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Abstract: In this article we examine the role of the evaluator in the proc-
ess of organizational learning, and discuss the conditions nec-
essary to facilitate the productive execution of such a role and
the consequent ramifications for evaluation. First, we describe
the process of organizational learning as presented in the lit-
erature of organizational learning. Second, we examine the de-
mands that process presents to evaluators. Third, we discuss
organizational learning within the context of participatory
evaluation, and then explore the role of the external learning
agent. Finally, we present some major changes in the role of
the evaluator, changes that stem from the very nature of the
organizational learning process. The focus on organizational
learning transforms the role of the evaluator to one of knowl-
edgeable facilitator who returns responsibility of the operation,
development, and evaluation back to the project/program or or-
ganization. We conclude by acknowledging the difficulties in-
volved in changing the traditional role of the evaluator,
particularly in giving up control of the evaluation to the
stakeholders and letting the organization become the “owner”
of the evaluation process and knowledge, leaving the evaluator
the important role of facilitator. The evaluator is responsible
for the procedures of learning — providing tools and monitor-
ing the learning that goes on. The learning content is the re-
sponsibility of the organization and not of the evaluator. While
we do not preclude the traditional role of the evaluator, we do
suggest a significant change in the procedures involved in evalu-
ation, in the skills required to conduct effective evaluations
within the organizational context, and in the ownership of the
knowledge that emerges from such evaluation.
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Résumé: Dans cet article, on examine le réle de ’évaluateur dans le pro-
cessus d’apprentissage organisationnel, et on discute les condi-
tions nécessaires pour faciliter un rendement efficace dans ce
réle ainsi que les conséquences pour I'évaluation. Tout d’abord,
suite a une revue de la littérature, on décrit le processus d’ap-
prentissage organisationnel, et on examine les exigences du
processus pour les évaluateurs. L’apprentissage organisation-
nel est vu dans le contexte de I’évaluation participative, exami-
nant le réle de ’'agent d’apprentissage externe. On présente des
changements majeurs dans le réle de I’évaluateur dus a la na-
ture méme du processus d’apprentissage organisationnel. En
se focalisant sur I'apprentissage organisationnel, le réle de
Iévaluateur se transforme a un réle de faciliteur averti qui réin-
tegre la responsabilité pour le fonctionnement, le développe-
ment, et ’évaluation dans le projet/programme ou 'organisation.
On conclut en reconnaissant les difficultés inhérents a un chan-
gement du réle traditionnel de I’évaluateur, en particulier de
laisser le contréle de I’évaluation aux intervenants, ce qui per-
met a organisation de prendre en charge le processus d’éva-
luation. L’évaluateur adopte le role important de faciliteur
responsable du processus d’apprentissage qui fournit les outils
et suit 'apprentissage dont le contenu reste la responsabilité
de T'organisation. Toutefois, en n’excluant pas le réle tradition-
nel de I’évaluateur, on recommande un changement significatif
aux procédures et compétences d’évaluation ainsi qu’a ’appro-
priation des connaissances qui découlent de ’évaluation.

There are two ways of spreading light — to be a candle,
or the mirror that reflects it. (Edith Wharton)

B The benefits of evaluation for organizational learning
have become recognized (Cousins, Goh, Clark, & Lee, 2004), but not
enough has been written about the demands that the process of or-
ganizational learning poses for the evaluator. In this article we ex-
amine the role of the evaluator in the process of organizational
learning and discuss the conditions necessary to facilitate the pro-
ductive execution of such a role. We claim that there are some ma-
jor changes in the role of the evaluator, changes that stem from the
very nature of the organizational learning process. First we exam-
ine the demands the process of organizational learning poses on
evaluators, and then we explore the role changes required to fulfil
such demands.
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Accelerating technological development and the accompanying accu-
mulation of vast amounts of knowledge create a complex competitive
environment that is constantly in flux. On the one hand, organiza-
tions, institutions, and policy-makers operate in unpredictable and
dynamic surroundings of continually growing complexity. On the
other, the needs and values of society change very rapidly. It doesn’t
matter if we deal with organizational learning as the acquisition of
practical knowledge (Pauzke, 1989) or as a democratic and liberaliz-
ing process (Pedler, Boydell, & Burgoyne, 1989); the ability to adapt
cannot be underestimated in the struggle to cope with these condi-
tions, and the ability to learn is tantamount to the ability to survive
(Argyris, 1992; Argyris & Schon, 1978, 1996; Banerjee, 1998;
Easrerby-Smith, Snell, & Gherardi, 1998; Edmondson & Moingeon,
1998; Korland, 2000; Probst & Buchel, 1997; Richter, 1998; Senge,
1990; Snell & Chack, 1998). Consequently, organizations are required
to move from a reactive to a proactive stance that initiates changes
prior to the events (Preskill & Torres, 1999b; Probst & Buchel, 1997).

