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Abstract

Evaluators have an obligation to present clearly the results of their evaluative efforts. Traditionally,
such presentations showcase formal written and oral reports, with dispassionate language and
graphs, tables, quotes, and vignettes. These traditional forms do not reach all audiences nor are they
likely to include the most powerful presentation possibilities. In this article, we share our use of
alternative presentation formats, undertaken to increase the utility, appeal, and salience of our work.
We offer a conceptual rationale for the use of “alternative representational forms” and describe the
context for our use of alternative formats, which involved evaluations of various science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics (STEM) educational programs. We present four examples, featuring
visual display, performance, multiple program theories, and poetry. The article concludes with
reflections on the future of alternative presentation approaches.
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The presentation of evaluation results is an important cornerstone of the practice of program eva-
luation, as it offers the opportunity to describe and justify the findings, interpretations, and judg-
ments that have resulted from months or years of evaluative work. After all, providing defensible
information on the quality and effectiveness of the program being evaluated is the main point of
the evaluation enterprise. The ability to craft an engaging presentation of results—to draw atten-
tion to important evidence and judgments—is a basic competency of the professional evaluator. In
presenting, evaluators shape the ways in which those findings will be perceived, discussed, and
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utilized. A well-crafted ““alternative presentation” of results can encourage thoughtful and critical
discussion among evaluation stakeholders and facilitate their learning about the logic, meaning-
fulness, and promise of their program. Alternative presentations can also catalyze engagement
with values-related issues as well as legitimize and foreground the perspectives and experiences
of those least well served in a given context. These kinds of opportunities are valued in evaluation
traditions that emphasize learning, dialog, democratic advancement, and action. Within these tra-
ditions, evaluation theorists and practitioners have offered guidelines and exemplars for present-
ing results in ways that are educative, dialogic, and democratic. This article aims to contribute to
this conversation.

We begin by offering a rationale supporting the use of alternative presentation approaches in
evaluation. We were drawn to such presentations as part of our research on the values-engaged,
educative (EVEN)l approach to evaluation (Greene, 2009; Greene, Boyce, & Ahn, 2011; Greene,
DeStefano, Burgon, & Hall, 2006; Greene et al., 2010; Hall, Ahn, & Greene, 2012), which is
described in the second section of the article. The dialogic and educative aims of this approach
make the use of alternative forms of presenting results especially attractive. We will elaborate
on this claim in later sections of this article. Because these developmental efforts were supported
by the National Science Foundation, our conceptual work and field testing have focused on the
evaluation of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) education programs.
In the third section, we describe four alternative presentations—visual display, performance, mul-
tiple program theories, and poetry—that were used with various stakeholder groups in our STEM
field tests. Each is preceded by a brief overview of its evaluative context and followed by a dis-
cussion of how and why we believe the alternative presentation effectively promoted values
engagement, dialog, and reflection. The article concludes with our reflections on future directions
for alternative approaches.

Presenting Evaluation Results in “Alternative” Ways

Alternative presentations of results employ forms drawn primarily from the humanities and the arts,
such as poetry, performance, narrative, and imagery as well as art and dance. The basic justification
for these forms is their power to capture more completely and to evoke more powerfully the full
dimensionality of human experience. Alternative presentations convey multiple voices, expand the
range of relevant standpoints, and legitimize diverse experiences. Poetry, fiction, and drama offer
opportunities that include, even foreground, the emotional, moral—ethical, psychological, and value
strands of human action and its meanings. Dance and art offer parallel presentations that are
explicitly interpretive and evocative; they require an audience, a viewer, an interpreter. As Paget has
commented about performance as a text of presentation:

The multiple interpretive acts of performance enhance, rather than diminish, the intelligibility of the text
as a scientific account because these multiple interpretations enhance our understanding of the complex-
ity of the reality to which the text and the science of the text allude. (Paget, 1995, p. 241)

The Argument for Alternative Presentations

The idea of presenting evaluation results in alternative ways emerged from the constructivist tradi-
tions of social inquiry as part of the “interpretive turn” of the latter part of the last century
(Schwandt, 2007). At the core of a constructivist worldview are the assumptions that the social world
is different from the physical world and that what most importantly guides human action are the con-
structions of meaning that people make in interaction with others in particular contexts. That is, the
social world is not fixed, stable, or predictable but is contextual, dynamic, and filled with multiple
and ever-changing actions, interactions, and socially constructed meanings. Knowledge of this
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world does not come in the form of general abstract propositions but rather is itself a temporal and
contextual construction of the knower.

These assumptions extend to social inquiry, such that constructivist inquirers are inevitably
implicated in their knowledge claims. Social knowledge is inescapably constituted, in part, by the
particular lenses of the inquirer, by the inquirer as knower. Extending this core notion to the ways
in which we represent what we know from social inquiry, such representations are also constituted,
in part, by the particular lenses of the inquirer, by the inquirer as author.

