hf:mmrnqéint in evervone,  Discussion of the standards and  judne-
nments component s of Stake's made ]l was perhaps the most potent ilvnlly thrra-
tening part beeaose no longer wa« the pragram simply being deccribed bot
- A

rather 1t was being judged.  The threal apemed to accompany o slowing of),

and general resistance to,the procedure. RBecause the staff membgd'ss were

W .
in effect pvaluating theip own proagram, and there wag o valid«¥ate th

substantiate the Cl:iim that the slou-down was due only to th

s

threat of the ldot thSP"O‘f t‘%‘:e i‘alwmn it conld be {(‘v,_:_"

perceived

pxamine the mte‘a@tmn" betwepn the Director and tha roubig (Tlmﬁ 1n

v

e
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terms of sume péychbloqical framevork such as group dynamics or Bale's
Interaction Analysis (1952, 1970) in future cvaluations of a similar

nature. &

wd w4 R I 5N SR S an R <

N

February 17 meeting
The Z2-hour session considted of a discussion about the strengths
and weaknesses of the model and its application to the Ancles at. Large. .
program evaluation. The counsellors vere requested to urite o one-page
summary of their opinions {see Appendix t Y. The comments generally sup-
ported the model and the process-over. Lhe previous 6 months,

SUMMAryY
—_— e

-
f(/

Fvatuatiorr of the Uncles at Large agency in fdmonton, Alberta from
August, 1978 to february, 1979 was described in terms of two general
procedures.  The first wvas discussion of the three basic issues pertin-

) i
et to conducting this ovaluation and the second was o description of the
seven meetings required to complete the model. Complementary to the Pro-

cedure is the content aof the matrix which was the reason for the meetings.

This content will be discussed in | he next sectinn.

3
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RESULTS: THE COMPLETED MATRIX

Using Stakg's matrix as a qguideline and framework for meetinqé wvith
~the counsellors and t%e Director of Counselling for the Uncies at Lérqé
" program, ‘each cell was ‘compléeted.” In tﬁe.evaluatfoh; aistuésiéhxbédéﬁ :
with a descriptiqm of the rationale of the program and continued with
the intents and observations éf the antecedents, transactions and- out -

comes. The stan ds and Judgehents vere completed in a similar order.

In"the present study the \ssues of congruence and contingency were not.

discussed with the staff embers, but will be included in the fullowinq

discussion. The ofder f this discussion follows the matrix across the
cells of deséription to judgement of each item from philosophy tp intents
and'observations to standards and judgements for anteéedents, transac-
‘tions and outcomes. This order is different from the actual evaluation.
It”waSrthe’Pvaluator's opinion that fhe ”Fiow—throuqh“ or the continuity

of “the model is demonstrated by the order selected for‘the discUssion

(see Figures 1-7 for completed matrix).

Rationale
The statement of rationale was obtained. from two sources. The

first Qas the Uncles at Large information ;heet vhich is frequently sent
‘to prospective uncles and family applicants (see Appendix B). It is
siqnif@cant that one of the Judéements of the antecedents was a proposal
to rewrite it because in the opinion of the counsellors it did not rep-
resent the present program philosophy. The second was discussion with
the staff members at the commencehent of the evaluation process. Key
points from both are apprbpriate to the statement of .rationale requirea

in Stake's matrixﬁ

35
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5dUCe the® anrﬂence of - Soclél maladJustment “The major purposes of the

The r iionale is related to the'purposes of the progrém.- The pro-

/.

_gram is ba ed on the assumptlon that a Fatherless boy needs an adult

male FelathﬂSth 1n order to f80111tate healthy development and to re—

Cseo -
- N o .o.:«»..voe‘u-"“"'?“"“aﬁ'"‘ .

LI R 0"0"-"'.1 CANERE

relatlons?}p avallable to those in need are: (1) to build the boy's
selF esteem, (2) to reduce the boy's symptomatlc behav1or (3) to ald

the boy in overcoming his Fears (A)Hto prevept Further dloturbanced in
the boy, and (5) to enhanee the box“s life and to broaden his horizons -
with the uniquﬂ'experience. These are consistent Qith the philosoph} of
@4 similar organization, Big Brothers, cited in Lemlre (1971)

2 Consideratidn of the phlloqophy, as above raleed three 1ppprgant
puesgions. rhehfirst Yffi "Is there research SUDDOFt for the claim that
d fatherless boy needs a male relationship to lead a healthy life and to
prevent maladjustment 2" vDescribing fatHérless child development, Lamb
"1976) suggested that the ‘quality of‘the interaction bétween adult and
chilq 15 the pfime determinant ofh“normal“ development.rather than a
distinction between the presenee or absence of a male or female relation-

c »

bears close scrutiny™ beforeﬁdeflnlte coprlusions can be made. However,
wvith the question raised b;bfhe philosophynpf fhe Uncles at Larqge program
at least partially in contradiction to research, further investiqgation
is 'suggested. This assumption basic to the'philqsophy wvas not dealt with
in the subsequent evaluation of the proqram‘except by the general propo-
sal to rewrite the philosophy. | |

The second question emerging from the rationale vas hpw-to identify

the population in need of the service. Althouqh ¢onsidered in the in-

tents of the anteeedents, fio related Judgement speeified’the population

PR T

ship. Pe earch in the area is fraught w1th methodoloq1cal difficulty and

e
K (A



served.by the program The present evaluator attempted to 1dent1fy the
' 7populat10n of boys served by. Uncles at’.large by complllng demographic
'jdata from both the appllcatlon Forms and the contlnuous Follow up data

L I R >om e e o

- Rept on- each apprlcant Tsee Appendrx E)’~ Fhe data~obtained were. unre—;f

liable and invalid. . As such,they were not usable in e present evaluation.

It would seem that the questlon could be answered in pa t least, by

y <

.~ -~

"'conalctent record keeplng for the next 1 to 2 years-‘ Tor attempt to deal
w1th the lack of data, a number“one prlorlty comlng frrom the evaluatlon- -

. vas a WaLtl”Q list caseload From whlch data could be obtalned TSec “_”“‘

&
PR ‘e

quure 3, Judgement“#l in” the antecédents deallnqvw1th Famllleg)

R

The last question challenged~the\loglcal relationship betmeen the -

[

ratlonale Component and the other part OF the matrix, prlmarlly the in-

v s oy B ; £

tents. . It was noted that content of the ratlonale dealt,oniy ulth the
philoaophy‘and-purpoSes as they affected the boys,-while i the ‘matrix :
oF the<ﬁctuabwprog£@m operatron, the‘cogtent Focused on uncles, and Fami;
eliea{ ‘In Fact; the boywwas‘oniifaeeniét the time of'pre—match. Data£¢$
were not retained to determine how well the. -program met its preventlve
function for the boy as stated above With the rather obv1ou absence
of a logical relationship between the content of the prodram rationale
and its implementation described in the cells of the matrix, the evalua-
tor wondered aboot the'proqramrfunction.vvThe duestionwis whether'it
operates for the boys or for the processes of inquiry, application; . T
matching and follow-up of uncles and mothers, vithout consideration For
:'the boys' opinions. The 1ack‘of contact between the boys and the coun-
aellorsvwas discussed later in the eoaluation and some subsequent action
proposed (see Figure 5, standard #2 in the tranéactions dealing with

families). -



“Antecedenta

The antecedents of th' Uncles at Large ppogram vere deflned for the

: Famllles as the events before the boy 1s matched, up to and 1nclud1nq

Lo

‘the pre- match 1nterv1ew For proqpectlve unclca, antccedents were the T;

= w
» —en

evehts up t@ theytiEe,Qﬁ'begngﬁmatchaﬂ.‘vFheeprocadunesmforccaCh,group o .

