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Abstract

This dissertation examines the value of evaludoi urkey’s educational
decision making. Relying on individual interviewsdadocument review, the study
analyzes how key stakeholders — government officedademics, and civil society
representatives — and governmental acts envisidmpariray the role and utility of
evaluation for public decision making specificatythe education sector. Drawing on
social science literature from the fields of evéilua comparative education, public
policy, and international development, this studgir@sses the need to decolonize the
concept and practice of evaluation, as this trassyalinary field is rapidly cutting across
geographic, historic, social, and cultural bordétss study revisits the origins of
evaluation practice in the global Northern contéeges its expansion into the global
South across a number of sites, and argues th&xtanatters in transferring, borrowing,
negotiating, establishing, practicing, and usirgg¢bncept and practice of evaluation.

Evidence for this study’s conclusions comes fromk&y’s relatively immature
history with evaluation in the education decisi@min. Motivated by the desire to
become one of the top ten largest economies itk by 2023, Turkey’s rapid
development underlined educational achievemengamdth as the roadmap. This quest
necessitated a specific form of educational govezeand decision making driven by the
principles of effectiveness and efficiency. At tieart of these principles, monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) has long lain as a tool of accalnility, learning, and improvement, in
which Turkey’s entire public administrative culturas historically lagged behind. In

response to this immaturity, supranational autlesriand international donors have



provided financial and technical impetus for loogtM&E systems, practice, and
information in the Turkish education decision dom&oupled with the country’s
official drive for modernization, international acs, to a great extent, paved the way to
legal arrangements for streamlining evaluation cBpally, the Green Paper published
after the European Union’sStrengthening the Capacity of the Ministry of Nagib
Education Project’later became the conceptual foundation for Debi@e652 that
helped establish M&E units at the Ministry for timst time in Turkey’s educational
history.

Despite all these efforts, the study reveals thatuation remains as a new
concept that is closely associated with quantificatperformance-based budgeting, and
compliance. Evaluation’s value mostly residessrsgmbolic representation of modern
norms of governance to which Turkey eagerly wamtsommit. Yet, reported confusion
about what evaluation really entails, as a conagagtas a field of practice, is paired with
highly centralized and politically polarized eduoatl governance, all together situating
evaluation in foster care in Turkey: it is neitligty adopted, nor is it completely
abandoned.

Adopting a constructivist-critical outlook on th&le of evaluation in the global
South, this study endeavors to locate this fielgrattice in the broader context of
international development with its negotiated masgborders, and struggles. By
suggesting that evaluation is a marker of a colmtiyest to modernize and Westernize,
this study sheds light on the direction of crosktral expansion of the field of

evaluation.
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Chapter I: Introduction
Problem Statement

In 2012, The Republic of Turkey’s Ministry of Natial Education (MoNE)
launched the “School Milk Project” in cooperatiortiwthe Ministry of Health and the
Ministry of Food, Agriculture, and Livestock. Tharaof this project was to support
students’ engagement and learning in school byompg their nutritional habits. A few
months after the project started, hundreds of stisdead been admitted into hospitals
because of spoiled milk and food poisoning. Maj@wspapers and network news in
Turkey covered these cases, and the incidentssoesdered a public disgrace, all the
more humbling because Turkey was considered toliheoroad to European Union
(EU) membership. This incident revived the longdtag debate about governmental
decision making and implementation of public progsaand policies in Turkey. Lurking
behind this debate were three common questionse@udational authorities do the right
thing in designing this project? Did they implemérdorrectly? What could they have
done better?

These questions are linked to a broader debate #imwle and utility of
evaluation in decision making by Turkish educatlaflcials. Scholars suggest that
evaluations play a strategic role in decision-mglprocesses by generating a continuous
flow of solid information about the merit, shortcmgs, and outcomes of public
programs and policies, contributing to their effesmhess and betterment (Weiss, 1977,
Patton, 2012; Mark & Henry, 2004; Fitzpatrick, Sargj & Worthen, 2004). While the
notion that evaluations are essential in any sp@setowadays commonplace in the
mainstream evaluation literature, available eviéesuggests that formal program and

1



policy evaluations are rare in Turkey (Giur & CelK09; ERI, 2010a, 2010b; Russon &
Russon, 2000). Aydagul (2013) once observed:

An important conclusion of recent analyses is #ok lof assessments on the

impact and cost-effectiveness of public policiesgpammes, and projects

implemented to achieve equity and quality in edocaflThe policy life cycle

often falls short of an empirical, objective, amgbrous evaluation phase, which

impedes further policymaking cycles. Lessons ledifr@m previous experiences

should constitute a rich learning course for theN#pbut often do not. (pp. 405-

406)

As a result, it is speculated that, as a countay ams to cope with competitive pressure
within the EU and global knowledge economy, Turkegy frequently lose the
opportunity to improve educational policies andgeans in compliance with the
international standards of educational quality (ERIL3a). To this end, Turkish scholars
and practitioners have increased their calls foné@valuations of national programs and
policies grounded in Turkey’s social, economic, anlural context (TEPAV, 2013;
Aydagul, 2008Sisman, 2011).

The historical development of evaluation cultur&orea and Brazil — with
comparable levels of development to Turkey — maygest the potential for utilizing
evaluation as a decision-making tool in Turkeytovide useful information about
policies’ effectiveness in improving education dqiygand equity. With the launch of
“Government for People” in 1998 as a response\erseeconomic crisis in Asia, Korea
has developed government-wide evaluation systeroetde and implement national
reform packages based on national needs and m#®fitee, 2002). Despite the
insufficient number of evaluators, Korea is praig@dconducting several major

evaluations, ranging from evaluations of ministriegajor programs and policies to meta-

evaluations of each institution’s policy making analuation capacity (Furubo, Rist, &
2



Sandahl, 2002). Similarly, the evaluation fieldBirazil has grown dramatically in recent
years with 453 post-graduate evaluation coursead@® increase in publicity on
government evaluations, taken as indicators of gowent’s desire to foster better
programming and budgeting (UNDP, 2011). Turkey’stNiNational Development Plan
(2007 — 2013) also praised social and economicldpreents taking place in Korea and
Brazil thanks to their governance reform agendd,agued that their influence in
international decisions will considerably increas¢éhe coming decades (Ministry of
Development, 2006). Although the association betweereased evaluation activities
and better development outcomes is not yet empliridacumented, anecdotal evidence
suggests a positive relationship (UNDG, 2011; Sega008, 2009).