What kind of representations should we as social inquirers author? Abma (1997) recommends
that we consider constructing “writerly” instead of “readerly” texts. Readerly texts are closed and
authoritative. They are structured and predictable with clear directions on how to understand the
text, inviting no interpretation, use, or transformation other than that intended by the author who
remains masked and hidden by third-person language and passive voice, among other linguistic
strategies (Abma, 1997). Writerly texts, in contrast, are open. They invite multiple interpretations;
in fact, they insist that the “reader” actively participate in meaning making. And they unmask
the author.

We find Abma’s vision of writerly texts appealing because of their dialogic and educative
potential, and thus their congruence with our values-engaged, educative ambitions for evaluation.
We further believe that alternative presentations are one legitimate form of writerly texts and that
the alternative presentations included in this article are examples of them.

Alternative Presentations in Evaluation

A number of evaluators have used alternative forms for presenting findings to and communicating
with stakeholders (e.g., Lawrenz, Gullickson, & Toal, 2007; MacNeil, 2000). Perhaps distinctive
to evaluation, the preferred mode is a combination of traditional and alternative ways of presenting
findings rather than one or the other (Goodyear, 2001). Alternative formats include brochures,
poetry, cartoons, skits, photography, music, and song, among others (Bessell, 2007; Chandler,
Walker, & Greene, 2002; Lawrenz et al., 2007; MacNeil, 2000; Mathison, 2008; Rogers, 2003;
Simons & Greene, 2010, 2011; Torres, Preskill, & Piontek, 2005). Further, evaluators have argued
that, compared with their traditional counterparts, alternative presentations can provide increased
accessibility to data, more personalized interpretations, and a more intense interactive experience
(Torres et al., 2005). These offerings encourage deeper contemplative experiences for both
the evaluators and the stakeholders and deeper levels of critical reflection and engagement,
particularly when there are multiple audiences to consider. In addition, alternative presentations
can facilitate stakeholders’ learning by reducing language barriers. Symbols and cartoons are
particularly valuable for conveying complex issues in a symbolic and concise way (Torres
et al., 2005).

Our Values-Engaged, Educative Evaluation Approach

The alternative approaches described here were developed as part of a set of field tests of the EVEN
approach to evaluation in STEM education contexts. This approach (1) seeks to explicate and ele-
vate the value dimensions of STEM education evaluation to a central position in the evaluation’s
planning, implementation, and reporting; (2) explicitly advances engagement with the values of
equity and inclusion, in part by defining program quality at the intersection of STEM content, peda-
gogy, and equity (see Figure 1); and (3) endeavors to catalyze critically reflective learning on the
part of key stakeholders about the evaluand and about their own professional practice, in the educa-
tive evaluation traditions of Cronbach (Cronbach & Associates, 1980; Greene, 2012; Weiss, 1998)
and Schwandt (Schwandt, 2002). Application of the framework should provide answers to questions
such as, “How well does this STEM program serve the educational needs of students who are least
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Figure 1. The values-engaged, educative framework for defining program quality.

well served in this context?”” and “What STEM education programs work well (generate meaningful
learning, boost self-efficacy, open new educational doorways) for which individuals under what
circumstances and in what ways?”

As a values-engaged practice, this approach unmutes the value dimensions of evaluation and
seeks to provide safe spaces for value discussions as part of the evaluation enterprise. Values
engagement also means providing for the articulation of multiple, diverse stakeholder values related
to the program. One tenet of the EVEN approach is inclusion of all/ legitimate stakeholders. This
valuing of inclusion follows both responsive (Hood, 1998; Stake, 1973, 2004) and democratic
(House & Howe, 1999; MacDonald, 1976) traditions in evaluation. In addition, it highlights the
democratic value of equity, infusing throughout the evaluation considerations of how well the pro-
gram fosters equity in access, participation, and accomplishment for all learners, in particular those
least well served in the contexts at hand.

As an educative practice, this approach promotes learning about the contextual character and con-
tours of effective STEM education programs. It seeks to describe and assess the quality of the learn-
ing experiences of students and teachers, to understand the STEM thinking and pedagogical
perspectives offered by the program, and to document a multidimensional conceptualization of what
was actually learned. Stakeholders’ critical reflections on their own professional practices as related
to the evaluand are explicitly encouraged.