. A Cow e e -
I P N ‘ ° P - L

consisted of inquity;.apblicaticn and screening before the match. For
the families, aspects ot the waiting period overlapped from the antece-

_dent to the”transactiohsmuffher?fia no; waiting list of uncles{.an fact,

there is a Constant demand for uncle"”., The -lack of suitable men 1is

partlally respon81ble “for the lcnqthy waltlng list’for a boy to-obtairn

Foy Y

an unctle. - f o . -

Inquiry, Application, and Screening of Families and "Uncles"

Intemts,nObservationsl'Standards and Judgementslof the Antecedents
Tha;ptacedures‘that facilitatc.the anttancb of bcth ho?s and
"uncles" to the'prcgnam are similar in that they both consist‘ot inquiry,
application, and~screening processes. tach process also has components
.that are ditferenttas thefmodel‘indicatedl* The dissimilarities are emph-
OSLzea by the easy availability of ”nephews” and the. chronic ahortaqe of
uncles" for the program. The result 1s.screenlqg»g71terla which are

va@ﬁé}i—défined for families and are precisely-delineated for uncles.

Inquiries and applications (families)

5 / . . L
- These two processes demonstrate ipcongruence between intepts and

“ -~

observations in the matrix. for example, one intent was to défine the -

poculation in need of the service, yét the program is attembting to serve

any families who apply, according to observations. It was observed

that -the population which might need the services perhaps was not being

t



' reached. fhe seheedueht'étandards-andfiudgéhente gave‘a.vagUe 5lanfor )
action, Wthh vas the number one prlorlty for 1mmedlate 1mp1ementat10n
by the Uncles at Large program. It began to address the Concern but

there is the need For rellable data to ans wer pe01flc quest ions euch

’-esg ”How can the proqram shorten its waltlng A1ist?" "Fdn the populetlon

pec&fled S0. as. to serve the communlty more eff101ently7” and others.

{

¢ T A

[nquiries and applications (uncles) ”

a8

These two processes demonstrated congruence between intents and ob-

s

servations. Themebéefvations vere upported by emplrlcal data uhile the
standards were more Carefully dellneated and requ1red llttle ChdﬂQP " No

immediate plans OF ectiQn vere made. Due to ins ufflClent "uncle". appli-

cations, the staff endeavored to refine the screeninq procedure in order

Y

)
1 . L

to give a fair chance to all prospective: uncles. Consequently, there
vere explicitly-stated approaches outlined to deal with uncie'inhuiries
and applicationet' This dttEﬂthn to detail was also characteristic of

the ‘CFPPnan and matchlnq of uncles.

Screening (families)
- Only one component . of Family screening was mentioned in the intents
HEFEO . : ’

of the antecedents. It was congruent ‘with the related Observation, but

standards upon which judgements could be made were not discussed. The
3

particular area, that of re jecting unmotivated Families ané‘families not
requirinq.the'Uncles at Large ¢ erv1ce, vas telated to the definition of
the .desired populatlon to be served. However, this has not.been'done

as stated earlier. The specification of standards Fer rejeeting Femilies

from ‘the program nay be of greater felevance and use to the counsellors.

i



Screening (gnéles)

In qrcle sbfeéning,.fhere was a.rekatignship betweeh the intents
~and observations, but the dgqree of this loqicéf reléfiohship (congruence)
‘ was questionable. Comprehensive uﬁclo iqquiry and application procos§eé
wvere also present in fhe uncles screening, and to that deqree represen-
'ted.the congruence. The questioﬁsvardse‘whéh the reason for the choicé

-5F séléctioﬁ précedune$_revealed in thc obserVatioTs wias uncle”
1f the intent of thé Unclelscreéhihg Qéé to @atoh‘ﬁnclosvwith boys as
quickly as possible, then the whole proéess’can be questianed- in terms
. RN o _ . .

Oflits cogt efficig%cy;v-Ihevaverqge lepgth of time‘bptmeenfuncie'aécéﬁﬁ o
tance and match was not specified. In future, the time calculated might
be wogthwilp in determininq‘the cost foiciency of the proceésos.' Con-
sidering tﬁe‘low rate of feturn of applications 750%) and the desire of
“the cbuﬁsellbrs §0 mainiain :aéport vith the Board wvhich requests numbers
of matches as ;ndicative of the proqrah's "successful” operat{on,.tho

-jpdqoments required ligtle action. A éloser_examlnation of thevaSsump—
tions and rationale for the complicated uncle screening process is. suqg-
gested 1n order to determine ifs cost efficliency in the context of the

1

whole program, , \ Y

Iransactions’

Transactions involving the family referred to those cvents after
the pre-match interview in which the boy and the mother met with the
counsel lor. This -is the firéﬁ time that the boy wasvseen“by the‘staff.
Uncle tréns;ctions vere thQ m;tching procedurgs relative to tHe quality

and appropriateness of the mateh, the uncle training proqfams, and the

termination -of unsuccessful matches.



~x3

“ - .

' ' : : :
AFter Pre- match - Famllv Lransactions- [ncludlng Intent% Obser\/ationsz

)tandards nnd Judgements

These t ansactions are ,intended to Facilitate the matchin of boys
. g .

vAth uncles. There seeméd to be congruence between the intents and ob-

servations. ‘A standard vas PStabll shed and the subsequent judqement'was
a deflnltlve.plan af action ‘tg Pnhance the process, ~Dne]of the major.
1ntents‘was to build and maintain rapport w1th Ehe Sgy and the mother . . -
whlle they vere waiting for a sultable match. Specific obseryutioﬁs
Supported the counsellors’ attempts to Fulflll this OhJPCthP They were

providing iqformationwto the ﬁbtﬁef;iﬂbout community resources that

could be used while waiting, matching as qu1ck1y as possible after the

S

pre-match interview, and allowing a_6-month period for decision, if the
mother was uncertain abgut obtaining an "uncle”, before the name vas

droppod From the vaiting list. A standard to hasten the time before

'matchlnq and after pre- mat ch was that the family would be LOﬂtdCth 1f

the match had not been made by the 2- month p01nt The Judgcment Fol—

lowing thia standard was the establis hment of JFCOUHtHblllty and Follow—
up for those who had vaited longer than 2 months. In the overall evaly-
nﬁion; a Judgement that emerqed éq a number two priority far 1mplementa—

tion was the mofhers' orientation seminars after the matching had occurred.

Matching - Uncle Trgnsactions . e

The obsérvations related to the above-mentioned intents of the

- uncle mdtchlnq seemed to be congruent There was delineation of the

»anecdotal crlterla for mak 1ng approprlate suitable matches, For train-

ing uncles, and for termination of inappropriate matches. . The standards

specified for making matches,wore qeneral, and no judgement was made

‘ )
1nd1cat1ng the need For ~more clearcut crlterla supported by'data. There



vere twb.cuifercieérly—delineated standards éeqafdihg uhciertfaininq and
UHSUCCessle.W?tghgs.u_Particularly,.there:wés a Elearcut-juddgment»to
prdpoée gHe preparation of an'uncle'traininq manualiberafch 31, 1980,
tﬁe.thifd main priofity fbr implgmemtatiom'of the evaluation. .There was
alsoc a judgement to encourage greater staff.involveﬁent at matgh termina-
tion. - v g

'Outcomeé )

The outcomes centered on the follow-up procedures that weg% being

'ngd-%n the program for,the families /mothers and boys) and tHe uncles.
Thoy'élso included a moré qeneral.statemént‘of inteats %br Families in %
need, community ac£ion and research activities within thebéqenéy.

‘ - A telephone interview format is used as a framewvork for 1-month,.
and 3-month follow-ups for families and uncles. There is also ;n annual
office inter;iéw with the mather, the uncle aﬁd the counsellor to deﬁer—
mine the progress of tHe match. ‘Aqaih there was é discrepancy between

3

the intents and observations because at no time were the boys asked to
qlve an opinion about the match. This is similar to.the lack of 1651031
"relafionnhip bethéé the rationalé and the remainder of the matrix stated
earlier in the results. The subsequent standards asd judqeménts sugdgest
the need for mére rigorous quantitative data in:ordér to determine the
short-term and.lonq—term outcomeé>of the brogram. The other intentsthat

relate to'helpinq families in need, to introducing community action and

to implementing research in the program require further scrutiny.