In contrast to Korea and Brazil, little is knownoalb the implementation and
impact of many educational policies, programs, amagects in Turkey, although the
continuous improvement of educational serviceglgebed to be of utmost importance to
the country’s long-term aspirations (ERI, 2010kgikter, 2013). Vision 2023, an official
statement of the national goals for the centerygal of the Republic, envisions that
Turkey becomes one of the top ten economies imvtri with $2 trillion GDP, and
$25,000 GDP per capita (Vision 2023, 2013). Th& D@velopment Plan (2014-2019)
reinstates and strengthens Turkey’'s commitmentdévélopment for and with people,”
underlining quality education for all as a prereipei for a strong society (Ministry of
Development, 2013). Although the most recent dgualent plan — compared to previous
ones — puts a recognizable and intentional emploasimsonitoring and evaluation (M&E)

as important elements of good governance, thegulas falls short of explicating how



evaluations will be conducted and utilized, as waslivhy evaluation could be
meaningful for the policy life cycle. The Econoniolicy Research Foundation of
Turkey (TEPAV) (2013) made a similar observatiordbguing that M&E activities
indeed foreground the T(lan’s determination for success:

The benefits of having a state department resplenftibmonitoring and

evaluating the impacts of the policies in the @am evident. It would be wise to

define the function of impact assessment, whichwseak aspect of Turkey’s

public administration culture, uniquely for thisspland design this together with

the monitoring and coordination activities. (p. 27)
In addition to a lack of evaluation of nationalqda“The periodical assessment surveys
undertaken by the Ministry [of National Educati@mg underutilized and fail to attract
any public attention, thereby detached from thécgehaking process,” remarked
Aydagul (2013, p. 223). In the absence of systeanfrmal policy or program
evaluations, basic research or/and internationalies such as PISA (Program for
International Student Assessment), TIMMS (Trendslathematics and Science Study),
TALIS (Teaching and Learning International Survagyl PIRL (Progress in International
Reading Literacy Study) assessments are utilizednedy the evidence gap in the
education policy cycle (see ERI, 2010b; EARGED,2@D10), further contributing to
the mismatch between national educational policigie implementation, and
improvement (Gur, 2011).

There is a recent, emergent interest within thé society and MoNE in
strengthening the connection between evaluatiordaotion making although little is

known about the ascribed value of evaluation. FEinst foremost, in the absence of

purposeful and noteworthy governmental effort todwect and utilize evaluations,



nongovernmental actors were called on to assunpemsgility. A lack of knowledge
about the impact and shortcomings of education@hiives motivated the Istanbul
Policy Center at Sabanci University, one of thelileg research universities in Turkey, to
launch theEducation Reform Initiativéhereafter ERI) in 2003. ERI aims to improve
educational decision making and cultivate a nevicgehaking culture in the country
through research, advocacy, and training. Thigaiive is based on the premise that
“decisions are based on data and evaluation ardt@nsparent and participatory
interaction among the state, civil society orgatizes and citizens” (ERI, 2010b, p. 6).
To this end, this initiative facilitates a partiatpry, democratic public dialogue about
educational policies and programs by bringing thgetepresentatives from government,
civil society, academia, schools, and public andgpe organizations. The reform
emphasizes the importance of informed, evidence¢bdscision making, best practices,
and transparent solutions for alleviating presgidgcational problems through its
flagshipEducation Monitoring Reportannually published since 2008. In doing so, the
Reform hopes to inform decision makers’ prioritesl practices to help Turkey achieve
its long-term aspirations. Although ERI promoted amaintains a discourse for a
paradigm shift in educational decision making iediased on and guided by data, the
initiative pays insufficient attention to what ewation can offer to Turkey’s education
decision domain given the country’s lack of histaiyh this concept and practice.
Parallel to ERI, a policy window of opportunity hagened within the Turkish
government that positioned evaluation as a decisiaking tool in educational

programming and planning. In response to increag@mgand for effective public



administration specifically by the EU Acquis — itwlection of shared rights and
obligations binding all EU member states — as aglthe International Monetary Fund
(IMF) stand-by agreements, the Turkish Nationalm@rAssembly enacted Public
Financial Management and Control Law (PFMC) Act BI@18 in 2003 to require every
public institution to prepare and implement a sigat plan (Ministry of Finance, 2003).
After taking the office on November 2002, the catreingle-party government declared
its desire to “unleash Turkey’s development potdhin the Letter of Intent to IMF by
introducing and implementing a series of stabil@aand reform efforts. They promised:
“Our government will particularly focus on a renalygivatization effort, measures to
attract foreign direct investment, fighting cornigpt, and improving corporate
governance and transparency in the public secBab#écan & Serdengecti, 2003, para.
3), to which Act No. 5018 was proposed as a salutidthough the law strictly
associates evaluation with internal control, awaht] performance-based budgeting
(Yenice, 2006), it has set a precedent in Turkseghmental life byenvisioning the
need to install evaluation systems in governmefgphrtments (see European
Commission, 2010). The Article 9 (Ministry of Firam 2003) explicates the role of
evaluation in policy cycle for the first time in afficial policy document:
Public administrations shall prepare strategic piama cooperative manner in
order to form missions and visions for future witthe framework of
development plans, programs, relevant legislatrmhlzasic principles adopted; to
determine strategic goals and measurable objectveseasure their
performances according to predetermined indicatndsto monitor and evaluate
this overall process. (p. 6)
Keeping in line with this directive, MONE created first strategic plan in history

as a tool to design, implement, and improve itstuntsonal goals, principles, policies,
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and programs (Turk, Yalcin, & Unsal, 2006). Theface to this first plan authored by
the then Minister, Nimet Barepeated Turkey’s yearning for equal participaiiothe
modern world, hence the inevitability of her chamgaccordance with global trends in
public administration and education systems (Migist National Education, 2009). As
such, the need for a strategic plan was situatédmihe context of globalization and
modernization that inscribes a standard form ofegoance highlighting the principles of
performance, efficiency, effectiveness, accounitgbind transparency promoted and
realized by global education actors such as thdd\Bank and OECD. The following
strategic goals clearly indicate that the Ministey out to build institution-wide M&E
systems to improve its decision making (MinistryNztional Education, 2009):
Strategic goal 15.3: Total quality management systél be established, and
globally validated evaluation models will be usedrtonitor educational

institutions’ performance including schools.