Alternative forms for presenting results—especially interim but also final results—are partic-
ularly well matched to our aspirations to engage meaningfully with values as part of the evaluation
process and to catalyze key stakeholders to do the same. Poetry, drama, narrative, and music all
evoke dimensions of experience that are closely related to values—emotions, cherished beliefs,
moral—ethical principles, dreams, and aspirations. These forms thus offered vehicles through
which we could effectively enact our commitments to values engagement. We believed that such
presentations could also fulfill our educative ambitions in deeper and more critical ways than
would more conventional presentations of results and that they could help maximize our commit-
ment to equity by creating a nonthreatening space for conversing about values-related issues that
are often considered sensitive (e.g., the extent to which the evaluand promoted diversity and
equity). Each alternative form was purposely data based and often included intentionally the
experiences of those least well served (e.g., student participants from underrepresented groups),
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thereby giving voice to the typically voiceless. It was for these reasons that we anticipated qualita-
tively different, more values-engaged stakeholder conversations about the evaluand following each
alternative presentation.

We offer four approaches, two from a middle school summer math program, one from a
nanoscience initiative with high school students, and one from an evaluation of science outreach
at a middle school for girls. The four approaches were (1) linking challenging evaluation findings
to the values-engaged evaluation framework, (2) crafting and performing data-based skits to convey
distinctive stakeholder experiences and perspectives, (3) presenting multiple program theories sche-
matically to raise critical questions about the program’s underlying logic, and (4) writing data-based
poems to capture students’ program experiences. The description of each approach includes sample
excerpts from our fieldwork.

These approaches were selected and implemented at the discretion (and invention) of the evalua-
tion team. We used our professional judgment to determine which presentation strategies might be
appropriate for engaging stakeholders at particular junctures of a given evaluation, to achieve
particular evaluative purposes (e.g., drawing the stakeholders’ attention to important topics or judg-
ments). Stakeholders’ reactions and comments pertaining to each presentation were recorded and
monitored, and successive efforts to utilize alternative approaches were informed by our collective
understanding of the value that these efforts added to our evaluation ambitions. Notably, at the
conclusion of the 2-year evaluation of the middle school Math Champs summer program, stake-
holders had come to expect and even look forward to the use of alternative formats during the
presentation of findings.

Multiple meetings and reports from meta-evaluators and advisory board participants provided
documented assessments of how the EVEN approach was experienced by evaluands. These
external reports, together with our own experienced-based questions and critiques, guided many
of our team meetings and meta-evaluator—directed reflective sessions. For example, prompts
provided by a meta-evaluator used to guide a reflective session included questions such as,
“How—and how well—has it gone so far in putting the EVEN ideas into practice? How does
EVEN validate or check its own understanding of program theory? How do you address and
represent the multiple program theories in any context? If there are differences in how and
how well the [EVEN] framework seems to be carried out, what might account for these differ-
ences? Where might the fit be particularly good? Not so good?” (Notes from Core Team Meet-
ing, June 4, 2007). During such sessions and meetings, responsive actions to emerging issues
were critically discussed, pursued, recorded, monitored, and adjusted (as needed). Meta-
evaluators also collected data from our evaluation clients, providing important insights into the
impact of our evaluative efforts at each site. This continuous process of reflection and review
helped determine and increase the quality of the evaluation. Although the external reporting and
questioning primarily targeted the processes, practices, and products of the EVEN approach in
general, all of the aforementioned strategies supplied important insights concerning how the
alternative approaches were experienced by stakeholders and helped to establish the credibility
of our work.

The alternative presentations described here were used during various evaluation phases (i.e.,
beginning, mid-point, and as part of the final evaluation report) and based on empirical evidence
particular to each setting. Regardless of the context in which the approach was used, each presen-
tation illuminated certain aspects of the program, allowing program implementation tensions and
achievements to be made visible as they unfolded. Thus, the presentations became a mechanism
for enhancing our understanding of the program and for providing (formative) feedback to
stakeholders.

In this process, stakeholders and evaluators learned from each other, and these shared understand-
ings informed the development and use of more traditional evaluation approaches (i.e., subsequent
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data collection, the write-up of the final report, etc.). Each of the alternative approaches was coupled
with more traditional presentations of findings (e.g., formal oral and written reports), as we believe
that evaluation contexts do call for standard forms of reporting. The alternative presentations, and
what was learned from them, effectively illustrated linkages between stakeholder experiences and
program goals. Thus, we view our presentations not only in interaction with traditional evaluation
methods but also as part of a series of complex, engaging evaluative interactions aimed at increasing
the utility of our work.

The Math Champs Program

As a part of our field testing of the EVEN approach, the evaluation team collaborated with diverse
groups of STEM educators and program coordinators to evaluate a variety of STEM programs.
One of these, the Math Champs program, encouraged underrepresented (specifically African
American) middle school students to participate in advanced math courses through a supportive
preparatory intervention. Our evaluation was conducted in three phases over 2 years. Prolonged
engagement at this site afforded us multiple opportunities to present both interim and final evalua-
tion reports, and the latitude to explore the use of alternative approaches for presenting findings.
The Math Champs program, held during a 5-week summer session, was designed to prepare rising
sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students for successful participation in advanced mathematics
courses. Priority invitations for program participation were extended to African American stu-
dents with strong mathematics skills who were currently not in the school’s advanced math track.
The program had an explicit agenda of changing the school’s norms about who was smart enough
to be an advanced math student. Most students who participated in the Math Champs program reg-
istered for advanced mathematics courses the following academic year. These students were
strongly encouraged to also register for a math support course that was offered concurrently during
the school year.