Organizational learning is a phenomenon that takes place in vari-
ous forms within an organization. The broadest definition of organi-
zational learning is the one provided by Argyris and Schon (1996):

Organizational learning occurs when individuals within
an organization experience a problematic situation and
inquire into it on the organization’s behalf. They experi-
ence a surprising mismatch between expected and ac-
tual results of action and respond to that mismatch
through a process of thought and further action that
leads them to modify their images of organization or their
understandings of organizational phenomena and to re-
structure their activities so as to bring outcomes and
expectations into line, thereby changing organizational
theory-in-use. In order to become organizational, the
learning that results from organizational inquiry must
become embedded in the images of organization held in
its members’ minds and/or in the epistemological arte-
facts (the maps, memories, and programs) embedded in
the organizational environment. (p. 16)

The issue of organizational learning draws a great deal of interest
both in academia and in practice. Organizations that do not learn



|

84

THE CANADIAN JOURNAL OF PROGRAM EVALUATION
.|

cannot progress because they continue to behave the same way as
before, practicing behaviours that are no longer adequate to meet
new challenges. In order to learn and adapt to new situations, or-
ganizations must focus on information, knowledge, and knowledge
processing in real time and, where possible, in advance of events.

Argyris and Schon (1996) describe two types of organizational learn-
ing: single-loop and double-loop. Each entails a certain kind of or-
ganizational behaviour and each engenders a specific outcome. In
simple terms, single-loop learning deals with strategic changes and
more or less maintains the status quo of the organization. Double-
loop learning deals with declared or underlying goals and engen-
ders basic changes in organizational outlook and behaviour. Other
definitions talk about processes in which the organization’s mem-
bers use knowledge actively in order to guide their behaviour and
promote the continuing adaptation of the organization (Edmondson
& Moingeon, 1998). According to this view, the learning is an activ-
ity of individuals that support the organization’s ability to adapt.

Probst and Buchel (1997) see organizational learning as the organi-
zation’s ability to identify mistakes and solve them and to change
the organization’s values and body of knowledge in order to create
new skills. This is an ongoing process that continues throughout
the life of the organization. (Such a perception views the organiza-
tion as an entity in its own right rather than referring to the indi-
viduals of which it is composed.)

Argyris and Schon (1996) and Snell and Chack (1998) also view or-
ganizational learning as an activity carried out by a combination of
individuals and the organization. They define organizational learn-
ing as including significant change in processes, structures, and as-
sumptions of the organization and the connections among its
members.

The process of organizational learning is not self-evident (Popper &
Lipshitz, 1998). Rather, it is inherent in the nature of any institu-
tionalized system. The very meaning of the word “institutionalized”
hints at stability and at the tendency to resist radical changes or
changes of any kind. Not only is organizational nature at stake,
human nature is as hard to change. This is true especially when
referring to well-learned and internalized assumptions, habits, and
embedded procedures of behaviour such as work routines and theo-
ries-in-action (Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch, 1988).
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Most writers in the field of organizational learning refer to the ques-
tion of embedded behaviours and conceptions as cognitive maps.
Moreover, they agree that reframing or changing these cognitive
maps is a difficult task (Argyris, 1992; Forrester, 1987, 1990;
Hedberg, 1981; Senge, 1990; Watzlawick et al., 1988). Organizations
and individuals tend to protect their theories in action. It is incon-
ceivable for individuals, groups, or organizations to identify both
their own mistakes and the very routines that prevent these mis-
takes from being discovered. In order to overcome this difficulty,
the process of learning must include at least two levels of learning.
Thus, if we look at the processes of organizational learning we find
several variations. The first level is personal, such as intuitive learn-
ing or learning through observation, imitation, or apprenticeship.
These processes are difficult to verbalize and thus almost impossi-
ble to share (Rosenstein, 2002).