Strategic goal 16.1: Curriculums will be designed aontinuously improved
based on systematic monitoring and evaluation iaietsv

Strategic goal 17.4: Monitoring and evaluation simill be established to assess
the level and extent to which strategic goals &adaccomplished so that
corrective measures can be taken.
Nevertheless, empirical evidence is still missimghis date with regards to how M&E is
conducted and utilized to inform educational plagrand development of subsequent
educational strategies (ERI, 2013a). The 209-paigg $trategic plan dedicated only one
page to M&E that fell significantly short of foregmding evaluation’s value for
educational planning and programming.

Similarly, the EU’sCapacity Building Support for the Ministry of Natgl

Education(MEBGEP)(2008-2010) created another opportunity for theiig to



design and implement effective policies and progrémmsed on evaluation information.
The aim of this pre-accession assistance, tot$#hg million, was to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of the Turkish edurasystem by developing MoNE’s
planning, implementation, and monitoring capactytsat educational policies and
programs would be harmonized with the EU prioriti@se of the central objectives of
the grant was to strengthen the capacity of hurasources deployed in the education
system. This was done by a series of training esuasnd workshops on topics including
data collection, analysis and protection, problemisg and decision making,
performance management, monitoring and evaluadiot the use and interpretation of
statistics in education (European Commission, 2006a

The Green Paper published based on this pre-aooesssistance paved the
political and administrative way to — and legitimat dramatic structural changes in
education sector, one of which is Decree No. 692,(E013a). The Decree has been one
of the milestones in the current ruling Justice Bledtelopment Party’s (JDP) education
agenda that was set out in the Urgent Action Ri&2003, which promised strategic
regulatory changes for quality control and asswangublic governance, as well as
serious reduction in bureaucracy in line ministrigs a result, Monitoring and
Evaluation Units under selected directorates at Mewre established thanks to this
decree. Although the legal commitment to betteicpes and programs has been
welcomed (ERI, 2013a), the literature on the currele and utility of evaluation for
Turkish educational decisions is extremely spdrdte is known about the impact of

EU’s project on capacity building at MONE, and e tabsence of evidence, it is hard to



conclude that evaluation information foregroundscadional planning and programming
in the country.

Notwithstanding the importance of these recent ldgweents in Turkey, there is
currently a lack of solid empirical base for unpgagkwhat evaluation really offers to
Turkey’s educational decision making. Evidence frexisting national and international
literature is almost nonexistent. Available resharo the Turkish education system, as
far as M&E is concerned, has been limited to miereel studies addressing student
achievement scores at worst and curriculum evanaitat best (see Yiksel & Zam,
2012; Ozdemir, 2009), with minimal attention paschacro-level policy issues,
normative questions of performance, quality, ancettgpment, as well as critical
implications of global trend for good governancatiging a set of toolkit including
M&E (Celik, 2012). Although there is considerabteeadotal evidence about how some
low and middle income countries (LMICs) — also kmoas the global South or the
developing world — view, conceptualize, negotiataterialize, and utilize evaluation for
their governmental decisions, systematic studighiefphenomenon for Turkey are
undocumented.

In stark contrast, during the last two decadesetlauation community has
witnessed a dramatic growth of the field in corgextitside of the global North
(Chelimsky & Shadish, 1997). The notion that evatmahas an intrinsic value and is
essential in any society has sparked the crosefrstiransfer of evaluation systems and
practice (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004)e Bssumption that evaluation

advances human betterment ultimately generatedieeda the Northern-based donor



community to promote evaluation as a decision-nmakiol. This has led to efforts to
build evaluation capacity in LMICs where a cultofeevaluation is historically missing
(Carden & Alkin, 2012; Schwandt et al., 2013; Por&®13). The momentum for
promoting evaluation as a governing tool in thebgld&South has reached a peak with the
designation of 2015 as the International Year ddl&ation by EvalPartners — an
international initiative to strengthen national kexaiion capacities worldwide
(http://mymande.org/evalyear). Although the empiriavestigation of the impact of
evaluation capacity building (ECB) in the develapimorld has been largely missing in
the literature, existing anecdotal evidence suggésit the donor community has helped
demystify evaluation practice in many LMICs (Macka@09). Shifting the focus from
the dominant Western model to indigenous systeamesscholars and practitioners
probed the meaning and boundaries of evaluationegirand practice in developing
countries (Carden & Alkin, 2012; Furubo, Rist, &f8ahl, 2002; Russon & Russon,
2000). Despite this bourgeoning literature, evatumsis considered an emerging
construct in many LMICs, including Turkey, whiclqreres further investigation into the
value of evaluation in a developing country decisiwaking context.

This sentiment was recently brought into full foclusing a scholarly discussion
on the future of evaluation in a forum of tAmerican Journal of Evaluatigralling for
a critical examination of what evaluation reallyes$ to economically developing
societies. “Without a clear value proposition,” itew (2014), a former president of
American Evaluation Association (AEA) argued, “exation will continue to be the

orphan and the guest in organizations [...] If orgations do not evaluate, we assume
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they have limited evaluation capacity, but it maytbat our value proposition simply
does not impress them” (pp. 91-92). Leviton’s (20ddestion of whether evaluation’s
value for decision making is concise and compeliorgndividuals and organizations is
apt. Evaluation is praised as a highly valued conlitgdor public policies and programs,
but how its role and utility are viewed in diffetasontextual — individual, organizational,
national, regional, continental — settings remdisaure in the mainstream literature.
Given Turkey’s voluntary urge to modernize her egsbf governance in compliance
with the global standards, meanings, margins, agdtmations of evaluation’s conceptual
and practical place in the Turkish education deoisiomain will be illuminative.

The Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

As the field of evaluation evolves globally andscatross many geographies,
histories, political systems, and most especialljuces, calls for the need to reflect on
and be critical of our standards, assumptions vahees related to the concept and
practice of evaluation have rightfully increased{t, 2012; SenGupta, Hopson, &
Thompson-Robinson, 2004; Kirkhart, 2005; Hopsor@12Mertens, 2007). Empirical
research is needed to increase the level of kn@elathout the role and utility of
evaluation in national decision making.