. Summary and Conclusdon

Stake's matrix was used as a framgworkbfgr describing the .Uncles at

Larde pfoqram, wvhich consisted of inquiry, application,'scréeninq, matching
. ‘) .



and follow-up probessés for Families and uncles. ) These fit into both

the descrlptlve cellé, the intents and oboervatlons,’and the buégement :
cells, standards and Judgements. Use of the model demonstrated areas
vhere the. program ié inconqgruent and,where information was omitted.

‘At least three plans for implemeh£étidnfof'chéngé in the proqrah vere
Specifically proposedf 3Thé'oﬁerall viéy was_thaf Stake's modei wag use-
fﬂl in evaluating Uncles at Lafge. This was suppérted by the opinions‘

of the staff in an informal meta-evaluation (see Appendix F) and by the

completed -matrix_ (see quures 1 =7), It 1s recommended that the model

ho used for Contlnulnq Formatlve evaluat10r1of the proqram

)



for boys
1n need

N

FIGURE 1 -

Rationale

Key points of philosophy:

A boy needs a male reiationship

'in order to facilitate healthy

development and to reduce the

. Incidence of social maladjust-

ment by the presénce of g male

influence'(sée Appendix B).

Purposes:
1. Build self esteem o
2. RedUCé_syﬁptomatiC behayior
3. Overcome fears |
4. Prevent Futureudisfurbances

- Y
5. fnhance life and broaden horizons
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“study.. e

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The major purpose of the'evaluation process at Uncles at Léfge was

to,determf%e the applicability of Stake's model to a.non-educational
program evaluation. On the basis of information from several meetings
between the staff members and the evaluator, it was concluded that the

model was approbriate to formative evaluation of the program. The pur-

pose of thié discussion is to highlight the strengths and weaknesses of

. the particular application from two perspectives: the application and

the theory. Application refers to approaches and basic issues unique to
the selected evaluation context. Theory refers to Jodel considerations.

Recommendations will be made from both of these perspectives, with

4 greater emphasis on the theory due to the main intent of the present . ¥

P

Application

-

‘Use of ‘the Involvement Approach

This;approéch has two components: (1) the evaluator being in atten-
dance at all the meetings with the sfaff members-to complete the matrix
and (2) the evaluator acting as a facilitator éf the‘procass and essen-
tially, the staff memberé evéluatinq their own:program.

The weaknesses of the invalvement approach were the difficulty

the staff experienced at first in understanding the model and using it,

~the length of time required to complete the matrix and the need to deal

wvith group dynamics which can be complicated. The following recommen-
dations are prbposed:

Recommendation #1

To reduce the length of time, a weekend or several consecutive days

hd oy
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could be devoted exclUéiVely to evaluation. If that time is unavailable,'

selected cateqgorijes.from the matrix could be used. However, one prob-

"l?muﬁithFQsinq only‘bérfé,o?fthe madel 1is thét the "whole" pérspective

of the program demonstrafedvby‘fhé mode 1 couid be lost. It is important
to note that, although the‘evaluafion seemed timé-éonsumimq, Ehe cbmple—
ted matrix woula be a solid foundation of proqram evaiuation for a long

time afterthe—iritial input. A cost-benefit analysis‘of the lonq—&erm

effects of the time .spent is also suggested to clearly determine the

v

3

value of using the approach.

Recommendation ##2 ; o 7

-

{n arder to effoctively handle the group, @3 a necessary component
of the involverent approach, it is suggested the evaluator be skilled in
theory and practise of group dynamics,; in order to speed up the process

: “«

and to enhance the facilitator role o® the evaluator. [t is hoped that

the Increased facilitation may also aid in understanding the model more
> : .

~

easily.
Althouqh'there are weéknesscs in the involvement approach used in

the study, its stfenqths address two knotty issQes in evaluation'cited

et vrer - the political issue and the“ut%lization i1ssue. The evaluator's

facilitation ole at thezmeetingé established rapport and trust with the

agency, which seemed instrumental in minimizing the political difficulties

often inherent i- evaluations by an ininvolved outsider. Furthermore,

in facilitatinq ather thénvdictatinq the evaluation, the evaluator wvas

nat‘solely fesponsible for the content of the matrix but'rather, the "

. Couhsellors 1 timately decided what should be excluded and included.

Less threat ned by and more involved in the evaluation as is not usually

the :us- in many evaluations, the counsellors may be encouraged to-ytilize



the results more readily. Utilization of evaluation results seemed to

. be onegiof the moet difficult issues to resolve. . Typical,to most evalua-

tions, proof of the implementation is in the actual observed change, .

before involvement can be Cited as a key factor in evaluation results

. utilization.

;- Lt may be that the‘prime impetus for utilization can be attributed

to ¢ "personal factor" described by Peton, et-al fin Cook, et al, 1978,
. . /

P. 82). This personal factor relates to thv involvement of a key staff

member and his support of the program evaluation whicR promotes increased

openness of other: staff members to using the evaluation results. The

involvement approath has both strengths and weaknesses des cribed above.

[t is one part of overall considerations in program evaluation.

Fl

.

Another Factor to consider in evaluation is the dPSiqn Using
involvement as a key Qtrenqth neces Sitate° a less riqoroue design. Due
to the exploratory nature of the present evaluation, it was des criptive
and similar to a case study. Strengths, weaknesses and recommendations

regarding this descriptive approach in ngeneral will-be discussed next.

Use of the Descriptive Approach

Selection of the descriptive approach\was made when it became appa-
rent that the information in the program files was inappropriate for
propiding data to euppprt.or refute program olaims. The main weakness
of continuing with the less rigorous deSign reduces the reliability,

validity and generalizability of the results. AS Cited.earlier,_evalua—

tion 1in general must not be necessarily generalizable. Often,results

cal significance and heuristic.value to the program. Therefore,,
the strength of continuing with the involvement and the descriptive

4
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approach vas 1ts practlcal 51gn1F1cance and heurlstlc value to the pro-

.o ‘

qram . : . : ' .

Recommendation #3

The evaluation process itself aifetould be a source of reliable -
and valld data by recordlnq and trans rlblnq the meetlnqs, perhaps us1ng
behav1oral observatlon techniques or interaction analy81s approaches

‘Bales, 1951, 1970) or some other consistent data collection format .

Recommendation #4 | . Lo .

To ensure future evaluatloos and research StUdlEQ ‘that are suppor—”
ted by rellable data yit is recommended. that the agency establish appro—
prlate data-gathering methods to'address specific concerne of the judge-
ments and the three pFlOFltICS for action indicated by this evaluation.

Also, the parts of the matrlx for Wthh data®is absent should be exam-

ined and acted upon. ., s . o

"y

For example (see the }nteﬂts of the antecedents for uncle screeo;hg,
Figure 2, item #4) it is the 1ntent of the program to match "the prospec-'
tive uncles with the boys qulckly, yet the average length of time between

"uncle" acceptance ﬁgngﬁgatch w1th the boy, was not mentioned. A speci-..
fic numerical abso}ute or relative standard was not made, and thus a
Jjudgement could not‘pe;made. In this example the average length of time
could be,calculate@,ran arbitrary'stahdard established and a judgement

of the program could be made after a Few months. ¥

Other 1tems in the 1ntents of the antecedents, transactions and out-
comes need to be examined in a similar manner. Beginning the discussion

of the model leads into the major consideration of the present evaluatlon

- the theory
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. Theory.
In Serivep's terms (1967) the evaluation of Uocles_at‘Large wes
) ' &
?ormativé ‘rather than sommative Formatlve evaluatlon 1nfoﬁmatlon is

ntended to stay w1th1n the agency and 1mprove the: product (1n WOrthen
& andegs 1973, p. 62). )ummatlve evaluation goes beyond the aqency

and intends to 1mprove utlllzatlon Qr recognltlon of the product (p. 63)

,‘/" L‘

It could be said that formative evaluatlon Judges the ‘process and sug-
Qes%Q chanqe, whlle‘eummatlveréValuation determines iF the program is
"successful" and is to be‘confinued4>_The_formative evaluation in the

-~

present study served two-purposes (1) to dedcrlbe the program as it
ox1qtcd at the tlme and (2) to lndlcate the future dlrectlons of the- pgg-
qram

The veaknesses cf the formative evaluatlod vere hlnted at in the
dis cu381on of the descrlptlve approach Sobjectivity contaminates the

within- aqencyfﬁormarlve evaluation and the results. .