The second level is through interpretation or explanation of assump-
tions or procedures. At this level the knowledge is easy to communi-
cate, particularly on an individual basis. When a group is involved,
this process combines the individual cognition with that of a group.
Such a process within a group has the potential to build a common
language and common images, in other words common cognitive
maps (Foil, 1994; Nonaka & Koono, 1998). On the one hand, such
images and language can block true coping with problems and mis-
takes. On the other hand, they provide the bases for any organiza-
tional learning (Korland, 2000). Another important variable in this
distinction is the nature of the knowledge obtained. True or false,
for or against the organization, organizational knowledge no longer
depends on individuals within the organization, but is the property
of the organization itself (Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999).

There are several approaches to the issue of organizational learn-
ing. Argyris and Schon suggested that individuals perform the learn-
ing process. These individuals are the organization agents, and their
role is to convert new knowledge to a kind of knowledge that is ac-
cessible for the whole organization (Argyris & Schon, 1996). Other
writers claim that the process of organizational learning is a com-
munity process (Richter, 1998).

Edmondson and Moingeon (1998) compare the two most prominent
writers on this issue of organizational learning, Senge and Argyris,
and show how they share many basic assumptions. Besides combin-
ing theory and practice, both writers deal with tacit causalities and
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the importance of making them explicit. Both Senge and Argyris
emphasize the blindness of individuals in organizations to their own
contribution to a difficult situation, and they both believe in the ne-
cessity of an outside facilitator (Edmondson & Moingeon, 1998).

The issue that all writers address is the issue of knowledge and in-
formation processing. Organizational learning deals with knowledge
of people within the organization, knowledge that comes from out-
side the organization, knowledge that guides and misguides deci-
sion-making, and knowledge that informs and misinforms organi-
zations, interveners, services, politicians, and decision-makers of all
kinds and levels. Conceptualization of knowledge and knowledge
building are at the heart of organizational learning.

ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING AND EVALUATION

The obvious connection between organizational learning and evalu-
ation is through knowledge and knowledge processing. Evaluation
and evaluators deal with knowledge. They collect and analyze data.
They then give it back as feedback, to help in decision-making and
to improve performance. The kind of data evaluators have to deal
with has been a subject of discussion since the very first days of
evaluation. The demands on evaluators and evaluation in general
have changed from the examination of operational and measurable
aims in the 1950s to the demand for useful information for decision-
makers and even to shaping the actual intervention in the 1970s
(Nevo, 1989; Scriven, 1967; Stufflebeam et al., 1974). Later, the need
for inventiveness became clear, in order to succeed in responding to
the variety of project demands (Patton, 1981). In the 1980s and 1990s
evaluators were not only expected to take into account those who
could be affected by the activity of evaluation, they were expected to
use the evaluation to restructure and to reframe the concepts and
world-views of stakeholders (Abma, 1997; Drewett, 1997; Guba &
Lincoln, 1989; Pawson, 1996). Evaluators were supposed to guide
the organization toward becoming a learning organization through
use of the recommendations of the evaluation. Evaluators can play
an additional role of being the historian of the evaluand by assem-
bling and storing information and findings that ensure that impor-
tant learning will be kept (Preskill, 1994).

Thus the evaluator’s role has expanded far beyond the examination
of a specific program. It now includes the examination of overall
policies of the organization that implements that program. It was
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inevitable that evaluators would understand the potential of com-
bining evaluation and organizational learning (Owen & Lambert,
1995; Preskill, 1994; Preskill & Torres, 1999a, 1999b, 2000).

Although the connection between evaluation and organizational
learning seems natural, some issues resulting from the combina-
tion are not so clear. We pursue these issues further below. The
first issue we address concerns the connection of organizational
learning to types of evaluation with emphasis on participatory evalu-
ation.

ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING AND PARTICIPATORY
EVALUATION

Learning organizations are organizations “where people continually
expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where
new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collec-
tive aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learn-
ing how to learn together” (Senge, 1990, p. 3, emphasis added). A
learning organization is a group of people who learn in a coopera-
tive, supportive, and mutually advantageous situation. Through a
process of meetings, discussions, cooperation, collaboration, and in-
quiry, the group solves problems, makes decisions, and over time
changes the process of learning in their organization.