Michael Quinn Patton (2012), an evaluation pioriexh in the global Northern
and Southern contexts, argued that different peaideh different meanings to
evaluation based on their perceptions, past expeese and feelings related to the term.
Recognizing the contextualized meanings and p&diievaluation, Patton (2012)

argued that, “Research ogadiness for evaluatiohas shown that valuing evaluation is a
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necessary condition for evaluation use. Valuinduatéon cannot be taken for granted.
Nor does it happen naturally. Users’ commitmergualuation is typically fragile and
often whimsical...” (pp. 15-16talics in original). As a result, Patton suggests assessing
perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors related atuation to investigate shared
understandings and purposes for evaluation in argngontext. Following Patton’s
lead, this study investigates the value of evatuaéis a decision-making tool within the
Turkish education decision domain from the pergpestof key Turkish stakeholders —
government officials, academics, and civil socretgresentatives — and official
statements by answering four central, interrelgigestions:
1. To what extent and in what ways is evaluationzsii in the Turkish education
decision domain?

2. How is evaluation conceptualized in the Turkisheadion decision domain?

3. What is the need and capacity for evaluation inTiiekish education decision
domain?

4. What contextual factors facilitate or hinder théuesof evaluation for Turkey’s
educational decision making?

To answer these questions, this study adopts tweertdions from Weiss (1998)
concerning the definition of evaluation and theegbjof evaluation. First and foremost,
evaluation scholars have provided many definitiamd discussed several purposes for
evaluation(e.g., King & Stevahn, 2012; Patton, 2012; Stuftlaim & Shinkfield, 2007,
Rossi, Freeman, & Lipsey, 2004). The most wideldudefinition of evaluation is “the

systematic process of determining the merit, wathjalue of something” (Scriven,
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1991, p. 139). Many practitioners in LMICs — simila this study — favor Carol Weiss’
definition of program/policy evaluation (see UNDI®11): “the systematic assessment of
the operation and/or outcomes of a program or poticmpared to a set of explicit or
implicit standards as a means of contributing ®ithprovement of the program or
policy” (Weiss, 1998a, p. 4). Here, it is vitald@stinguish evaluation from other
research. Weiss (1998a) provided a comprehensiwpaason of these two inquiry
traditions. For our purposes — evaluation for etlanal decision making — her insight
about the utility and client is more immediatelierant. Weiss (1998a) posits that
evaluations are conducted wiikein mind for a specificlientwho has decisions to
make. Evaluations — unlike basic research — aenddd to be used by policy or program
communities who need information to ground thetisiens and interventions. By the
same token, this study purposefully separates atialufrom research by using the term
evaluation strictly within the context of governmarterventions that are targeted by the
very evaluation for a valued, purposeful use.

The second convention that this study adopts froems¥/(1998a) is to generally
talk about the evaluation of public (education)igiek, which will occasionally
encompass national programs, projects, and theipoaentsPublic policyis simply a
government intervention that is intended to bribguwt a change based on specific
objectives (Dye, 2008). Education policy is a ndiitiensional concept encompassing all
endeavors of state actors, including programseptsj decisions, discourses and
objectives, geared towards ameliorating a speediecation problem or/and regulating

the lives of citizens (Keser-Aschenberger, 20P2pgramcan be defined in multiple
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ways. The Joint Committee on Standards for EducaltiBvaluation defines program as
“activities that are provided on a continuous Basnders, 1994, p. 3). Fitzpatrick,
Worthen, and Sanders (2004) define program astfgplax of people, organization,
management, and resources that collectively maleagntinuing endeavor to reach
some particular educational, social, or commegual” (p. 54). The authors submit that
while some programs have identifiable boundariealsy administrators, budget, and
procedures, some are multi-level, spanning acragn@ational and geographical
boundaries, which make for evaluators harder tmdetiven these definitions, to Weiss
(1998a), the rationale for collapsing the categookthe evaluand (i.e., programs,
policies, projects) — highly applicable for the poses of the current study — is that “we
can evaluate national programs, local projectsubproject components, using the same
basic methods” (p. 7). Additionally, due to thekax literature and prior research on the
role of evaluation in Turkey, the current studylwdst a wider net to capture a range of
issues and opportunities in policy, program, arajgat action settings.

Grounded on these conventions, the study utilizeexgloratory single-case
study with an embedded design to develop and réfieeretical propositions about the
value of evaluation in a developing country decisioaking context, drawing from the
country case of Turkey. The case study approacsteddo provide rich and holistic
exploration about the phenomenon in its real-ldatext by allowing ér triangulation
and corroboration among semi-structured interviel@sument reviews, and reflexive
memos.The aims of this study are heuristic, so it focusente on exploring relationships

rather than on testing hypotheses.
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Conceptual Framework

This study is based on the premise that, like @hgresocial endeavor,
evaluations are situated in cultural, politicakiafy and historical contexts that inform
and shape the design and implementation of poliggragram alternatives that the very
evaluations seek to address (Patton, 2012). TheiéameEvaluation Association (AEA)
(2009) defines context as follows:

Context typically refers to the setting (time anace) and broader environment in which
the focus of the evaluation is located. Contexa abn refer to the historical context of
the problem or phenomenon that the program or ptdigets as well as the policy and
decision-making context enveloping the evaluatidontext has multiple layers and is
dynamic, changing over time. (as cited in Patt@1,2 p. 36)

Evaluation scholars contend that the value of etaln depends on context, and as such,
evaluations are value-laden (Chouinard & Cousii®92 SenGupta, Hopson, &
Thompson-Robinson, 2004; Mertens, 2008; Hood, Hop&d-rierson, 2005; Patton,
1985). Indeed, “evaluation, itself, constitutesuiure, of sorts” (Patton, 2012, p. 50).
The issue of context in evaluation, as a resuttbl@matizes the applicability of Western
cultural frameworks in non-Western settings (Mest&Hopson, 2006). Evidence from
a wide variety of evaluation studies convergesauggest that the inquiry traditions of the
white, majority Western culture may compromiseitiierests of underrepresented
groups — low and middle income countries in thiseca due to a widespread failure to
appreciate these groups’ ontological and epistegicdb assumptions and cultural
nuances (Smith, 2012; Kirkhart, 2005; Kawakami,AtGram, Lai, & Porima, 2008;
Bishop, 2012; Merryfield, 1985). To challenge thetss quo in the field of evaluation
that tends to privilege modern, Western (EuropeartiNAmerican) ontological

assumptions, and to increase the contextual ciigiand relevance of evaluation
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practice, many evaluation scholars advocate fousigeof non-Eurocentric evaluation
approaches that are grounded in a particular @ljthistoric, and political milieu, and
done by and for the community composing the ventext (Pihama, Cram, & Walker,
2002; Hopson, Bledsoe, & Kirkhart, 2012; Merter3)&, 2009).

