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EABIIQIEAIQRL,EYALUATION IN_ADULT EDUCATION

There 1s an jnteresting debate going on currently through the
journal of Adult Education and Development on issues related to
evaluation of adult education programmes world wide. Many
jmportant jssues have been raised 1in this debate. This
reflection note is intended to contribute further to this

debate.
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Perhaps the most important starting point in evaluation of adult
education programmes ijs to look at the experience of evaluation
jtself. Bulk of this experience seems to indicate that
evaluation of development programmes in general, and adult
education programmes, in particular, has so far been the concern
primarily of Programme Managers and Donors. Programme Managers
are ~worried’ about evaluation as a way of defining the nature of
programmes, assessing their impact and justifying the use of

" resources in support of those activities. It is, therefore, not

surprising that as part of their responsibilities, many programme
managers feel obligated to undertake systematic evaluation

efforts.

Another constituency which is concerned about evaluation is that
of the donors. There is an increasing demand on donors to
demonstrate effective ways of utilisation of resources in support
of development programmés, in general, and adult education
jnitiatives, 1in particular. In many cases, these doriors are
themselves intermediaries, either receiving support from their
governments or from public at large. And in the current
context of international relations, there is an increasing trend
towards questioning the validity and usefulness of international
aid. As a result, it has become obligatory on the part of donors
to systematically examine the impact of resources being applied

to a variety of adult education programmes world-wide.
Expanding Concern
Besides these constituencies, the existing concerns of evaluation

have not really translated to the concern of either field
educators themselves working in the adult education programmes or

to the 1learners who are directly the ‘beneficiaries’ of such

development interventions and adult education programmes. This
is the first and perhaps the most crucial challenge in the field
Of evaluation at this stage. How to encourage educators in the
field to look at evaluation as an integral and ongoing part of
their own work? How can educators look at their educational

353‘efforts in a manner that incorporates in an ongoing way, the
‘% process of reflection, analysis, assessment and evaluation. Much

of the reality on the ground seems to indicate that this is not

;ii_ggg case.  Educators in the field participate 1in evaluation
3% S > guse their programme managers and donors feel obligated tao
bon uct evaluation exercises.
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the learners themselves in_an adult e@ucation programme

t actively engaged in an ongoing evaluation of thelr own
are 19 their own learning and the impact that learning makes
?xpe§;2258’1ives. Even though learners participate 1in the
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Likewise,

in : ted b Programme Managers, it 1is more as

! evaluat19ﬂ§ ggggggers ang respondents than as active agents of

2 informa ;z learning. This is a particular dilemna in adult
f}, thelrt'gn programmes.' The purpose of that adult education
oL educd 1ntion is to promote learning of such groups and community
;i ;?teizzrners. The real issue, therefore, is how can evaluation

g separated from an ongoing Process of learning? In the final
i? alysis, evaluation itself is expectgd to coqtrlbutg to: that
o an oing  process of learning. Viewed = 1n this  sense,
'“Vongt' jpatory evaluation 1in adult education programmes 1S the

. 'partic pof ensuring effectiveness of adult education activities
5”'tseif- The purposes of both participatory gvaluation and adult
ﬁ%'ldﬁcation programme 1is to support the learning of the group 9f
i:?i arners in order for them to transform their own life. This
‘ &tiend of participatory evaluation of adult education programme

% can only be promoted and practiced if concrete efforts are made

“to.encourage conditions which will help in the active role of the
: 1e£rners and of their field educators 1n integrating evaluation

of this gap, both 1in conceptualization aqd in practice,that_much
of the evaluation efforts in adult education programmes remain a
mechanical exercise of reporting the results of the delivery qf
% the programmes itself. Even though progress of learners 1is
#® evaluated, it remains a mere mechanical exercilse. It fa}ls to
% ostablish the links of that learning to the improvements in the
¥ 1ife of the learners themselves. .

M This is the next important issue in the field of evaluation in
7% 2dult -education programmes. This has to do with the definition
® of ' the roles and functions of adult education programme 1itself.
% If we look at a broader purpose of adult education then it has to
'go beyond the learning of the 3Rs and another set of skills (in
gerelation to health care or enlargement of economic enterprise, or
“#whatever). Mere learning of skill of acquisition of information
J&%as%the immediate objective of any adult education programme does
‘Anot define the broader purpose of intervention in the 1life of
fﬁthat group of learners, particularly when such adult education
‘xfinterventions are made with the disadvantaged sections of the
;;gommunity. They have to carry 2a broader purpose with then of
improving the lives of the members of that section. How
. §cquisition of new information or skill contributes to those
J®improvements in the life and work of disadvantaged communities
‘5¢hr0ggh the provision of an adult education programme is rarely
‘ﬁ#?xpllcgtgd or assessed. As a result, essential delivery of adult
jeducation programme becomes the main focus of any evaluation
. ;yexercise. It does not help to answer the question whether that
nggﬁit't‘ equcation intervention itsglf was appropriately
3%the‘g§ ugllzed and utilised in the ongoing life 9f the members of
QESeen» Za vantaged community. Where adult education programme is
{ﬁéfadtitioa component of professional training and re-training of
i ners, development workers, and adult educators

as an ongoing part of the adult education effort. It is because
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thehselves: it may be possib}e'to stop by evalua@ing the actual
learning acquired by the participants. But that is not the case
° adult education interventions are aimed at 1improving the
+ life of disadvantaged sections of the gommgnity. In order for
i valuation to address this. purpose, it implies that the planning
ef adult'education programme must explicitly state the assumption
onderlying the design of the programme in relation to its
u tential impact on the lives of the learners. Many a times
piogramme design makes a set of assumptions. For example, it is
gssumed that learning of 38Rs, will improve access to development
resources or that acquisition of new information and skill will
i result in empowerment of the community. But it is rarely
8 explicated high how that new knowledge or skill seems to be
resulting in improvemen?s in their 1life or empowerment, as
defined by the programme itself.