Old mental models and decision habits are deeply ingrained. They
do not change on the basis of a single logical argument, even the
most convincing one. Under pressure of daily operations, decision-
making would revert to prior practice (Forrester, 1990). It is diffi-
cult to change a paradigm. According to Kuhn (1962), what causes a
paradigm to change in the end is the accumulation of anomalies —
observations that do not fit into and cannot be explained by the pre-
vailing paradigm. The anomalies have to be presented over and over
again because a social determination conspires not to see them.
Challenging a paradigm is not a part-time job. It is not sufficient to
make your point once and then blame the evaluee for not getting it.
Changes that organizations undergo are categorized as transforma-
tional changes. Transformational change in organizations involves
radical change in how members perceive, think, and behave at work
(Argote, 1999; Cummings & Worley, 1997; Walton, 1999). Lippitt,
Watson, and Westley (1958) claim that in order for organizations to
change, new patterns of behaviour must be developed in a stable
and secure environment in which they can accept the change. An
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evaluator can be the external change agent that promotes the learn-
ing that concerns these perceptions, thoughts, and behaviours. In
Lewin’s (1951) terms, the evaluator can aid in the process of
“unfreezing-moving-refreezing” involved in organizational learning.
The learning that leads to change is called transformative learning.
Rooted in the practice of critical self-reflection (Mezirow, 1991),
transformative learning occurs when the learner is able to take a
very clear critical look at himself/herself, spurred on by a disorient-
ing event similar to Dewey’s roadblock. The evaluator can serve as
a trigger for this kind of learning, which then feeds into the learn-
ing of the organization as a whole only if the evaluator can contrib-
ute to the feeling of safety. In order to generate and encourage
learning, evaluation has to be inclusive and responsive. One way of
achieving inclusiveness and responsiveness is through participatory
types of evaluation. Evaluators, however, are often led by the false
idea that the very act of studying a policy or an organization will
alert people to question their action and that the process of exami-
nation by itself will cause change in behaviour. Such a misconcep-
tion is responsible for the situation that we meet so many times
about reports resting, unused, on the shelves. As far back as the
early 1970s, Rippey (1973) wrote that although evaluation was a
requirement of the United States Office of Education in the 1960s,
most evaluations had been useless. Along one dimension, he attrib-
uted this phenomenon to the fact that most summative evaluations
proved inconclusive and that most formative evaluations came too
late. He proposed transactional evaluation to remedy the problem.

Evaluation has come a long way since Rippey gave his verdict. The
participatory dimension has been recognized and normalized. Many
forms of cooperative, participatory, collaborative, and empowerment
evaluation have evolved over the past 30 years (Caracelli & Preskill,
2000; Cousins & Whitmore, 1998; Fetterman, Kaftarian, &
Wandersman, 1996; Mertens, 1994; Owen & Rogers, 1999; Patton,
1997). The notion of participatory evaluation is not always clear,
and some of its techniques and philosophies have been questioned
over the years (Mosse, 1994).

Cousins and Whitmore (1998) distinguish two main streams of par-
ticipatory evaluation: (a) practical participatory evaluation (PPE), in
which the core assumption is that stakeholders’ participation will
enhance evaluation relevance, ownership, and utilization, in which
the central function is fostering evaluation use with the implicit as-
sumption that evaluation is geared toward program policy or organi-
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zational decision making; and (b) transformational participatory
evaluation (TPE), which is based on the assumption that people
should control their own lives and should be able to evaluate their own
actions. Rooted in the belief in social justice and emancipation of
classes, genders, races, age, and the like, TPE uses participatory prin-
ciples and actions in order to democratize social change.

Our perception is that TPE is better adapted to the combination of
evaluation and organizational learning. The basic difference is that
in PPE the stakeholders are actively involved in the evaluation,
whereas in TPE the stakeholders control the evaluation. We base
our assumptions on the distinction between interaction (relation-
ships between two distinct entities) and transaction, which focuses
on changes and on inquiry without any preconceived notions of truth
or falsity (Dewey & Bentley, 1949). Unless the evaluee plays a genu-
ine part in the process of learning, no learning will take place. In
order for genuine learning to occur, no participant in the inquiry
can have a monopoly on truth. All parts of the inquiry are part of a
free and open process during which changes and adaptations can be
made at any stage. Critical reflection on one’s own beliefs and as-
sumptions and values are essential to sustainable change (Freire &
Macedo, 1998). Such an approach is in line with the trend toward
democratic process in evaluation (House & Howe, 2000). Therefore,
we believe that in addition to participation, control plays a key role
in the eventual use of the evaluation. Later work supported by em-
pirical examples shows that no matter what kind of participation,
the very existence of participation contributes to the process of learn-
ing (Compton, Glover-Kudon, Smith & Avery, 2002; Conner &
Tanjasiri, 1999; Cousins, 2003; Gilliam et al., 2003; King, 2002).