From the perspective of the educational staff within the school, the overall objective of the pro-
gram was to increase minority representation in advanced mathematics courses. Specific summer
program content was developed and implemented by the program instructors and designed to be
congruent with the content and goals of the advanced math course appropriate to each grade level.
The program focused primarily on developing students’ skills in algebra, geometry, and statistics as
well as increasing their skills and confidence with related technologies (e.g., graphing calculators,
statistical software). In addition, the program emphasized hands-on learning and the incorporation
of technology whenever possible and appropriate.

Presentation #1: Linking Challenging Evaluation Findings to the Values-Engaged
Evaluation Framework

Early in our Math Champs evaluation, we presented an interim evaluation report to school and
program administrators and to math faculty members. This presentation had multiple purposes:
To familiarize stakeholders with core aspects of the EVEN approach and especially the central
role of values therein; to describe our recent and forthcoming evaluation activities; and to provide
a snapshot of the evaluation data collected to that point (i.e., foreshadowing some of the evaluation
findings). To accomplish these tasks, evaluation team members prepared a presentation that
included (1) a diagram describing key components of the evaluation framework (see Figure 1);
(2) a diagram demonstrating how the evaluation framework was used to collect, analyze, and inter-
pret observation data (Figure 2); and (3) a set of prompts for guiding a reflective discussion of the
observational data.
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Content provides a sense of sequence and rigor ...

One of the boys writes the problem r = (7/10)m on the board. (Student) “How do I solve this
problem?” (Teacher) “Well, what would you do if it was r = 7m?” (Student) “Well, I guess I would
divide by seven” (Teacher) “So what should you do here?” (Student) “Divide by 7/10.” (Teacher)
“But how do you do that?”” (Student) “Multiply by the reciprocal.”

Students use multiple approaches to engage content ...

All students work on the assignment. Some work with their elbow partner, others work alone. About
half of the students use a TI-83 calculator while completing the assignment. Other students use no
calculator at all.

MATH
CONTENT
PEDAGOGY EQUITY
| 1

There is a sense of routine and There are varying understandings of math
organization... achievement ...
Math support class activities were As the quizzes are handed out one White
smoothly and efficiently implemented. male states loudly, “I got a 79% on the quiz.”
These included note taking, assignment An African American male on the other side
work, assignment grading, and quiz of the room replies, “Hey, we got the same
return. Students appeared to be score on the quiz.” The White male replies,
working independently. Most activities “Yeah, but that is a bad score for me. I
appeared to be routine because few usually do much better.” This exchange was
directions were provided for classroom overheard by all and the class went quiet. No
activities. other comment was made by students or the

teacher. The students all returned to their

work.

Figure 2. Snapshot of students’ experiences. This figure presents a “snapshot” of students’ experiences in
their advanced math course as captured by initial observation data. The “content” and “pedagogy” excerpts are
representative of the data collected, and the “equity” excerpt offers an observed instance of equity challenges.
Brief summative statements precede each excerpt, and each excerpt provides an empirical basis that supports
each summative statement.

We chose the data to include in Figure 2 to signal emerging issues of possible importance in
our Math Champs evaluation. Notably, “content” data represented our observations of the high
level at which the advanced math courses were being taught. The “pedagogy” data came from
our observations of the math support class offered to program participants during the school
year. The routine character of this class—sometimes more like a study hall or even a free
period than an environment in which program participants could get targeted expert support
in math—had surfaced as a possible concern. And the racial incident conveyed in the “equity”
circle (which we presented in ways that safeguarded confidentiality of the participants
involved) signaled our emerging concerns about cross-race peer relations within the advanced
math classes.
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Following the presentation of Figure 2, the evaluation team offered a series of reflective prompts
designed to provoke reflection and engagement. An excerpt from the exchange that followed is
reproduced below.

Excerpt from reflective discussion

Evaluator We are interested in understanding the intended role of the advanced math
courses, and their connections to the Math Champs program. Can you tell us
about this intended role (focusing here on program participants)? What is
most important about students’ experiences in your advanced math course?

Stakeholder #1 I don’t see program participants’ role in this class any differently than I see
other students’ role. Students need to be engaged and participating. The
program does provide some students with an opportunity that they might
not otherwise have ... The program is intended to provide students with
encouragement and engagement. The program can offer kids the opportu-
nity to be proficient in math and to feel good about themselves as math
learners. This encouragement and support helps lift them out of the “quag-
mire” that they are in with math.