Assuming that an adult education programme is able to make such
broader purposes explicit and define the assumption on which the
design of the programme is made, even then there are problems
associated with promoting the active role of learners and field
' educators as agents of evaluation exercise. From our experience
several threats to authentic reflection and evaluation by
jearners and field educators operate on the ground. The first
set of threats relate to external context in which the programme
" is implemented. This context comprises of socio-political as
well as cultural aspects of the situation in which adult
" education programme is being implemented. By and large, the
"conditions obtaining in the socio-political and cultural context
in a developing country situation are such that they promote
greater reliance on technical expertise and a general devaluation

"of indigenous capacity. As a result, professionally trained
‘and certified evaluators are viewed by people at large as the
only competent authority to conduct systematic evaluation. Even

" when there is an interest to use the results of such an
-jfevalgation in improving programme design and delivery, there is
't an implicit assumption that an evaluation carried out by

experts” 1is far more valid and authentic than a participatory
evalugtion exercise which makes the learners and field educators
. @S Primary agents of the process of evaluation.

'sThe sSecond set of threats to such an authentic reflection arise
. ;from resource providers. By and large, donors are interested 1in
..,N8rrow technical aspects of evaluation which relate to efficient
delivery of programme activities and appropriate utilisation of
i In Ehis view, evaluation 1is seen as an exercise that
‘ ﬁa"conduPted after the programme has been implemented, within 2

Trow time-frame, so that the result of the evaluation can be

m%;:;;;:;d to prepare the proposal for the second phase of the

‘ justif me. It then assists the resource providers and donors in
”“abprdagﬁng continued support to the programme itself. Such an

. 1?evaluati5 on. behalf- of the.doqoys constrains the bprocess of
_ﬁeValuatiog ltself in two significant ways. Firstly, it make
f,*fdeliVery, exerclse a separate event following the programme

" and actunl thereby discouraging its integration in the plznning
S lmplementation of the programme itself. Secondly, the




; uided by the needs to apply the result of the
' time c?“Stri;nEhg decisions of further funding of the pProgramme
 evaluation mere examination of efficient delivery and outcome of
1 necessitate of programme itself. It does not provide for the
'+ the dellgerzhe time needed to witness, record and analyse the
i §p;§§tsa2f adult education programme.
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o . 9" s to authentic reflection and evaluation
+ The thnd\se:hzfnSSEEZtand the culture of the organisation which
ari?e fromting adult education programme. It is our experience
is implement atory evaluation requires a set of condition in the
' that Partlcép style of functioning of the organisation which
- culture oo estioning, reflection, analysis on an ongoing basis.

"' encourage ?u ment agencies are not designed in this fashion.

. Many. d?ve Opal organisational culture and hierarchy tends tg

't Their intern ossibility of openness with regard to analysis,

j; reduce Fhe gnd reflections, particularly at the field levels.

’£3 quest10nlni'erarchical and rigid organisationsl context, it is not
4-In such_? ;t impossible, to energise and catalyze a process of

fﬁ easY:'t? nreflection and evaluation of ongoing programme and

F%,aﬂtbe? e which make the field educators and the learners

: :iﬁtzgéfzes as the primary agents of such an assessment.
‘the

o . of threats to authentic reflection
Lastlyfh’theefggﬁig signdition of the educators and learners
from % es P In our experience, learners coming from
‘t@emse viaéed community have a sense of low ‘self-esteem’ to
aidls?dvanwith.‘ They consider themselves, as a consequence of
beg;ges of domination, incapable of critical reflection angd
dQO? sis. In fact, they look at their educators and Programme
anaagers as ‘depository’ of all knowledge and thereby the only
,m:gerts to conduct such evaluation. -This i; the common
_}gharacteristic of such learners; in fact3 it provides one of the
»iy rationales for implementing adult education programmes with them.

" Therefore, special efforts _are needed to help the learners
acquire a sense of comfort in becoming agents of their own
evaluation and feeling confident to comment on the processes ang

mechanisms of the adult education programme in which they are
‘Pa;;icipating.

arise

‘similar situation obtains with most field educators who, in our
’ éituation, are similar in their background and context to many of
%' the  disadvantaged learner communities themselves. The only

difference in many situations is that field educators are
“somewhat more literate and have had a little more exposure to the
.outside world than the learners themselves. Byt they also have a
‘rather . low sense of self-esteem and feel inadequate  in
‘andertaking . systematic and critical assessment of theip efforts

éndfggat of the programme in which they are involved.

ria e
he".above issues seems to suggest that a major
romoting participatory evaluation in adult
 JOUr' kinds of situation is to demystify the concept of
‘evaluation, on the one hand, and to create favourable conditions
" for‘'/'making evaluation an integral part of any adult education
‘programme design and implementation. Promotional role with
- programme - Managers, donors, field educators and the learners
themselves becones far more important as ap early step before

challenge in
education Programme
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scific skills or tools in participatory evaluation ca b
is a major adult education project in igselﬁ

ilised. This

;ch may hglp in dgmystification of evaluation exerci

iping its integration in programme design and imple;g;i:t'and
at adult educators need to face agoné

this challenge th
If any programme design automatically includes a

of how the resources will be utilised and
ble to make a similar automatgc

'E is-
arting point.

%get statement
: then it should be possi
the manner, process and tools by

}%erated,
ﬂmponent of programme design,
ing and integral evaluation in adult education will b
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