Recommenaefidh #5

To I'ncrease objectiVity in the formative approach deFined by Scriven,
use questronnaires, recorded interviews, monthly sratistics and similar_‘
data-collection formats. :

The strength of the formative -approach is its descriptive and:devel—
opmental focus. It is useful for evaluatlnq new programs and existent.
programs w1thout the threat sometimes present in summative evaantions;
that of uonderlnq if a prograp is to continue and if one's job is yet
1ntact Stake's model seemed parélcularly appropriate to both the

descriptive and developmental intent of the evaluation at Uncles at Large.

- The -use of Stake's framework in the formative approach demonstrated

_strengths and veaknesses. The staff experienced difficulty in
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undensfanainq the model at;first and Found it hard to distinquish between
some cells of the'matfix Mackay and Maquire (1971) c1tvd the vaqupne
of Stakenslmpael, vhich mlqht have contrlbuted to the dlfflculty in its
FoTprehension, as belnq both a strength and a veakness. The strength 1is
‘jtslﬁroad base for data collection vhich can lead to the examination of
many possible relationships. Its weakness is the practical limitation
of resources for its broad scope of application leading to superficial
investiqation. Confusioniabout the bqundaries of the cateqorieé 1S Sup-
ported by Mills and Cravford (1973)\and Lupart "Note 1) who performed
:Qaluatipns of a }Padinq lanquage arts prbqram’nnd a day’knrn center,
respectively {cited Qarlier). | |

Another weakness of the model emerqged when the staff members vant ed
to inc]uée two new cateqgories in the-mﬁtfix. In the staff members'
opinions, the rﬂ did not adequately .'encompass the proqram operations.
The first addition proposed was procedures. fﬁey vere defined as every-
day activities of the program. Although-the evaluator was unable to
distinguish between procedures and observations, the cateqory remained
throuqhnut the evaluation, as o political endeavor. It facilitated un-
derstanding af the model and participation in the ovnluafjon Wh}Fh.Wﬂﬂ -
necessary to complete the matrix.

The second addition proposed was called "action' and it also re-

mained ‘throughout the evaluations for the same reasons as the first one.
However, after the evaluation was completed, a closer examination was
qiven to the definition of judgement 5rvordinq to Stake 71967, a. 536)
as "assigning a weight, an importance  to eacﬁ set of standards". fur-

thermore, rational judgement in educatinnal evaluation is a''decision as

to hov murh to pay ='‘ention tn the «tandards of each reference qroup



w

‘point of view) in deciding whether or not to take some ddmlnl strative
action" (p.536). The deFinit;on suggests that. the final Judqement is to
take action or not. Jhe nature of that action 1s unclear ) ACthﬂ defi- ..
ned as implementation of the Judgements may have some merit as an addi;

tional rateqgory after Judgements in the matrix.

Recommendat ion #6

An examination of available evaluation theory resedarch could be

made to determine if the. addition of actions to Stake's model is suppor-

—

o«

ted. If it is, then the validity Of‘its inclu;ion In similar evaluo-
t1ons may he'indicated.

Continuing with the discussion, selection of Staké's ﬁfamewor? as 1t
vas first described in Stake (1967) resolved the basic issué involving
cdnceptualization of program processes anq outcomes. Usg of the matrix
contributed to arganizing the inquiry process, fhereby faéilitatinq both
description and judgement of the proqrn%. It also demons txﬁted the area§

3

vhere data were weak or not available in the program as it exlsted at
the time. |
- According to Worthoﬁ and Sanders'(l973) flexibility is necessary. in
selection of maﬁels for evaluatioﬁ. [t was recommended, also'as qid
Mackay and Maguire (1971), that a model was not tn be used alone. g%ther,
it vas suqggested that a complemeﬁt of models and designs, 1ncluding ex-
perimental nndvquasi—experimental designs, be selected on the basis of
\%N? particular pfoqram needs. The present evaluation used 068 mode ]
only and as such,contradicted these Suggestions. Hovever, there is ample

opportunify to implement thPSP suggestions now that a basis of evaluation

has been established. This evaluation thus seemed to be a first step
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tovard more forhal'evaluation designs, and perhaps.fhe use of other models

to augment the Countenance framework could be attempted.

Recommenaation #7 ~—

Consideratidh‘ﬁe giden to-other vays of evaluqtinq Uncles at Large
_by using the data already collec: ed and impiementing other models approa-

ches Complemen£ary to Stake's model. -

There worelstrenqths and weéknesses of both the theory and thq appli-
cation of Stake's framéwork in evaluatind the Uncles at Large proqgram in
Edmonton. In the evaluator's opinion this close consideration of the
many intefrelated factors of, evéluation vith a paftjcular é%gﬁ:gfs on
the theory of evaluation sum up to one conclusion. Gtake's Céuntenancc
moaei is viable for evaluating a non-educational program. The limita-
tions of this application are indicated by the~wéékgesses discussed.
The contributions made by the study follow the two major discussion
topics of - application and theory... Tﬁe apbliéd contributiog vas the
implementatibn of eQaluation procedures using Stake's model for the ]
first time with the Cdmonton Uncles at Large. The contribution to eva-
luation theofy vas the completed ﬁatrixz demonstrating its use for eva-
luating a non-educational progfam;

In essence, Ehis overall first step towards evaluation provided
some guidelines Fbr Futufe’use Qf.Stake'S model at the .program. Dgcu—
mentation of evaluation processes such as have been describéd is an in-
frequent occurrence in the literature. Neophyté evaluators are left to
”rs}ﬂventinq the wheel" many times. The presént study encompasses many

of the potential pitfalls in evaluation and thereby has vélue for other

evaluators undertaking similar endeavors.

-
.

>



Performing evaluation is not easy. Just when the evaluator thinks
that the situation is in hand, it disintegrates before his eyes. Limi-

tations are many, leaving scanty results compared with the grandiose
& ¢

plans that began the evaluation. The presént evaluator experienced that

many times, yet there ig one redeeming feature to the whole process.

Alkin and Fitz-Gibbon (1975) summed it up in éhéir-article about methods

and theories of evaluating programs. Y

While such frustrations are disturbing; one must still recog-
nize that the primary function of an evaluation 1s to broyidé :
information of the best quality possible under the circumstances.
If the exigencies of the situation reduce the meaningfulness :

of the data, then say so and proceed to indicate what is knouwn,
what has been observed, albeit from a less rigid set of data-
collection protocols. (p.15)

The key is "under the circumstances" which allows considerable la-

titude in evaluating a host of different programs. This potential for

e

\\\ﬂiugfsity in using evaluation principles is alluring, challenging and

dowgp(ﬁﬁl %5§Cinatinq to anyone interested in applied study.
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DEFINITIONS FOR STAKE'S MODEL OF EVALUATION

q

Rationale - philosophy and basic purposes.

tvaluation - consists of both description and judgement.

Antecedents‘— any condition existing prior to the agency process which
may relate to outcomes.

Transactions - are the encounters, interviews, screening procedures etc.,

which comprise the aqenpy pPocess: Transactions are dynamic whereas ante
cédents and outcomes are relatiVely'staticValthouqh the boundaries betwee
them are not clear.

Qutcomes - evident immediate and implied long-term effects of the UdL
proqram.A |

Standards - special criteria on which the program should be evaluéted
before it advances to another stage. These include absolute and relative
standards. (see definition below)

Jngemeﬁts - The Judging act itself is deciding which set of\standards to
heed. More;pyecisely, Judging is assigning a weight, an tmportance to
each set of standards. Rational Judgemént in educational evaluation is

a decision as to hoy much to pay atten%ﬂyn to the standards of each
‘reférence.qroup (point of view) in deciding whéther or né£ to take some
administrative action. From relative Judgemenﬁ of a progrém (compared

to other similar programs) aé wvell as from absolute judgement {compared
to ideals or individual programs;, wve can obtaln an overall or composite
rating of merit (perhaps with certain qualifying statements) a rating to
be used in making a decision. From this final act of judgement a recom-
mendat;on;han be composed.