Despite the rampant concern for contextual diffeesnexisting literature
demonstrates a common growing interest in usinguatian as a decision-making tool
for designing, implementing, and improving orgatimaal goals at the local, national,
and international levels (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, &rtkien, 2004). Western researchers
have long argued that evaluations are influentiedds to improve public services,
programs, and policies (Segone, 2008; Mark, Hefatyulines, 2000; Scriven, 1991).
They contend that evaluations contribute to ingtinal learning and effectiveness of
decisions. Evaluation processes and findings nmiggdte changes in thinking about
programs’ and policies’ design, implementationj¢pgnd desired outcomes, and
ultimately generate shifts in action by buildingaid knowledge base (Weiss, 1998a;
King, 2008; Preskill, 2008; Patton, 2012). Fitzpiret al. (2004) summarized the
significance of evaluations in decision making:

Evaluation serves to identify strengths and weasggshighlight the good, and

expose the faulty, but it cannot singlehandedlyeatirproblems, for that is the

role of management and other stakeholders, usialyi@von findings as one tool

that will help them in that process. (p. 27)

Given evaluation’s significance, cross-nationahsfar of evaluation as a form of
inquiry is taken as almost irresistible (Smith let2011; Vidueira, Diez-Puente, &
Afonso, 2013). Concerted efforts by many Northerd some Southern institutions and
evaluators to build evaluation systems and praatickeveloping countries have
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significantly contributed to this expansion. Numesaessions, workshops, and
conferences have been organized to build evaluatipacity in developing country
governments, and many national evaluation orgapizetand associations have been
established (Mertens & Russon, 2000). EvalPartreerimternational evaluation
partnership initiative to strengthen civil societyaluation capacities to influence public
policy based on evidence, attempted to map existoigntary Organizations for
Professional Evaluation (VOPES) around the world famnd some information on a
total of 158 VOPES, out of which 135 are at natidexel, while 23 are at regional and
international levels (e-mail communication, Segalaguary 2013). Some LMICs have
established government-wide evaluation systems\pwave their public programs and
policies (e.g., Brazil, Korea, Mexico, etc.) (Se’DP, 2011). Most recently, an
emerging interest in establishing evaluation aséepsion in developing countries
beyond development assistance has evolved (Ca26&8). As a result, the field of
evaluation in the Zlcentury has been characterized by its internaltiame cross-
cultural expansion (Patton, 2010).

The cross-national journey of evaluation as a fofamquiry combined with
methods and systems, however, has ignited a d¢ritetzate among scholars within and
beyond the field of evaluation. The seemingly gldkend for borrowing and lending the
evaluation concept and practice across countriegides with a global trend in new
public management, highlighting evidence-basedtip@and establishing effectiveness,
efficiency, and accountability as common denomirs(€larke, 2008). This momentum

for promoting good governance, currently regardellegy to successful economic and
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social development in the global South, has presscountries to undertake performance
assessments and impact evaluations of nationaltinés specifically sponsored by
development aid. The pursuit for effective and ainsible development practice soon
motivated donor agencies (multilateral or bilateeaid countries to fund evaluation
capacity building activities, contributing to theotution of evaluation systems and
practice, hence evidence-based decision makind/ilCk (Mackay, 2002; Picciotto,
2003). According to some critical researchers anfteld of evaluation, however, the
dominance of northern-based institutions’ valuas @morities might disable learning
from evaluation for in-country decision making (H&2910), and their warning has not
been unwarranted. The trend for good governanicepkcated with the neo-
liberalization of development policy incentivizey uch global actors as the IMF
(International Monetary Fund), World Bank, OECDegfrganization for Economic
Cooperation and Development), or UNDP (the Unitedidhs Development Programme)
in the aftermath of Post-Washington consensusr&té{hamsi, 2004). A group of
scholars in the field of comparative education pepiatized these global agencies’
efforts to standardize, proceduralize, commodifi enarket educational practices
around the world through systems of global moniigiand evaluation that are believed
to promote hegemonic standards of quality and gyai@oudien, 2011; Valverde, 2014).
Alerted by the diffusion and internalization of WWex® epistemological
imperatives into developing country context throeghluation practice that prioritizes a
particular form of reality, an emerging group ofiation scholars has pulled indigenous

ways of knowing out of obscurity while discussihg fpractice of borrowing and lending
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evaluation ideas and systems across nations. Beaséars endeavor to untie the
association between development and evaluatiorspeldthe hegemonic, standardizing
and normalizing tendencies of everything globad] highlight the variability and
complexity of context, which does not accommodadteear, apolitical, and non-cultural
procedure to specify, negotiate, design, implemamd, improve policy alternatives (Hay,
2010; Smith, 2012). They pose and address thearguestion of why, how, and under
what circumstances is evaluation being promotdterglobal South (Hopson, Kirkhart,
& Bledsoe, 2012). Put differently, this bourgeonlitgrature draws attention to what is at
stakes while evaluation systems trespass into ertuitories. They advocate for the
developing country people to take full ownershighair decision-making process and
build bottom-up evaluation culture and capabilifi@sand by their own people in ways
that are responsive to their contextual realitish(vandt et al., 2013; Carden, 2007).
Turkey provides a good illustration of this deb&eographically located in the
Middle East and institutionally closer to the glohNarth, Turkey provides a unique case
for exploring the value of evaluation for governrtamlecision making. Turkey is often
characterized as a bridge between the global NorthSouth or East and West not only
because of its geographical condition, but alsodtsiral and historical heritage
(Davutagzlu, 2008; Gok, 2011). This western/eastern, norifseuthern, “European/Asian
geographical and cultural divide” embedded in tidarit of the society still continues to
this date (Cooper, 2002, p. 589). The modern Thr&iate emerged in 1923 “out of the
ashes of the Ottoman Empire” in the aftermath ofld/@&ar | (Ergil, 2000, p. 49), and

Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk (aka the father of all Turks}ablished the country based on
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Western political ideals from the global North (Kikcan, 2003). Turkey has been a
member of OECD since 1961; associated with the @& Economic Community
(EEC) since 1963; a candidate for the EU membersihige 2005; ranked among the 20
largest economies of the world in 2013 (CIA Facth@913); and ranked at the™37
place in the 2013 World Competitiveness Scorebodtough the newly created
Turkish state pronounced westernization and modation as its foundational elements,
the country has eclectically blended the ideoldgacal cultural elements from the South
into its social, political, and educational con®@isman, 2011).