Such raised awareness is in keeping with the trend toward transac-
tional transformative evaluation (Caracelli & Preskill, 2000; Preskill
& Torres, 2000) in which stakeholders are included in the learning
process prompted by evaluation. Evaluation can be viewed on a two-
dimensional plane: on one axis is the type of evaluation — summative
or formative — and on the other is the method used for the evalua-
tion, ranging from non-participatory to participatory styles. The
matrix in Table 1 illustrates these two axes. For convenience we
simplified the continuum of each axis into a dichotomy in order to
examine its relationship to organizational learning.

The non-participatory column shows us that if evaluation is to be a
trigger for organizational learning, the organization must take the

T
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initiative. The process is conducted from the outside in. The organi-
zation may or may not use the evaluation findings. The evaluation
itself plays no active role in use, disuse, or abuse of its findings. The
same is true for both summative and formative evaluations.

In the participatory column, however, there is more chance for the
evaluation to encourage or even to propel organizational learning,
simply because stakeholders and organization members are part-
ners in some or all parts of the evaluation process (deciding on evalu-
ation question, collecting data, analyzing data, drawing conclusions).
A high level of participation is required in both the summative and
the formative types of evaluation. These functions in themselves are
not enough, however. In order for evaluation to exert maximum in-
fluence over organizational learning, further steps are needed. Be-
fore proposing these steps, let us take a quick overview of the role of
the evaluator as an external learning agent.

Types of Evaluation and Degrees of Participation

Method of Evaluation

Type of evaluation ~ Non-participatory Participatory

Summative Evaluation is conducted The evaluator and organization members collect
externally by an evaluator data, perform analysis, and engage in
not connected with the interpretation, to varying degrees dependent on

organization being evaluated.  the level of participation.

Formative and The “external” evaluator gives ~ Members of the organization conduct a dialogue,
ongoing evaluation  feedback during the evaluation  prioritize issues, and collaborate on data

process

process in order to influence  collection, analysis and interpretation.
operations.

THE ROLE OF THE EXTERNAL LEARNING AGENT

Does learning within an organization rely only on inner knowledge,
knowledge already existing within the organization, knowledge that
is not accessible (because it is tacit or a property of individuals)?
Senge (1998) suggests that this is not the case. He states the impor-
tance of systems thinking, a theoretical approach that in most cases
does not exist in organizations. The evaluator can serve as an out-
side learning agent in such circumstances. Owen and Lambert (1995)
trace the development of the role of the evaluator as an outsider,
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first as an expert outsider starting with the role of information pro-
vider to help insiders, managers, and providers make decisions, be-
coming a source of enlightenment leading to the instrumental use
of evaluation. With the development of theories and practice of learn-
ing organizations, however, Owen and Lambert suggest that the role
of evaluation is to assist leaders “to look beyond discrete changes in
key elements such as training, information and communication to
seeing patterns of relationships with and beyond their organizations.
In summary, the leaders need to be well informed on strategic as-
pects of their work” (p. 239). Although continuing with the status of
“outsider,” the evaluator conducts a more interactive relationship
with the stakeholder. Information gathering, however, is the respon-
sibility of the evaluator, who then supplies it to the leaders.
Gorodeski (2003) suggests a learning process that relies on the prac-
tical knowledge that is available for the participants. However, she
sees a major role for the outside intervener. One of the roles of the
outside intervener is to bring knowledge to the learning process.
Three types of knowledge are involved: (a) theoretical and formal
knowledge connected to the field under examination, (b) understand-
ing of group learning processes, and (c) ability for reflective analy-
sis. In her opinion, without outsider intervention, a closed system
will be created that suppresses the emergence of new insights and
understandings, and leads to the reinforcement of existing routines
and patterns instead of the creation of new ones. Some other func-
tions of outside intervention are to create time for reflection, to serve
as a resisting force against the tight time schedule of the working
place, and to serve as a catalyst that initiates unlearning, new learn-
ing, and new thinking (Gorodeski, 2003).