Intents - goals, plénned—For environmental conditions. The resulfing

collection of Intents is a priority listing of all that may happen.

s
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Obéervations ; client outcomes includiﬁg use of inventory schedules,
biographical data sheets, intervie@ rogtines, check lists, opinionnaires
and all kinas of psychometric fééts.' | |

Contingency - relationship among variables. Is there a logicél relation-

ship between antecedents, transactions and outcomes. These could include
' +

vhat you see as logical, intuitive and egperientially supported endorse-
ments of the relationshih.

Congruence -.refers to the relationship between intents and observatiéns
i.e. what was intended did occur., it does notlnécessatily mean that the ~

-outcomes were reliable or valid.

<

**Remember**

The model below is background for deygaopinq an evaluation plan.
L -
What and how are determined by your participation and implementation.

] -

Reference

Stake, R. E. The countenance of educational evaluation. Teachers College

2

Record. 68(7), April 1967, 523-540.
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Uncles at Large (Edmonton Area) Society, 10045 - 110 Street Edmonton Alberta TSK 1J5
Tekphone (403) 423-1160 -

o

THE UNCLES A7 LAXGE PROGR~M - _ /

PURPOSC
The Uncles at Large pronrem is bﬂved on the bLelief that a child's glouth
into healthy adulthood 1s facilitated by the presence of both male And
fémale adult models. Unfortunately, family breakdoun is a tast imcreasing
phenoménnn in modern fociety. This trend 15 reflected in Edmonton's
population stetistics.” there are approximately 10,000 single parent
families 1 Ldnonton, cver 8,000 of uhich negmhcaded by mothers. In
many of these familits, circumstances deny tive children access Lo their
father. ‘lLack of a male figure has been ghown to cause social .disturbances
in some children. Fatherless buys are oler-represented in appearances
before Courts, and in juvenile treatment centres. They have a greater
.chance of fsilure at school and tend to show behaviour problems more
frequently. Ac adults, they run a higher risk of unsuccessful marrianes.
. : ¢
The Uncles ab Large orogram endeawors Lo provide these boys with the
adult male companionship considered desireble for healthy development.
Ue hope the altention given @ boy by an Uncle at Large assigned to him
vill help reduce the incidence of social ﬂdldethmﬁﬂt which may occur
vhen there i3 no signif 1‘th male 1nfluence. i
HLSTORY ,
The nced for a program to provide male volunteers for boys lacking a
father has long been evidant. FPrior to 1967 several unsuccessful attempts
vere made to esiablish this type of service.- In 1967 the Canadian Progress
Club vas made cuare of the need by the Fdmily Service Association of )
Edmonton and the ilonica Society, and findlly accepted the responsibiiity
for providing both funding support and the initial volunteers from their
membership for nalching as uncles for boys. To that.end, "Irogress”
. vorked in<cenjungtion with the Femily Serviee Association of Codmonton
in the development of a program format, philosophy, and professional
prncpdurﬂe The service gnt underway in 1967 under-'thé administration
of the Family Service Agsocialion of Edronton.

AN

%%e grovth of the program was such that by 197¢ it was evideni that the
alms of the program could best be fulfilled by .n 1ndependent of fice
and staff. Steps were thereforc taken io have Uncles at Large incorporated
~ as’ a Society under the Alberta Societics Act and an office with a full
time staff was set up. This office tobok nuver the.administration of the
"program from the Family Service Association of Edmontom.  Hence the !
program became completely indapenﬁexf as a duly xeg stered Society

The grouth of the Uncles at Large program was paralleled by a similar
growth in the sponsoring organization, The Canadian Progress Clubs in
tdranton. 1974 sav the chartering of a fifth Area Club wvith ald five

.2
~A COMMUNITY SERVICE OF THE CANADIAN PROGRESS CLUBS IN ALBERTA
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!
Clubs accepting the sponsnrship ‘of lintles at Large a2s their prime comaunity
service. Cach of the five Clubs appoints three members to scrve as
members of the Society along vith tuvo appointed representatives of mothers
served by our proaram and two representétives»chosgq frcm the uncles.
From this membership the OfTicers and Oirectors of the Society are eiscciod
at the annual mceting of the Society. S

STRUCTURET & DRCANTIZATIOY

N .
Management of the progrem is undertaiien by the Socicly sLEfT uncler Lhe
direction of_ !l Socacty Cxcculive uho provide guidance, paiicw direerion
qZ$ atthority for prlibiLy sivd receritlacol of uncles, yeneral progran
revicv, lecng range planiiing and develogment, end develiopment of budaciy
and raising of fonds. ' '

[

PROTEGSTNNAL PROCEDINES

fNCLES APPLICATION - y

The man interested in wecoming an Unele ot Larne Leging Ly phondng our
office at 423-1160 or dropping into our aifice Lo il vill, ua personclly,
Upon drdicatiing hic interest in Loceming an Uscle of Laro, be chin
reccives an applicatizn form Lo be corpleted and 1oeturaed Lo ous. g
application form aske him Lo share vith us perconal inform.’ . on uhich
assistls Lhe Uncles at targe counsellor in the intervicou Uhich follous,

TNOIVIDUAL Iy

Ind vidual interviews are held vith cach jprospeslive uncle Broan Unelos

at Lavge councellir. Tids inborviey serves prinarlly to detormine -

mer s oligibility for the progrom.  Tre applicant 1s also asked ‘Lo shore
vitls Gs inforsal jon vith regard to interests, preterences, ond person.-] ity
Gate vhich sucisly us in selecting the nepheu bect culled (o Piimess on
indivicual. Praspective uncles ulo arc Ffound unsuitabic for tiwe progrom
are encouraged tc explore alternzste avenues for giving voluntary service
to the community. :

PSYCHOLUGICAL TCSTING - S

After the apnlicant i fentatively anproved on the basis of Lhe purzaral oo
intecview, he is asked to wrice psycnological ‘tcsts., These nereonality
inventories assist Lo counsellor bath in further’aceessing the apolicant'e
cligibility for the program and in delerminimg which. boy migat best be
matched vith him. Completion of .the tects generally takes approximately
two hours, :

ORIFNTATTIUN SUMINAR

. L] - B
Before an urlcle is matched vith 3 bov dn the program, he attends a seminar
vith other prospective uncles present. Available -at *his seminar as resour
persons arel tvo Uncles at Large counsellors, two experienced uncles in the
program, anmd two mothers of boys enrolled in Lhe program. Tris seminar
_serves to provide a more personal, first hand knovlcZge of the program
‘thereby filling any gaps in the spplicant's understanding gf the program.
It also serves to provide him with the companionsnip and support of other
people invelved in the program, ' . :

el
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MATCHING

While the uncle has been sharing the information vith us lo enable us

to knov niwm Lolter, similar information has also been otlained Mrom
mothers and boyvs cecwing Lo participate an the program.  1The infcermal zen
gaircd from cach parly allows us to malch an uncle vith a particular oy
on the basls of such Tuclors as inlureciz, personality, ceojraphic
location withan Lhe city, and stated trefercnces.  lhe average time veriod
betveen the time an urncles applics end 13 malched 1s aparoximaiely one

to tue months.  Unusual preferences or needs may lengthen this period
somevh .

The actunl wmolching oaceurs in o meaeling which foles ploce in the Hacogr,
al Larae of fiee, The unc e and rother are et antrodoced 1o ooeh oter
and encourased to quectieon cach other on arcas of mutual coneorn ouoh

as discipiine, behaviour problems, or hoosehold rodes.  The nan ol

boy (hea meel.” .

UNCLE 'S COont iy

Befere the uncle is motched vith his neshew, he 1s made Lo undorot il thid
his partleiparion fnvelves a tuo-poart comvimeni. Cne, 0 35 o oo d Lo
unceitabe Lo see the boy on an averace of orce o veek Tap cporos 1y
four hcurc.  Tvo, the more Tong fotm coimttfonnl o hich he G Lo g

Lo remsin an Lhe progran For one year Berring urlerocen eorca o oevon

AL the end of thel one year the match 5o vercoocoed, ol Jwhich i, Lo
uncle may choose to vilhdrou.