Stakeholder #2 There were, in the past, the “five bad boys in the first row.” These kids
misbehave because they are not understanding the material being taught.
The Math Champs program gives them a chance to “get it,” to be like
other kids, to have the same chances as other kids to be engaged and to
be acknowledged that they can do math.

Stakeholder #3  And there has been a perceptual change on the part of teachers. Previously,
they would say that these kids do not have upper level class behaviors.
This program changed that paradigm ...

In a team debriefing, we agreed that using the EVEN framework to organize this interim report
was an effective strategy for introducing stakeholders to key components of the evaluation
approach and, even more importantly, for catalyzing thoughtful discussions among them about
selected substantive (and potentially sensitive) program issues. We believe the ensuing discus-
sion was deeper, more engaged, and more critical than would have occurred if we had presented
a more traditional qualitative summary of our observation data. For example, a meta-evaluator noted
that Math Champs staff “indicated that the graphic was a useful supplement to verbal descriptions [of the
EVEN approach].... They liked it, found it valuable to them” (Meta-Evaluation Report to Board,
2008).

We theorized that the alternative presentation provided a concrete framework, a targeted set of
categories (program content, pedagogy, and equity), and a specific instance of each category for
discussion. Further, this presentation inserted some cognitive, social, and emotional space
between the stakeholders (most of whom were highly committed to the Math Champs program)
and the issues. The diagram itself (Figure 2) created separation between the stakeholders and the
issues, rather than keeping them emotionally close, making it safer for them to engage with the
issues openly rather than defensively. In short, we argue that it was these features of the alternative
presentation—structure, specificity, and space—that contributed to the thoughtful and critical
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discussion that took place. It was also an excellent start to our 2-year evaluation work with the
educators of the Math Champs program, during which we experimented with other forms of alter-
native presentations.

Presentation #2: Crafting and Performing Data-Based Skits to Convey Distinctive
Stakeholder Experiences and Perspectives

As part of our final report presentation for phase one of the Math Champs evaluation, we
crafted a set of short skits. Each skit was data based but fictionalized in order to protect con-
fidentiality and, once again, to provide a critical space between the data and the personal sta-
keholder commitments. In this case, the space was achieved by the understanding that what was
portrayed in the skit did not actually happen but perhaps could have happened. As with our ini-
tial interim report, the program issues addressed in the skits were, in our view, ones of pivotal
importance to program integrity and quality. Below is one skit designed to engage stakeholders
(teachers and administrators) in a conversation about equity and diversity in the Math Champs
program as well as the different levels of program learning and student achievement that had
been observed.

Skit Script—Focusing on Issues of Equity and Diversity

Ms. Baker (School Administrator): 1am really pleased with how the Math Champs program
has increased the diversity of students in the advanced math courses.

Ms. Cramer (Teacher): So am 1. Since the program started two summers ago I have seen a
real change in the makeup of my advanced math classes. The class has definitely changed in
those two years.

Mr. Cooley (Teacher): I’ve seen a change, too. More students are getting an opportunity to
participate, but I think some of the students are a little isolated; like a group within a group.

Ms. Baker (School Administrator): Why do you think they feel that way?

Mr. Cooley (Teacher): Well, some of the students who are program participants have really
taken advantage of the opportunities they have in the program. They are learning, and asking
questions, and doing well. The other kids see that. But some students have struggled a bit
more.

Ms. Cramer (Teacher): 1 know what you mean. I see the same thing in my classroom. Some of
the Math Champs kids have really blossomed, and that’s great. But some participants seem less
sure of themselves. They don’t always finish their work, and other students see that and don’t
always appreciate it.

Follow-up Prompts

Are you seeing the same things in your classrooms that Mr. Cooley and Ms. Cramer were
seeing in their classrooms? What is the same? What is different?

What role does diversity play in your classroom? Are program participants isolated, or do
they interact frequently with other students?

Downloaded from aje.sagepub.com at SAGE Publications on July 21, 2015


http://aje.sagepub.com/

Johnson et al. 495

Stakeholders were invited to “act out™ the skit, each reading the lines of one character in the skit.
Evaluation team members then asked a series of reflective questions that highlighted the evalua-
tion’s key findings upon which that skit was based. A representative portion of the exchange that
followed the skit is provided below.

Excerpt from reflective discussion

Evaluator Are you seeing the same things in your school that Mr. Cooley and
Ms. Cramer were seeing in their classrooms? What is the same? What is
different?

Stakeholder #1 The skit was on target. I want to know why the program helped some
students but not others.

Stakeholder #2 I think the teaching during the summer program is different from the tra-
ditional math curriculum taught during the school year. Maybe the teach-
ers do not motivate the advanced math students the same way they do
during the summer program.