Similar to other LMICs, Turkey’s quest for developm closely followed the
global capital that in return inscribed particudénuctures for public governance,
including evaluation systems. Official Developméssistance (ODA) has long
contributed to Turkey’'s development and booming-nmearket economy — accompanied
by a democratic, secular, republican regime — sinee1960s. Providers of ODA have
included individual countries such as the U.S. @edmany, as well as bilateral and
multilateral agencies such as the World Bank, UN&e the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (IRDB) (Murphy & &a22012). In return, aid
management has demanded that Turkey participaigarous M&E efforts to
demonstrate effectiveness and efficiency of devalap assistance. As a part of the
policy community, Northern donors invested thegaerces to have softened the process
of adopting evaluation as a solution to governmemtablems in Turkey largely through
evaluations of aid project$hese efforts have informed and framed the cone¢pnd

practical grounding of evaluation practice in tleiatry (e.g., Stout, 2010).
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Despite their ongoing efforts to build capacityndcs’ success in installing
evaluation mentality into Turkish governance hasrb@nited Sisman, 2011; Aslan,
Klcuker, & Adiguzel, 2012). Available evidence segig that — borrowing Wadsworth’s
(2001) words — Turkish educational authorities hatized donor evaluations ttheck
and monitor (audit review) rather thanseekand improve programs and policies
(formative inquiry) due to the country’s lack oktory with the concept and practice of
M&E (UNDP, 2010; World Bank, 2012). As Turkey aiasplay a bigger role in
multilateral platforms, donor agencies pose the aisd fall of evaluation in Turkish
governmental agenda as almost a threat to her ddaiv@g@ower (World Bank, 2012;
European Commission, 2007, 2012; Murphy & Sazak220n the meantime, Turkish
scholars and thought leaders continuously refottegst#éon on the role of Turkey’s
unique context in negotiating the terms of educaigovernance to produce responsive
and culturally viable policies and programs withblimdingly borrowing international
concepts and practicemél & Akkaymak, 2012Sisman, 2011).

Taking into account the distinct historical, paiéi, and cultural context for
educational decisions, policies, and programs irkdy this study argues that the value
of evaluation for Turkey’s educational decision mgkmanifests unique features that
pose and address challenging questions regardeniigtimations of the concept, practice,
and field of evaluation in the global South. Thihg seminal evaluation literature on
context and culture (for instance Smith, 2012; lasee & Nichols, 2008; Greene, 2005;
Conner, Fitzpatrick, & Rog, 2012; Hood, Hopson, 8eFson, 2005) provides the

theoretical support for the current study to foocegrd contextual elements, including but
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not limited to spatial location, historic structsy@olitical and societal realities, and
cultural traditions, in making meanings of evalaatin Turkish imaginary.
Significance of the Study

This research has important implications for edoocgbractices in Turkey, as
well as implications for the field of evaluationrdt and foremost, this study seeks to
contribute to educational policy making in Turk®gspite many education reforms
Turkey has passed over the past few decades, selaotaie that educational policies and
programs have fallen short of remedying educatipnathlems (Celik & Gur, 2013).
Certainly there are numerous reasons and detertsinfwhy the education reforms and
program are not working, but one challenge thatgmes Turkey from effectively
addressing educational problems is the gap inalse bf knowledge about which
programs work best to improve educational progriomsrthom and under what
circumstances (Gir, 2011). This is a significamiopem because decisions based on
inadequate information about programs’ merit mayl | poor use of social resources
(Weiss, 1998a). Thus, it is worthwhile to providecion makers with systematic
information as to whether the various educatiomag@ams are worth the money they
cost, whether they should be continued, and how ¢ha be improved to meet the
societal needs (Bamberger, Rugh, & Mabry, 2012)eyloring the utility of evaluation,
Turkish policymakers may better gear state poliaied reforms towards a more
responsive culture of decision making.

In addition, this study seeks to expand the knogddoase surrounding the efforts

to build evaluation systems and practice in low amddle-income countries to improve
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national decision making. Thus far, only a few ssdave addressed the value of
evaluation systems and practice in decision-makorgexts from the developing country
perspective. As noted by Hay (2010): “Evaluatiosegach, innovation, and leadership
should not remain exclusive to northern basedtutgins. We need to examine how
evaluation research is developing and the rolehsontevaluators and organizations are
playing in this process” (p. 226). Thus, withouwear understanding of how a
developing country views the value of evaluatiora aecision-making tool to improve

its educational practices, the field lacks futuirections about how to contribute to social
betterment worldwide. Located between the globatiNand the global South whose
evaluation history, needs, and activities have Wekively distinct, Turkey offers a
challenging case to investigate this phenomenorroing Hay's (2010) terms, Turkey
may be the testing ground for illuminating futureedtions of the field in the developing
country context. Thus, this research will exterelkhowledge base about the nature and
parameters of evaluation conceptualization angzatibn in different country settings
and broaden the scope taken by Western reseaamzactitioners.

Furthermore, this research answers calls for shyplyie concept of evaluation
outside of the Global North (Carden & Alkin, 20ppson, 2001). Fitzpatrick et al.
(2004) believe that in the twenty-first century, $%n evaluators will increasingly hear
and learn from their counterparts’ practices ireottountries that will only work to
strengthen their own practice. Thus, a deeper stalating into the concept of
evaluation in Turkey will not only facilitate thelstions for policy problems in the

global South, but may also motivate Northern evaltsato unlearn and relearn some of
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their assumptions, methods, and approaches toaiaiyMertens, 2009). The proposed
study breaks new ground by assembling the globaihNand South-based evaluation
literature, which embraces, in some respectsndisthodels and approaches.
Delimitations

There are number of limitations and caveats tgtbposed rationale and
conceptual design of this study. First and forembst scant literature on the concept and
practice of evaluation produced by and for the &wl middle income country
stakeholders poses a limitation. This researclolartiterature from both Western and
non-Western scholars (where applicable) to probédtundaries of the concept and
practice of evaluation in distinct country contexiewever, relatively limited, local
evaluation practice and literature in the globaltBanay elevate the voices of Western
notions of evaluation practice in the current stuile sharing his lived experiences
with efforts to develog\frican Evaluation Standard#iopson (2001) touched on this
limitation, and invited evaluation practitionersdisallenge the Western ethnocentrism in
our field. He noted:

From my point of view, the main rationale for thevdlopment of African

evaluation standards relates to redefining foundatof the field as they relate to

the unique contributions to be made by culturafigl athnically diverse

communities- whether globally or locally- and reatreg methodologies and

paradigms that have historically served to crigplédebilitate communities that

have been underserved or marginalized. (p. 376)

Following Hopson's lead, my purpose is not to ingpasVestern concept (i.e.,

monitoring and evaluation) on Turkish stakeholdbtg,rather to try to understand how

they approach evaluation, which is praised as fmeintial decision-making tool in
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several country contexts, and understand what emeuspectives they offer to inform
and shape the foundations of the field in the tydinst century.