S A v ol CU=0P oo

an it VT E e

The Uncles at Large program consivis{mainly of individual contarl bLebocen
an vrele and his néphew. Supervicod oulings de not censtitcte o ¢ ]
ficant aspece of the program. Contacls welveen ihe Unelow ut Lo
counscllor and the participanis 1n the progrom s considerey vary
important.  Hhacles or mothers are cncouraged o contact tha ofiice am -
tine they feol there is any thing liey vish Lo diccuss.  Troadditicn oo
thic, (he couselior conducts routine follov-aps on Lhe natoen ol Lo
month intcecvals, ihe fMirst contacl-cunsicis of on inlerviou Qvivcwm i
Uncl o ot Lirge councellor, the Uncle ab Large and Uhe neliv e of bhe oy
involved. 10 problems are developing thoy con be handled in o pnoil e
manaer before they d5velop Lo major prooortions. Subokquent {eo L intor-
view, telephone follov-ups are conducled every tiree monthe.  Shioold
problems arisg vhich cunnot be reconciled, then a moteh will be termin-
altcd and the coeunscllur afler revieving the situbtion det reines whell.r

to procecd with remalching the parties or vhether to.retire one or ioth

o them from the proaram.

14

0y
.
2

.

YOU CAN HILP o

The foremost need of the Uncles at Largeiorcgram 1s for men over the
ages of 18 to voluntecr Lo become Uncles at Large. You can therefore
help by.voluntccring to becsme an uncle yourself or by recruiting others
to assist in the program. We urge you to use any opportunity vhich is
available to you to publicize the progranm. '

Yog can alsq hc}p by supporting the Canudian Progress Club in its fund.
raising activities. ihy not inguire about becoming a member of one of
the five local Clubs? ‘ ‘ : o '

: Lo
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SUMMARY

The Uncles at Large program endeavours to provide male companionship to
fatherless boys. Funding is provided by the Canadian Progress Clubs

of Edmonton. ihere is no charge to famwilies making use of our program,
We welcome all inquiries pervaining to any aspect of the progran. Office
hours are 9 a.m. te 5 p.m., Ponday to Friday., QOur phone number is
423-11¢14. Pleace feel free to call or drop in for coffecc.

»
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Uncles at Large (Edmonton Area) Society, 10045 -

110 Street, Edmnton, Alberta T5K 1J5

elephone (403) 423. .1\1\60
CONFI LENTLAL

R I‘.JS

CCTIVE UIICLE

TOnH

The l‘lf(“!ﬁnrvnn voucrnrovide holoyw vy betn ns decide how voiu might
bost ot !mm‘t in the Uncles ov Large precram,  While vew moy
cunsider some ol the informat ion VO Teduest to e of a pewioval
b, et ogcan PoomuCht Uiad d petsonal haowle dee ol von s overy
Thporcant, .

s
Tioase ott. A"L?O answer .1]|'<'\.§s( lenne 30 inswering any poal Cu“r v
Suodoron el aopredlem please indicace on the fers thac ¥l .
Wertie S Hhe Uo discass ihe question noce fully when vou hive woor

 dntervicw with one of

Abl Information receiv

1. GEHLIRAL

Cad

Given

Iname s

-

(rY of Rirth

Dot

INTORVATICE

Our counsoiler..,

od will he held in strictost confidonce,

L

Surname

Day

(8}

(

) Addyees

: I‘()AL-L—J;-_ Year o - ) (

>
L Y ad
(<) ow -lorg have vou lived in the Edirontdn Ares? e _:__ _\)_.
{(¢)  Telephone - Tesidence _ 3
- ' : N
- Pusincss @ \ R
(1)  FEmployer's MName .
3 - ) . . - v' ] .
Wg) - Maririal Status Cinnle T Diyorced !
fa1r 't i dow
R I“..ll. ied . l Widowed |
: _Scpqrateq L ’
- 3. ’ . ' .
thy Wife's Uane
o . )
(i) Children? s names ond ages s
' ' ~

Q




.¥‘ - o . 3p

2. EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

(a) What is your job position, and what arec your responsibilities?

Al

(b) Do yecu work overtime? Yes [i]

How f{requently?

(¢) Do you work shift? Yes [:] Specify

) . Vi

(d) Ducs your work 'take you out of tcun for extendea periodss o1 time?
‘ el

(¢) lou long hav;.you worked for your present enoloyer?

(t) List other jobs jyou-have had and duration of tiwe iu cach .

PR

3. LDUCATIONAL HISTORY

(a) What is "the highoest ;rade ‘you haeve achieved in school?
. ghe & y

s : . .

. T
(b) What additional trairing have you pursuecd?

L%

(c) Are you currently enrolled in a course of study? If so, how much
" - time is committed to it per week? :

»




¢) Are you lanning to return
y P 2
per week will be cemmitted

to school? 1If so, when? iew much t.1e
to your studies?

4. UNCLES AT TAKGE

(a) Vhere did you first learn of the Uacles at Larye prog aw?

(b) Why do you desjire to give voluntarv scrvice to tn- communt ool

Py

(¢) Why have you chosen the Uie

les it Lavge prozyam?

C4) What personal 2Hlributes do v joave rooar Yoo ttadeds v v i s p
L) . J H
you (o doxrclnp a I’L'l&L]'OHS]ij 2 vithoa buv 1 the Vieler ae I,,ll_'..\L‘
program?  Descriibe Auy uspericrces - you have nod with (hilor. o
that #might provide a background for YORY participa.ion in (be- o
proglnm.
[
_— - _— . —— -
T T T T T e e —
- LN ~
— 4 —— —_——— —— - - ————

(e) What do you expect to gain.
Large program?

&




5. SOCIAL - "

(a) Describe Your current 1nterest=, social activities and communi+ Yy
involvenent (such as hotbluj, clubs, cultural and sporting
act1v1t1es, etc.). Which of these could You share with a boy

. insour program?

T e e e T -
b
0
—— _—— 3

{(h) How doas Your wife (or Jirifiiend, if apnlica b‘e; foel whont woar
Proposed involvement in the Uncles at qugu PLroara..?

M »
/
«
. {(¢) If you have children, how do they feel about Your involvesont in
ot Unclee at Liarue? .

d)} How manv friends deo von Fave, and how regularly doNymy - thoo?
) J 1 Pt R

-4

(e) Loscribe Yeur attitudes toward tne vse ol alcoho’ and stroet Jdruvas.,
If you use any of thoge driugs ot Fresent, dezcribe Yoy YCU Ule Jtloan
In zddition, indicatc what uce'yeu lade orf Cheaw Ia Lo past.

1

N - _

3




6. REFERENCES

Please supply the names, . addresces, and teleplione numbers of three
persons who may be contacted for a porsonal referenace
If possible

the names of relatives.
employer or supurvisor.

NAMC

(1)

ADDRESS

b

83

.
\n,

Lo not give

one of the names should bg an

PIONE RELATICNGHIP
: (e.g. friend, enpleyer,e

R: o
H ?
R: . B _
0: o e
R; o
13 |

7.y CUMTIENTS

if Jyou have ary uddigﬁpnal cormienls or

uucstions, please doo Thg splooe
prpvidod below. ‘
-

o ' / ’

s —_—
¢
3
.
!
!
4 Ay b
) "
v
.
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8. PERMISSION FOR CRIRTNAL RECORD SEA?CH

To fulfill our tesponsibility to the boys in the Uncles at Larye Prdgram;
ve routinely conduct a Criminal Record Search.  \le therefore ask that yOu
sign the consent form belov.

You can be assured thal if such inrorma}iun 1s obtalned, it vill be kept
in the strictest confidence and vill o discussed vith you.

PLEASE READ THE CONSENT ORI CARLFULLY BLFORC YOU SICN IT.