Unless on the payroll of the organization, an evaluator by definition
is an “outsider agent.” What valuable service can the evaluator per-
form in such a capacity? As opposed to Owen and Lambert’s (1995)
perception of the evaluator as “provider” of information and knowl-
edge, we suggest that the evaluator no longer provides the
stakeholder with information, but rather together, they share and
build knowledge as an integral part of the learning in a learning
organization. This suggestion is in line with Forss’s contention that
learning takes place by combining involvement and communication
(Forss, Cracknell, & Samset, 1994).

Thus, in addition to being able to reflect and learn alone or with
selected stakeholders, the evaluator has to help the organization
reflect and learn via providing new experiences, new interactions,
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new information, or at least new ways of looking at old information.
Stakeholders then act by improving, developing, or disseminating
their programs. Such action takes several coexisting forms:

1. transformation of tacit knowledge into actionable knowledge,

2. creation of a body of accessible usable organizational knowl-
edge,

3. program improvement based on informed decision-making,

4. organizational improvement based on the principles of learn-
ing organizations and knowledge management, and

5. dissemination of successful programs and actionable knowl-
edge.

The evaluator must possess highly developed reflective capacities in
addition to data collection and analysis skills in order to promote the
above functions. The starting point for such reflection is based on the
four types of knowledge listed in Table 2. The type of knowledge ap-
pears in the first column: new knowledge, collected knowledge (infor-
mation), members’ knowledge, and formalized organizational
knowledge. The form of the knowledge is found in the second column.

Tahle 2
Knowledge Types
Type of Knowledge Form Source Location Accessibility
Existing knowledge, Information Outside the Expertsinarea,  Formal, explicit
new to the members organization written
of the organization documents
Formal, informal, Documents, Collected from  Staff and clients, ~ Formal, explicit,
tacit and explicit actions, inside the documentation tacit, informal,
organizational procedures organization hidden
knowledge within the
organization
and its members
Member knowledge Tacit and/or Collected from  Individuals, Implicit —
private inside the teams Accessible only via
organization reflection, trans-
action, and trans-
formational learning
Organizational Processed All the forms of  Participants in the Explicitly embedded
knowledge knowledge knowledge OL process and in the organization

mentioned above

facilitator

and accessible
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New knowledge is in the form of information that the evaluator can
bring into the organization from a variety of outside sources (cur-
rent research, articles, or experience). Such knowledge is new to the
organization, not new per se. Collected knowledge is drawn from
within the organization and its programs. It is available through
documents, observations, interviews, and the like. Members’ knowl-
edge is exposed through participatory reflective workshops, journal
writing, and so forth. It is tacit knowledge that has to be drawn out
and turned into explicit, actionable knowledge. Formalized organi-
zational knowledge is a result of the combination and reprocessing
of the other types of knowledge.

The third column lists the source of each type of knowledge. The
location of the knowledge appears in the fourth column — evaluator
knowledge, individual knowledge, team knowledge or organizational
knowledge. The last column shows the accessibility of the knowl-
edge: formal, explicit, or implicit.

All four kinds of knowledge must be rendered actionable and usable
and should become an integral, public, and accessible component of
the organization’s knowledge. This is possible through the forma-
tion of a learning organization in which the participants perform
the functions listed below.

¢ Transform individual knowledge into shared organizational knowl-
edge. For example, in a project for empowering Ethiopian immigrants
to Israel, all of the professional workers knew a lot about Ethiopian
cultural codes, customs, and beliefs on their own and used that
knowledge during the everyday work. However, this knowledge was
not perceived by them as part of their professional knowledge, never
became public organizational knowledge, and was not taken into
account, for example, while planning and implementing new pro-
grams. Reflection was the tool for reaching existing knowledge and
turning it into usable knowledge that remains an integral part of
the repertoire of the organization.