Second, although the study greatly benefits frastisinction between the global
North and South in its effort to intentionally refes the reader’s attention on context, the
tendency to essentialize these terms and placesinsras a challenge. By positioning
Turkey in between these — mainly — theoretical epathe attention is directed towards
the fluidity and non-fixity of these constructstbat the findings can motivate the reader
to reconsider his/her assumptions and expectatedated to dominant narratives.

Third, the present study focuses specifically anatiucational decision making
context. Hence, the results of this study may ediully applicable to other decision
domains in Turkey (i.e., health, transportationpiyment, development, etc.).
However, this study is the first empirical accoahthe value of evaluation for public
policymaking in the country. Thus, it is possithattthe findings may foreground future
research by highlighting critical questions for ghgirety of governmental decision
making.

Parallel to this delimitation, the reader shoulddéminded of a serious caveat
inherently posed by single case studies; thahéscase characteristics may change
during or after the course of the study that magkea some of the basic assumptions or
even major findings. With this caveat in mind, doltbwing the guidelines for a single-
case study, the current research does not adhstatistical generalization whereby a
sample can help us make inferences about the lpogedation (Yin, 1994). The criteria

to judge the success of exploring evaluation’s @atuTurkey is the illuminative power
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and critical outlook of the findings at this pointtime, without generalizing to other
cases but rather a broader theory about the véleeatuation. Thus, the potential
changes in the case (i.e., Turkey’'s education agectomain) will only provide more
room for a critical research without delegitimizitige findings of this study.
Organization of the Dissertation

This dissertation is divided into six chapters. fteal has described the problem,
significance of this problem, research purposed,cuestions. Chapter 2 presents a
literature review on the subject of the role antityof evaluation as a decision-making
tool in low and middle-income countries at largheTanalysis draws on evaluation
literature from both the global North and Southa@tier 3 outlines the research
methodology and rationale for a case study desigapter 4 lays the groundwork for the
educational decision making context in Turkey,ddtrcing actors, processes, and
motivators of current educational governance afatmeagenda in the country. This
chapter also illuminates the role of evaluatiothi@ education decision domain as
reported in major official documents. Chapter fadstresearch findings derived from the
analysis of the data, drawing from individual iviews, document review, and reflexive
memos. Finally, Chapter 6 summarizes the majorystodclusions for the value of
evaluation for Turkish educational decision makihige chapter also offers implications
for evaluation scholars and practitioners arouredvibrid regarding the future directions
for research and practice in building national eaibn systems and expanding the field

worldwide.
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Chapter II: Literature Review
Introduction

This chapter explicates evaluation studies andnatenal development literature
that provide the foundation for the conceptual fearark presented in the first chapter.
The literature on the value of evaluation as agiextmaking tool in low and middle
income countries (LMICs), including Turkey, is starThus, this review benefits mostly
from publications in the databases of aid orgaiomatsuch as the World Bank,
UNICEF, and OECD, as well as the Northern-Ameriaad European based journals
such as thémerican Journal of EvaluatigiEvaluation andCanadian Journal of
Program EvaluationNew Directions for EvaluatigrandEvaluation and Program
Planning Overall, the review of literature uncovered féaral areas to understand the
many aspects of the value of evaluation: contexé¥@luation, use of evaluation for
decision making, evaluation capacity building ie tteveloping world, and indigenous
evaluation practice.

In keeping line with the review of literature, tlesearch is positioned within the
intersection of critical and constructivist paradsy Critical theory assumes that a reality
is produced and mediated by power relations irtipally, culturally, socially and
historically situated contexts (Guba & Lincoln, B9Kincheloe & McLaren, 2011).
Thus, the current research will borrow from theleation literature produced and
circulated by the Northern-based, aid organizattonscover the reproduction of
political discourse about the value of evaluatioat tmay be routinized by established
structures and are taken as real in the globalfSadlie constructivist paradigm assumes
that there is no single truth about the value afi@ation: realities are indeed multiple,

socially constructed, and specific to context armdividuals who attach specific meanings
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to evaluation activities (Guba & Lincoln, 1998).érkfore, the present paper intends to
synthesize the global North- and South-based titezan a circumscribed manner and
use their key ideas and concepts to uncover ctinfliinterests and associated realities
of different country people related to evaluatiangd eventually to distill a more
sophisticated consensus construction of prograruation.

This chapter will first focus on the significanclecontext in affecting the
meaning, the role, and the utility of evaluatioante its value as a decision-making tool
in non-Northern country contexts. Then the revieW describe the purposes, uses, and
significance of evaluation in decision-making comseat large. This section will draw
largely on empirical and theoretical research ssidonducted in Western organizational
settings. Two broad bodies of literature will falloOne is related to Northern-based and
created aid organizations’ evaluation capacitydng efforts in the developing world.
The second body of literature concerns indigenbagpm-up evaluation field building
efforts in LMICs. | will describe definitions andsduss main themes, strengths and
weaknesses related to each body of literature l&3tesection will conclude with a
synthesis of the main points in the reviewed i@
Context Matters

This chapter is premised on the understandingcitratiext matters in defining the
role and value of evaluation in a society. Evalrascholars have long argued that
political, social, historical and cultural contemtorms, shapes, and influences evaluation
practice (e.g., the selection of questions, appaitgmess of methods, dissemination of
results, and uses of findings) (Conner, Fitzpatr&lRog, 2012; Hopson, Kirkhart, &

Bledsoe, 2011; Alkin, 2004a; Chouinard & Cousi¥)2, SenGupta, Hopson, &
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Thompson-Robinson, 2004; King & Volkov, 2005). Asted by Grudens-Schuck (2003),
“It is important that we consider that evaluatibke other events and behaviors, is part
of culture and has been developed to have meapargisular to time and place” (p. 24).
Established scholars of the field have recognibati @évaluation is a social intervention;
hencecontend that evaluation reality is produced intpdlly, culturally, socially and
historically situated contexts (Guba & Lincoln, B9&reene, 2006; Mertens, 2008;
LaFrance & Nichols, 2008). Truth about the valud afility of evaluation can never be
isolated from a domain of political discoursesturdl values and historical relations
(Bamberger, 1991; Smith, 2012; Hood, Hopson, &1Boa, 2005). As a result, they
argue that context plays an essential role in gimgnand validating the concept of
evaluation in a particular setting for a particidaoup of people, as well as the ways in
which it can be conducted and used (Conner, Fiigia® Rog, 2012).