Stakeholder #3 1 want to know if students’ motivation and engagement concerns are
specifically components of the program, or if students in the advanced
math classes have challenges in engaging in the curriculum. There are
always some kids (including non-participants) who are not engaged in the
advanced curriculum.

Stakeholder #4 1 want to think more about the concrete student learning that is going on.

Stakeholder #3 I think these creative conversations can help us generate ways to make
those types of positive changes.

Upon debriefing and continued reflection, the evaluation team found the skits to be a particularly
effective strategy for engaging stakeholders in values-based discussions about issues central to the
Math Champs program. Each skit presented a critical issue in a personalized (but fictionalized) way,
offering stakeholders a concrete and specific example of this issue. Moreover, we asked stakeholders
to volunteer to be one of the characters and act out/read the lines of that character rather than perform
the skit ourselves. We believe that being a character further personalized and concretized the issues
involved, heightening the intensity of stakeholders’ engagement and reflection. In interviews with a
meta-evaluator, Math Champs staff noted:

[The evaluator] was helpful in helping us [hear the students’ voices. This is not easy for us, for many
reasons, yet we have learned how hearing the students’ voices makes for truly enlightening conversa-
tions. [The evaluator] was able to learn about, and to share with us how Math Champs and our school
year efforts influenced the students’ lives—not only what these meant for us, the administration and
faculty—but what this experience meant for them, the students.

Finally, as with the display presentation previously discussed, these dramatized, fictionalized
skits created space between the issues and the stakeholder commitments, enabling deeper and less
defensive engagement.
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Figure 3. NanoDARE program theory. Four elements of program theory are included in this diagram:
Program inputs, experiences, outputs, and outcomes. Items listed inside the circle represent data drawn from
data collected from program staff. Items listed outside the circle are drawn from data collected from students.

The NanoDARE Program

Another context in which we tested our values-engaged approach was the NanoDARE program.
This program targeted high school juniors and seniors from groups underrepresented in scientific
fields who have aptitudes and interests in STEM and the potential to pursue these subject areas
in higher education and in their careers. These youth were provided interactive research experiences
in a nanolab on a university campus guided by two university scientists and two science educators.
Because it was the program’s inaugural year, the evaluation focused on program theory components:
inputs, outputs, outcomes, and program experiences. We paid particular attention to the ways in
which the NanoDARE educational staff articulated their program logic (the program as intended)
and the ways in which the high school student participants made sense of their program experience
(the program as experienced).

Presentation #3: Organizing Evaluation Results in a Program Theory Framework to
Raise Critical Questions About the Program’s Underlying Logic

We presented our understanding of the staff and student program logics by juxtaposing both in a
program theory representation (see Figure 3). Our intent was to display the differences in perspective
to the program director and science educators to catalyze reflections on the program logic and
design. We first reminded the staff about the program theory focus of the evaluation and explained
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that the diagram was constructed with data collected through various evaluation activities (document
reviews, staff and youth interviews, and nanolab observations). We then provided time for the
staff to silently review the diagram. Next, we invited the staff to ask questions based on what was
presented and engaged them in an extended conversation about the principles and assumptions
underlying the program theories.

We believe that presenting both student and staff program theories in a single diagram provided a
visual stimulus that effectively captured key aspects related to what took place during the first year
of the program. For example, during an interview as part of a meta-evaluation, a NanoDARE
program staff member stated that the “diagram was very helpful” and that it is a powerful way
to connect concepts.” He continued, “people can find it easier to accept information in a visual
format. This is a good tool. It could be applied to a number of different programs, and it captures
subtleties.”

Presenting both student and staff program theories in a single diagram also created an opportunity
for the staff to reassess the goals of the program. For example, because many of the youth partici-
pants indicated that they already had a significant amount of laboratory experience, spending a lot of
time conducting hands-on activities in the lab was not necessarily viewed as a benefit of the pro-
gram. This led to the staff considering questions such as, “Should this program provide laboratory
experiences for youth with little to no laboratory experience? If this is our goal, how might this focus
impact our recruitment of youth program participants? How might it impact our program curricu-
lum?” Finally, these experiences helped to refine our evaluation report (including targeted recom-
mendations), which in turn—and perhaps more significantly—informed the second iteration of the
NanoDARE program. For example, during the first year of the program, one goal had been to
increase the likelihood that the youth would become scientists themselves. However, a staff member
indicated that, “meaningful youth development was a priority, over intended program goals of
cultivating a career in science, especially nanoscience.” This program staff member further “noted
that if a youth participant realized he/she did not want to be a scientist, that would be a very impor-
tant outcome” (NSF review project July 8 document; reflective session #6). This reflection became a
more explicit youth development goal during the second year of the program. That is, the program
still targeted students with aptitudes in STEM but shifted from striving primarily to increase their
likelihood of pursuing careers in science to also providing authentic science laboratory experiences
as an opportunity for participants to explore and discover their own unique interests in science, or
even in other subject areas.