e Transform tacit knowledge into actionable knowledge. For exam-
ple, in a project for knowledge management in a social services de-
partment, social workers were unaware of the special quality of the
work they were doing (Rosenstein, 2000). They thought that “every-
one worked that way” or that they just did “what came naturally.”
Of course these comments constitute the definitions of tacit knowl-
edge. The evaluator had to persist in asking, “What did you do? How
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did you do it? Be specific. Explain further.” The role of the advisor/
evaluator was often to refuse to be satisfied with the obvious. For
instance, in trying to document a successful intervention in the
schools, the social worker in charge said she “contacted the schools.”
Upon examination and reflection, however, it became apparent that
“contacting the schools” consisted not only of sending notices, but of
making repeated phone calls, making appointments that were con-
venient for the school personnel, attending parent/teacher meetings
and school events, and sitting in the teachers’ room available for
impromptu conversation. Once reflected upon and verbalized, these
obvious points of tacit knowledge had to be formulated in a way
that could be used by others to develop similar programs. Figure 1
illustrates the process of turning tacit knowledge into actionable
knowledge via reflection, documentation and inquiry (Rosenstein,
2001).

e Use external observations for critical reflection of assumptions and
double-loop learning. For example, in a projected evaluation of the
Knowledge Management Project in Social Services in Israel, the aim
of the evaluation is the thorough examination of the basic assump-
tion that “learning, reflective social workers provide better service.”
The evaluator must be able to break through the existing frames
and repertoires (Schon & Rein, 1994; van der Meer, 1999) that are
the barriers to learning. The organization for its part has to be ready
for such consciousness-raising.

In order to provide the kind of evaluation needed to initiate and
contribute to organizational learning, the evaluator must expand

Figure 1
From Tacit Knowledge to Actionable Knowledge

Tacit

knowledge Exposure, reflection, Actlt.)n.able and

of successful inquiry, conceptualizing, explicit knowledge
practice documentation Dissemination
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his or her skills. We propose three major changes. The first two are
technical and, in that sense, easier to achieve. The third one is sub-
stantive and therefore more difficult. We discuss them below.

THE ROLE OF THE EVALUATOR IN ORGANIZATIONAL
LEARNING: REQUIRED CHANGES

As we stated above, the expansion of the role of the evaluator to
include organizational learning facilitation seems almost self-evi-
dent. While the significant contribution of evaluation to the process
of organizational learning is not in debate, the role of the evaluator
has to be re-examined. We claim that the role of the evaluator has
to change in three ways:

1. Changes in contract and procedures. Organizational learn-
ing is a time- and effort-consuming process. Under the bur-
den of everyday activities the process of learning is often
perceived as less important, and in many cases the partici-
pants try to avoid it (Biott & Cook, 2000; Katz, Sutherland,
& Earl, 2002). In the contract between evaluator and evaluee
it has to be clearly stated that the organization is ready to
create the procedures for learning: time allotment, person-
nel, meetings, and other required resources. Such an addi-
tion to the normal contract demands is problematic, as it is
often difficult to convince the evaluee to devote the time
and effort required for a conventional evaluation. Thus the
organization must take an active role in the evaluation —
much more active than is usually required. In addition to
the demands on time and effort, a change in attitude to-
ward evaluation is mandatory for the combination of evalu-
ation and organizational learning to work.

2. Changes in evaluator skills. The focus on organizational
learning transforms the role of the evaluator to one of knowl-
edgeable facilitator who returns responsibility for the op-
eration, development, maintenance, and evaluation back to
the evaluee through the creation of a learning community.
In the conventional role of an evaluator, the emphasis is on
data gathering and analysis. But as a facilitator of organi-
zational learning, the evaluator is responsible for the pro-
cedures of learning — providing tools and monitoring the
learning that takes place. Such responsibility calls for group
leadership skills and knowledge of group dynamics, learn-
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ing procedures, coping with resistance, and so on. The evalu-
ator uses reflection, in-depth phenomenological interviews,
observations, and other methods of data collection and
analysis in order to clarify data and make sense of the com-
plex context and knowledge of an organization. In the proc-
ess of learning, the evaluator has to create the group or the
community of learners, to be responsible for and to facili-
tate the group processes. The evaluator has to fight for time
and resources to allow for such a learning procedure (even
if there is a contract). In addition, the evaluator needs to be
an external expert who is able to bring knowledge to the
organization. As in all other forms of evaluation, the basic
skills of the evaluator still carry great weight in the effec-
tiveness of the evaluation. The difference lies in the fact
that in addition to reflecting and learning, the evaluator
has to help the organization reflect and learn by providing
new experiences, new interactions, new information, or at
least new ways of looking at old information. The depth and
extent of that joint reflection and learning will still deter-
mine the depth and extent of evaluation utilization (Owen
& Lambert, 1995; Patton, 1997; Preskill & Torres, 1999a,
1999b, 2000). All these tasks are not part of conventional
evaluation. Therefore, a different kind of training is needed.