ACHNOULFDENENT o CONTLNT FOR PRUVISTON OF pronaay TVFORDAT 1oy
‘ . . . *\ v - . - N
I hereny autrorize the Uncles ut Large Soclety of Ldrontoun to undortaice

a Criminal Record Search in connection vith,my anplicalion to prrticipate

in the Uncles al Large program.,

. L . E
Signature of Applicant N .
. . \
Date . ~ = ‘ b '
* L4
PLTAST PRINT:
w Wy
Nziwe of Anplicant
: Given Names ' “Surnane
o : . . ™
Dalte of Uirth.
PR ‘ Day Montir . Year
+ & Placc of Cirth L ) L o L
Y Cityr Proviace
W .
S
3 ;\
I( »

L

T |
ol
i
:
"

J n
£ I
> >
9
. e
! .
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: » 4
5 Uncles ot Large
Uncles at Large (Edmonton Area) Soéiety, 10045 - 110 Street, Edmonton, Alberta TSK 1J5
Telephone: (403) 423.1160 ‘ :

.

CONTTLEL Y Al

INFORMATYON £0UM VAR Jase 1 mn AT VT

i

el e L ouU
-4

porsibiler Tils Jofirmation will

1. CGENIRAL INFORMTTON:

Tilven noocs Clothe ) St :
LY Tale o Liclh R ] )
Grsshor) Day . onth Yeaor
(C¢)  Address e e 3 _
[}
\
’
Poctal Code

Businrcs

=
. [ 4
(e) ¥mplever's Momes : -~
. ). N S S
(f) Maritial Starus . Single i . ‘
. ‘ Separated . )
- : Divorced 1
N Widowed' )

S

.

~N
[Rel
~

IT yeu ave scparci.d or aivorced, whalt is youi Lorae o MUBLAnG s
name? ‘ ]

. - His present addeess

¢
.

«His telephone number

. : e
1) Have you been married wore than once?

Janﬁ77 

A COMMUNITY SERVICE OF THE CANADIAN PROGRESS CLUBS IN ALBERTA
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’

Family Information Form cont'd., e 2

2. FAMILY SITUATION:

(a) Pleaso llst all your chlldren -and their dates of birth. Place
a check (V) nemt to the names of those chlldron who are living
with you.

~

NAME _ - ~om oo DATE OF PIRTH DAY MONTH = YiaAR

fTOQﬂncy of vour forﬂer husband's contact with the

L |

No contgég?b » . ] ;

Once or twice a year. ‘ - S
‘Several .times a vear. < -
Once or twice a mongh. o /
Usually every week. '
(c) Do you tthx that your furmer husband would be in favor’ of his
son(s\ paLL1c1pat1ng in. the Uncles at large program? .

& . , /

(d) Do you have any adult male relatives in the Edmonton ‘ar¢a?
If your answer is "yeg” » would any.of these relatives be aqdé to~ .
carry on the fun- tlon of ah uncle?

(ey If divorced or W1dowed *do you have plans for we-marriage in thet
near future9 . : 7 . i

S . s

N




h : e ...3
Fhmlly Informatnon Form conL d. :
g
3; INFORMATION ABOUT PROSPECTIVE '"NEPHEW": v\. . ’ _
L} o k wpu
Descrlbe éach of" the boys for. whom &ou w1sh to have an uncle,, maklnc'“*

spec1a1 refLrence to the following areas ' 7

(1) Personalxtv of boy, (e.g. - qﬁiet, shy, happy, eté!) —‘His matﬁrity:
or -immaturity for his age. ; ’ -

(2) Act1v1t;es'aﬁd-intgres;s.'j' t
(3) Boy's handiing‘éf Iackﬂof'fazgér. . o L » I‘F
(4) How he gets'aloﬁglﬁithgfdbil§ and friénds. : | ' o =

- (5) Emotional or behavioral problems (e.g. = stealing, bedwetting, ete.)

v
.

(If more space is nceded, use next page) .

o




Family Information Form Cont'd. s &
. ! i '
\__\ T
. * ‘ ‘v
R 1]
A
_ —
3
.
.
Date Signature
.“ - \\

89
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SR . - R . oL ki
o : S $~, ™ 3 - 5
. : . T fy b
e - "“ ' )”?‘j ‘ I’J;
T . S _ '”$U~y‘ : .
. SUMMARY OF DEMOGRAPHIC DATA Aug.,30878" S0
RN . L R
-;$ ’ Boys in- Program "i"'. oy Waiting.List? . ~i'v. -
‘ » _ RERE vf R I8 f‘ W‘ ] 'm‘%’-. e
CTotal N S R L gl N
. (no Famllles) n’ . _236 Ry ( o ' l%§§ f,
: Tptal N o “ 4y "~'- '... K 3' el [ ' 'I,‘ ) ‘. ...f“:“_, :1:
| Hgys) 2 . Brg )
'N/(random ch01ce ; e ’ Lle o
h2 .. ¢ e
Famllles) 2¢ -, _}gﬁ )y
Vo T R 7 b- S
N (random eh01ce Cug S 38, g
boys ) | o PR e _,
Actual N“(after N 39 i e 26 T
* terminations) o A (several have only 1nqu1ry .
families -~ = | L : w1thout appllcatlon yet) '
Actual N (after L : R . ;%
termlnatlons) 45 -1_..éé8.&~ PR
boys . & , ‘ - "'{; e F
‘Average age N (no delegloﬁs for mlSS—:V N (no delkﬁions f >@

of boys - { ing data) = 45 L " .ldata =28 R S
) 9 Average 10 yrs. 10 mo.. . Average 7 vrs, 9.mo.: . 4
‘Range of - 7 yrsi'2 mo, to . . - _ 4'yrs, . 8 mo. to :".yiﬁ'f':

ages (boys) | 16 yrs, lO mo,. vy 12 yrs. S mo, . & ‘
“Ayerage'agei ‘N(after’ deletion For mloS—: miesingu

,7_of-mothers

Harita} status -

~No. of times.
‘..married

PBirth erdef

‘Employmerit

N (after deletlon.for

| ing data) =29 o |data £ 25 ey

”Average 39 yrs ‘Limo.. - 'Average 35 yis. Lo
Range oF agee 26 yrs. 2. mo tﬂ ' .23 yrs.: 4 mo. ﬁtof{%_ ey g
(mothers) * 54 yrs, 1 mo t ‘t’ (48 yrs. Timo. s TR &

’N(after mlssxng data) 28

l)employed :22

‘2)unemployed :5 (mentioned)

B)SA 1

N(after m1551ng déta) 26 T

{1)employed:18 = 3¥5A:T,

2)unemployed 1 Qmentloned)i

“1)31ngle 5
.2)separated 2 4)widowed: lO

= 31

B)dlvorced 14

N = 26 ey “ ey
l)single 4 3)dlwormgd 12

Nr: 32

l)one tlme 20

2) one time:0-

3)MA:6.,5=

l)one tlme 19 B%NA

Z)Separated 5 4)w1d0wed #5

one tlme 3L g

-_'l)only child: 8

3)oldest 6

l)only child:13 3)oldest 5 i

91

© of "nephew" ' 2)youngest : 1a ' 4)other 10 Z)youngest 5 Q)Other i3
i (Frequency data) | , L. b
Frequency»of ex- l)none;lé . Q)IHZ/mo:Z l)none 12 P 4)1-2/mosl
. husband's contact 2)1-2/yr:4 7 5)1/ueek:0 2)1-2/yr:4 - "5)1/veek:l
S 3)several/yr:3 6)NA:7 ‘ 3)several/y /Tl 6INA:T
.Remarriage 1)yes:p 3)maybefl; 'l)yes.Z, ‘;A3)maybe 2
o 2)no:21 4)NAT ¢ 2)no:20- - "4INA:G



 APPENDIX F i " 3

3

LI . . t

. 7UMETAEVALUATION -*.