Science Outreach at the Girls Middle School

A third context in which we used alternative presentations was the Science Outreach program con-
ducted at the small, private Girls Middle School (GMS). As required by their grants from the
National Science Foundation, and also guided by their own values and commitments to K-12 and
community outreach, selected STEM faculty from the area university participated in the Science
Outreach at GMS to provide girls with a wide range of unique, state-of-the-art science learning
experiences to complement and enrich their regular science curriculum. With the recognition of the
underrepresentation of women in STEM fields, and in tandem with the main evaluation priorities of
the school administrators who requested the evaluation, our work focused on assessing the girls’
experiences in and perceptions of the program, especially in relation to possible longer term out-
comes of enhancing and nurturing girls’ interests, motivation and self-efficacy in science learning.
In accordance with our own equity-oriented agenda, the evaluation also sought to address the rele-
vance and importance of the GMS Science Outreach program to the broader STEM education
communities’ mission to increase diversity and equity in STEM fields.
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We saw a PowerPoint
That was kind of boring
But the pictures were cool and the graphs were moving
Then we went to the lab and we watched what was happening
They would do different activities and sometimes call some of us to help
Once we had turning points and learned how to make sound waves
We learned how to make songs
We also watched the laser being put through various substances,
like jello, oil, and water and watched the light bend or not
They put it through this really tiny tube, and would shine it through
We could see it on the other end and see it go under the door
| liked seeing how light traveled,
how lasers could be reflected off of the smallest things
That was cool
It showed up on a computer too, how light waves were changing
On the computer it would go up and down
| thought that was really cool
| asked them to do it again. And again and again
We had studied these concepts in class
It was good to actually see it happen
It was really cool
It was really fun

Figure 4. In their own words: Science Outreach activities and interactions.

Presentation #4: Crafting a Data-Based Poem to Capture Students’ Program Experiences

As with our other field test sites, the evaluation team explored the possibilities of using alternative
formats for presenting the multiple data sets gathered from various stakeholders. Specifically, we
wished to foreground the diversity of views, voices, and values that were captured in our work. That
is, “Science Outreach” looked and felt quite different from the standpoint of the girls, the GMS
teachers, and the university science faculty. We featured several alternative presentation formats
in our final written evaluation report. In particular, we presented the experiences and perspectives
of the student participants—their views of science and science learning, how they experienced and
understood the Science Outreach program, and what they valued in their Outreach experience—in
poetic forms (see Figures 4 and 5).

These poems were crafted using the words of students, either direct quotes or close paraphrases,
from the evaluation data gathered. The poetic form was intended to convey students’ views and
experiences in their own words, rather than being filtered through our analysis or interpretations.
The poems were also designed to enliven and authenticate the perceptions of the GMS girls, whose
voices had rarely been heard before in that context. For example, we included short one-line
responses that are often encountered when interviewing teenage students. We had hoped that the
nature and character of poetry—— which allows for multiple meanings and interpretations—would
evoke diverse reactions and further enable a more dialogic engagement with the issues presented.

At the closing of the evaluation, we reserved time during one of the school’s weekly staff meet-
ings to present our report and discuss the key findings with the school’s administrators and faculty.
In general, our evaluation was well received, including the poems. The GMS stakeholders said they
appreciated hearing what the students had to say in their own words. The poems affirmed the ben-
efits of their Science Outreach experience at GMS and also underscored the importance of hands-on
activities, experiments, and projects in science learning. The poems generated a discussion about the
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The outreach projects are more fun
In the outreach projects, we learn how things work,
many interesting facts and things we hadn’t known before
It’s not like a regular class but more like having fun
trying different things, seeing what’s happening under various conditions
In regular science class, we basically just talk about all the stuff we are learning,
then we write it down on the board, and take notes about it
In the outreach projects, you play games and learn things
The games you remember longer because they are fun
By doing the games, it plants more things into our brain
It helps us ‘suck in’ the information better
It keeps it in our brain more
In the outreach projects, we do hands on activities that let you have a better feel,
that keep you more interested,
that help you understand [science] better,
because if you don’t understand it, then you won’t remember it too well
In the outreach projects, we learn what it is like to work in a lab,
seeing what people do for a living,
using cool science equipment
It was very fun, and | wish | could do it again

Figure 5. Students’ views on the value of their Science Outreach experience.

value of STEM outreach more broadly, not only for the girls at GMS but also for general student
populations in public schools, especially those traditionally underrepresented in STEM and those
most underserved in a given school context.

Reflections From Evaluation Team Members

Table 1 briefly summarizes the field trials of the four alternative presentation approaches that are
described in this article.