. Changes in the purpose and thus the ownership of knowl-

edge. As mentioned earlier, many writers in the field of or-
ganizational learning claim that cognitive maps of members
in the organizations have to be changed to enable changes
in decision-making. We propose that the same change has
to be made by the evaluator when he/she shifts the empha-
sis toward organizational learning. We propose that facili-
tation of organizational learning is not just a matter of doing
more of the same. It is something essentially different. Or-
ganizational learning is about knowledge. We close our dis-
cussion by referring to the ownership and control of such
knowledge. Evaluators conduct evaluation procedures and
data-collecting procedures to help them form a deep under-
standing of the evaluee so that they can perform the job of
evaluation well. Once they understand the reality of the
organizational situation, they are able to present their find-
ings to the organization in a productive manner. The data
gathered and the knowledge constructed during the evalu-
ation are fed into the evaluation to serve its needs so that it
can serve the evaluee in return.
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As an organizational learning facilitator the evaluator does the same,
but based on two essentially different assumptions. First, the task
is to be done by the evaluee, guided by the evaluator. Second, the
data gathering and analysis are done for the sake of the evaluee
and not for the sake of the evaluation per se. The understandings,
the making sense, the research, and the conclusions are conducted
by the organization for the purposes of learning, adjustment, im-
provement, dissemination, and empowerment. In orthodox evalua-
tion, participatory or not, the evaluator controls the flow of
knowledge, decides what sorts of knowledge will be presented to the
organization, in what ways, and to what audiences. The new ap-
proach that combines evaluation and organizational learning shifts
the control of knowledge to the organization. In the process of or-
ganizational learning, knowledge is the property of the organiza-
tion and all its members. The learning content is the mutual
responsibility of the organization and the evaluator. More impor-
tantly, the knowledge that plays a role in the process is organiza-
tional property and not the property of the evaluator. The focus of
the evaluation has shifted. Rather than the evaluator collecting in-
formation and analyzing it in order to understand the evaluee (the
organization), the organization collects and analyzes data in order
to better understand itself.

CONCLUSION

This article has discussed the intricately entwined relationship be-
tween evaluation and organizational learning, and the issues that
evolve from this relationship for the evaluator. The benefits of evalu-
ation to the process of organizational learning are widely accepted
and have been supported by research. We have examined the de-
mands posed by the process of organizational learning and the re-
sultant changes and skills in the role and knowledge of the evaluator.
Our contribution to the discussion is to focus on the changing role of
the evaluator in this process.

The change is not on the surface. We are talking about a substan-
tive change. In fact, on the surface the evaluator seems to function
in the traditional domain of data collection and analysis and the
presentation and use of findings. In other words he/she comes from
outside to assist the organization in a specific way through the use
of data. However, within the context of organizational learning, he/
she performs these tasks with the stakeholders instead of for the
stakeholders, encouraging them to take on the leading role.
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Such activity requires changes in two dimensions: one is technical
and the second is in mindset. The technical dimension deals with
the acquisition of skills not necessarily in the evaluator’s repertoire,
as we previously mentioned. The change in mindset deals with dif-
ferent role perceptions. Becoming a facilitator for organizational
learning means that one must relinquish the traditional power or
authority that is connected with evaluation. Such authority implies
ownership of the knowledge and the responsibility for management
of it. Convincing the evaluator to relinquish such authority is one of
the main obstacles to changing the evaluator’s role.

Therefore it is essential to ensure that these changes are possible
before embarking on the road that leads to the combination of evalu-
ation and organizational learning. Yes, it can be a productive and
positive combination, but without the proper understanding of the
substantive differences and the appropriate preparation, it will not
work.

In the light of this new view of the changes in the role of the evalu-
ator, further research would be most welcome. It would be interest-
ing to examine evaluators’ own perceptions of their role as facilitators
of organizational learning on the one hand. On the other, it would
be illuminating to examine how people within the organization per-
ceive the role of the evaluator in that process. A number of case
analyses offering insights into these matters would provide greater
understanding and could be fed into areas of practice.
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