SRR V}z%CQgESELLUR 0PIQiON§ OF THE "PROCE

. ’ ) ¢
- ! . -t f’ ) : . '
* ’ ¢ ' ' ’ i
. [ . 3 A

‘ e .
* %% - o
b . i
- . A iy
. ST TIR TR ot * .
o e -
jon ”
2 Y
e h
- N v '
® - 5.
oo ? 92 ' NE
=3 i T
. - - W
. ;‘ N
) il o]

=55

o




o g \ B S T Ao
. ‘\
. I.feel good about the process that We went through in evaluatlng

Ve '

T n e
‘tﬁe\bncles at Large prﬁgram l hhlnﬁ‘that 1t is atp031t1ve and zzgessary

. b
-exerc&se when .an agency has an opportun1ty to reflect ongats "aerulce

- )
‘dellvery".t l also thlnk that it is necessary to have some strmoture
. L o E

"pfbullt 1nto an evaluatlon process to gu1de the partlclpangé 1n thelr re— f'

flectlon T S e SR I D

“icalled Stake s Model We spent qu1te a Few sess1ons work;ng Wlth thlS N
- model and the process resulted in some creatlwe, challenglng 1nslghts.
"1nto the Uncles at- Large program ~More 1mportantly, we—were able toﬁ
TR R . .o

E;.utranSlate these 1nslghts 1nto some concrete prodbdural chadges a%dvmi )

"-'1nnovat1ve pllot prOJect ! thlnk these changes will help us toebetter i

The” process we weq} through w1th Pat Was in: the'formJof a model »U‘.

;serve our cllents S N A k< P
S o 4 AR ! ‘f'-‘ S
- Whlle the evaluatlon process was obv1ously usefulf I have somé : con- -
, L2 L . é‘i ) .
,“cerns about the process and Stake.s Model Jin partlcular¢ o
. Theeprocess vas. lengthy and tlme conaumlng It was dlfflcugt

!

’ "\, '

For me to malntaln cont1nu1ty from 58881on to. sessmnri }ﬂ_“ﬁ'v:
2. The model d1d not flow ‘in‘a loglcal sequence tor me I tended

to. see "Intents" as ”Goals” and I wanted to make ”Standards" some con—'

- cretlzed "ObJectlves” 1 don t thlnk I artlculated my’concerhs w1th the

,\ Y
TN

o model to other part1c1pants ) o hith' liglb : i afff;'[  .\‘\;~

' 3i' Whlle structure is necessary in an . evaluatlon model l'think :

vthat Stake s Model in some ways llmlted creat1v1ty and 'dreamlng"" lbfd.

’ R

"sometimes Felt as 1f we were puttlng too much emph881s on. the model and

: that the completlon of the model was becomlng more 1mportant than evalu—
. ) ./“\\ N .

L :

.

' atlon of the program. o B I v\{i. K Ar;)/"
i L . . . l_ - “ '~~ . ‘N'\ N - -

Ve
4 ’



?‘,‘tlve Mbdels to compare it w1th‘ Irn@ddltlon the. model as 1t evolved

! a e 5 ; 15%?
. ‘ K e : o ) .94 .
G S S e R
. s R : -
Despfte*these réservatloﬁ% I am@glad we.went through the process

- £

‘ Also, I am grate?ul For Pat Lavelle s a381stance as Fac1llt3tor oF the

. process r D ¥ s N

3 ,g ;”3t'._ '#ﬁgnt~'»‘_.;‘”‘.. I
b g HeET '.&5 T
o f_-i SERTE LIRS LDRNE‘ SEAMAN .

-

It s dlfﬁicult to comment on” Stake ] model,,hav1ng no»other evalua—'

!L¢

[y

R

e for us bears llttle resemblance to Stake S Model as it was Flrst de-

'“Antecedents.)r ._ . y i:;

P

fflned for us: /"Antecedents” in Stake s Model reFers to condltlons prlor

'to any agency 1nvolvemeg¢ (I questlon what he ‘can’ mean by ”Intents” in
. A4 . R - : .

Ba31cally the model ve used prov1ded a framework in whlch to lay out’

the program systematlcally "Far that purpose, almdst\any othet\iramework

.mlght have worked as well Bn the: negatlve 31de, to make the _program

t

S Flt or conform to the model ~some dlStOPtlDﬂ took place (of both the model

and the program) and; con81derable tlme was requlred "In Falrness, those

are- condltlons whlch may have occured equally or* more - w1th other mode?s.
Y

A major problem is one of" deflnlng terms,partlcularly Standards and

.

Judgements '"Judgements” wvas deflned for us 1n part as ”dec1d1ng whlch

S'set of standards to heed” I have a phllOSOphlcal bias against.. such

..

 post hoc Judgements I feel that agenc1es should have. standards deve—‘\

loped prlor to the\ayaluatlve process and Judgements would then be the’

" evaluatlon of the congruence between those standards and observatlons

Such standards would- then be - 1n part operatlonallzed Lntents

e .
P L



“ * , \/_ ‘95
o ) »
The model might <look like:!
. oo : L * -
‘ 'INTENTS‘ | STANDARDS - .|| OBSERVATIONS[ JUDGEMENTS
"R R T L T - oL
‘ A : B matches should L;no more - ' 17% are methods :
T . e 1o - SR should be
o bg positive than '15% {{ destructive | imptoved(or)
1 influence - destructive S mprovecior
0 , _ SR R standards: .
N , 50% or more. [} 51% are are uhreal-
cu.A e . :;géglll pur- 'ROSlt;VQI | istic - L
L ' o \ P ‘%% .. : : : i . .
E

A

;congruence . *. v
by deflnltlon v :

,On'the whole- the experlence 05 evaluatlng the Uncles at Large. pro-

. . ,
‘gram has been a positive one. Good recommendatlons (Judqements7) emerged oo
: ’ : AN

L -

‘\nfrom the process and ve all qalned from ‘the experlence

bERRY KILGANNON

By us1ng the model, ve wvere able to conceptuall. organizé tbe'dif: :J R

'Ferent’parts of the prngram in a very orderly vay . his gave ‘is a

3

-clearer picture of the program in 1ts entlrety enabled us to loOk‘ét-
uthe parts obJectlvely ~VWe were able to see how the dlfferent parts re-
'lated to each.other. In. thls vay, the model se;bed a useful purposé

I fEel however, that we did not use thlS organizlng vehlcle to the-
.llmlt of its potential becénse of both‘the manner in Whlch our tlme waé
‘-scheduled and the limited tlme we had We did not %ompleb@_all the cells

I recall hav1ng a con31derable amount of leFlculty WOrklng with ,‘.~
‘the model 1n the beglnnlng Creatlng an 1nltlal Column in Wthh to list.
our.procedq;es eliminated thls 1n1tlal dlfflculty'Forzme. ‘Judging From
tnnide%lnitlon of thé'model, these p;océdqres shoqld:haué been‘the trans-

actions. Since ve employ prcedures at both the antecedent and the out-.

~ come level, (For us all three (levels are“dynamic.l this'description of

Ca



the model s-use dld not flt ﬂbr us. BEEE - o » ’ '1h'fA~a

As w@orked vith the model, it became ev1dent that we had f"e\u es-

tabllshed standerds agalnst Wthh to eValuate I had dlfflculty know—g
1ng Just what 1t vas we were trylng to evaluate - our 1ntents or our
) procedures. I thlnk we attempted to do both but were ‘at tlmes unaware

-

that these two areas of evaluatlon are each at a dlfFerent level
I thlnk the conFu51on I experlenced mlght have been ellmrnated some-

what 1F ve had dealt w1th standards 1mmed1ately Follow1ng the 1ntents.
Also, ‘ k some of our 1nteﬂts vere reflectlng the tran51tlon stage

ve were 1n regardlng a shlft in phllosophy There vas -a blurrlng be-"
1tween what 1s” on the one hand and "whath ought to be” on the other, rn
my vrev. By attemptlng to _come up w1th observations 1mmed1ately follow-
,1ng 1ntents, we had no parameters w1th1n whlch to make our observatlons
.By establlshlng standards flrst I belleve our observatlons could have -
_been-more precise. For me it seems natural to - ‘move then From observa

tions to judgements 5 see this alteration- as a maJor change in %heq

model, one that I believe better fits for us.

I found u51ng the model a very worthw1le learnlng experlence for. me:V

I Found it very valuable to be able to take an obJectlve, overall look

“at the program. It generated some - very p081t1ve 1deas and provoked some '

very creative dlscus510ns - - e - <£&~

Good‘luck{

S
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