Each evaluation presentation is unique. The character of the participants, as well as the character
and tone of the evaluation findings themselves, can influence the ways in which a discussion
unfolds. In addition, the professional evaluator often has an agenda or a preconceived notion of how
a meeting should progress. Utilizing alternative approaches may help evaluators navigate some of
the tensions that are inherent in such activities (e.g., Whose voice should be privileged? How should
data be summarized and presented? What should be emphasized?). These approaches were generally
effective in promoting active engagement, critical reflection, and shared dialog among various
stakeholder groups. For example, Math Champs staff said:

[The evaluators are] exceptionally skilled at leading a self-reflective process for us. What we get from
EVEN is packaged in a practical way, in a way useful for us. It is extremely valuable. It is a growth
model, and like having an outside facilitator and coach, who is positive, who helps us do better.

The conversations that resulted from the use of alternative formats frequently included stake-
holders asking about, or reflecting upon, the potential utility of our work. Sometimes this connection
was intentional (e.g., we used program theory, in part, to help stakeholders identify logical mis-
steps), and sometimes it was not (e.g., we were asked to present our skits at a district professional
development session). It is not clear whether the level of stakeholder involvement and engagement
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we experienced directly resulted from the implementation of alternative presentation approaches,
although we are confident that they contributed to it. For example, the Math Champs Staff said:

We have enjoyed having them [the evaluators] here. We have appreciated their asking questions. [ ... ]
Teachers are pleased when they hear about a feedback session. This makes them feel excited, and even
more positive. Meeting with [the evaluators] is something our teachers like, something to which they
look forward.

Our experiences indicate that these presentation strategies have the potential to add richness and
value to the evaluative process for stakeholders and evaluators alike.

Moreover, the use of alternative approaches served as an effective tool for fulfilling the educative
intent of our evaluative efforts. That is, the evaluation team endeavored to inform stakeholders about
the nature and quality of these particular STEM programs from multiple perspectives, including our
own. Alternative approaches allowed us to craft presentations in much the same way that a teacher
prepares a lesson. We were able to highlight main points, probe points of (possible) tension, and
facilitate meaningful and productive conversations about the program. We could educate stake-
holders about the major components and tenets of our evaluation approach more deliberately. It
is not uncommon for evaluation clients and stakeholders to be uncertain or unclear about the purpose
or nature of the evaluation in which they are participating. Our goal was to help evaluation clients
and stakeholders understand the intent, process, and utility of the EVEN approach.

Alternative approaches provided us with a unique opportunity to privilege voices that may have
otherwise been marginalized or very quiet in the evaluative process. In this way, we were able to
tailor the presentation of findings to match the character of the stakeholder group, the evaluation
approach, and the evaluation findings themselves.

Admittedly, we did not employ alternative approaches without some degree of hesitancy. We
considered these approaches as one strategy to encourage diverse stakeholders to participate in
meaningful conversations about their program, with a focus on surfacing and engaging diverse value
stances relevant to key program assumptions, activities, goals, and outcomes. To this end, it was
important to ensure that stakeholders had a basic understanding of the context, meaning, and impli-
cations of the findings before engaging them in critical and reflective conversations. We determined
that this could be best accomplished by coupling alternative approaches with more traditional pre-
sentations of evaluation findings. To accomplish this task, a significant amount of time was spent
designing and preparing each alternative presentation. The content of each presentation was tailored
to fit each audience (for logistical reasons, for privacy, and to best facilitate program learning while
being inclusive of diverse stakeholders). Although this experience is not uncommon (i.e., presenta-
tions of evaluation findings are frequently tailored for different audiences), the nature and the degree
of modification required a considerable amount of forethought, reflection, and creative energy.

Concluding Comments

Crafting a cogent presentation of evaluation results is a critical step in program evaluation. Evalua-
tors have a responsibility to provide diverse audiences with clear information and to represent their
evaluative conclusions accurately and defensibly. However, evaluators also have an obligation to
ensure that the information they present is understood and to promote critical reflection regarding
the real and potential implications of their work. Indeed, critical reflection is an important compo-
nent of professionalism, and evaluators are uniquely positioned to promote such practices
(Schwandt, 2007). Accordingly, an important question for evaluative research becomes evident:
How can evaluators effectively engage diverse audiences for the purpose of promoting such reflec-
tion? Part of the answer, we believe, is to develop and employ alternative approaches for presenting

Downloaded from aje.sagepub.com at SAGE Publications on July 21, 2015


http://aje.sagepub.com/

502 American Journal of Evaluation 34(4)

the information and judgments formed through our evaluative efforts. This expansion of our profes-
sional practice increases the quality of our interactions with clients and stakeholders, thereby making
our work more relevant, more salient, and more likely to be used.
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Note

1. The “values-engaged, educative” approach was originally titled the “educative, values-engaged” (EVEN)
approach. The title was changed to highlight the importance of values engagement. The “EVEN” acronym
was retained.
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