Greene (2005) provided a widely recognized debnitf context: “Broadly
speaking, context refers to the setting within wtice evaluand (the program, policy, or
product being evaluated) and thus the evaluatiersidmated. Context is the site, location,
environment, or milieu for a given evaluand” (p).88oth theProgram Evaluation
StandardgqJoint Committee on Standards for Educational &atabn, 2011), and
Guiding Principles for Evaluators (American EvalaatAssociation [AEA], 2004)
highlight the importance of context in evaluatioagiice. While some evaluation
scholars focus more on the decision-making cor{iegt, Stufflebeam, 1968; Weiss,
1972, 1973; Stake, 1983; Alkin, 1969; Patton, 20&#)ers have focused on the cultural
context (e.g., Mertens & Hopson, 2006; KirkhartD202010; Kawakami, Aton, Cram,

Lai, & Porima, 2008Chouinard & Cousins, 200@aFrance, Nichols, & Kirkhart, 2012).
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Regardless of the focus, all these scholars engedravaluation practitioners to
carefullyexamine and be responsive to cultural norms angegahational sensitivities,
political systems, and interests; the styles ofsiec making and communication; local
knowledge, and social structures. Many evaluatahokars have illuminated how a
purposefulunderstanding of anekplicit attention to the context of evaluation can
improve the relevance, utility, quality and rigdrevaluations (Rog, 2012; Greene, 2005;
LaFrance, Nichols, & Kirkhart, 2012).

It is now widely accepted in the field of evaluatithat context of evaluation is
multi-layered and complex (Greene, 2005), and sthdlave endeavored to develop
descriptive models and approaches to capture tis¢ sabent dimensions. Rog (2012)
provides one of the most recent models. The auteseribes five areas of context to
consider while conducting context-sensitive as gpddo methods-first evaluations: the
nature and circumstances of the problem, the brasetesion-making context, the nature
and dynamics of the intervention, the frameworktha evaluation itself, and the broader
environmental factors. Within each of these arBag calls out specific dimensions to
attend to: the physical, organizational, politidastorical, social, traditional, and cultural.
Conner, Fitzpatrick, and Rog (2012) proposed aetistep (planning, implementation and
use) approach to context assessment (CA) thatpocates Rog’s (2012) five elements.
They present key evaluation questions and issulee smldressed under each element
within each step. An eclectic combination of thety questions especially from the areas
of broad environment and decision making can bigfdituo understand how the role and

value of evaluation will justifiably vary dependiog the context (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Context Assessment

Area Mainstreaming Evaluation
Broad e What are the important historical, social, andunalt elements of the
environment country to which the evaluation is introduced?
around e Are there political and social views that affectgpeectives on
evaluation evaluation?
Broad e Who are the main decision makers?
decision- e What are their views, values, and history aboutuztan?

making arena

How do their values, position, or history affeatittuse of
information (or evaluation)?

What is the larger political culture in which theprk?

What are different expectations of their job?

What are different expectations of citizens regagdheir job?
e What are the political expectations for evaluation?

Note.Adapted from Conner, Fitzpatrick, and Rog (2012,96-102)

In their quest to bring context from backgrounddieground, questions such as
these made evaluation practitioners increasinglgrawf their assumptions related to the
concept and practice of evaluation in differentrdoy contexts (Furubo, Rist, & Sandahl,
2002; Nevo, 1982; Merryfield, 1985). Indeednee scholars have made a call to engage
with people from different countries and cultureptobe the meaning of evaluation and
how evaluation is compatible with their particutantext (Hay, 2010; Carden & Alkin,
2012; Williams & Hawkes, 2003; Hopson, 2001). Teeddowever, fevstudies have
empirically investigated different conceptualizatiand interpretations of evaluation in
different county contexts.

The International Atlas of Evaluatidvy Furubo, Rist, and Sandahl (2002) may be
the best-known, comprehensive, one-stop documestadtiation cultures (or lack
thereof) in more than twenty-one countries arodngvtorld spanning five continents,
including such LMICs — also known as the global thar the developing world — as

China, Korea, and Zimbabwe. The authors descrigseticountries’ evaluation systems,
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how evaluatiortook offand contextual forces (political, socio-economidfural,
administrative, the role of the state, civil sogjedtc.) that affect the development and
consequences of such systems. The researchedeslst® about the meaning of
evaluation in different national contexts. Theyramkledge that the definition of
evaluation does not stay the same and note:
It is better for each author to tell the reader teor she considers to be
evaluation or not. The purpose of this book is [to.let each author describe and
analyze current developments in what in the cordé#tte country or institution is

deemed to be evaluation, not to establish a diefinthat is more correct than any
other. (p. 4)

Each chapter of this book provides new — and mak#yfirst — insights into how
evaluation is understood, conducted, used andutisnalized differently in each
selected country.

Parallel to this, Carden and Alkin (2012) provide®f the most recent
articulations of evaluation practice in LMICs. Taethors describe three methodologies
(adopted, adapted and indigenous) used in LMIGadititate the location of their
evaluation practices on the theory tree describdtaluation Roots by Alkin (2004b,
2012). First, the authors recognize that evalugtiactice was first expanded to LMICs
through aid organizations as a means to delivar seevices, hence the expansion of
evaluation practice to LMICs was originally a “techogy transfer” (p. 106) of adopted,
context-neutral methodologies such as Logical Freonle Analysis, results-based
management, evidence-based practice, and impdda¢ieas with randomized control
trials, which “for better or worse, does not sewad for adaptation to local context” (p.
108). Second, to Carden and Alkin (2012), this 6ol role of evaluation” (p. 108)
facilitated by the donor community has createdednae LMICs to contextualize the

methodologies and address local needs. Some elHieation approaches that LMICs
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adapt were participatory approaches, Patton’s (RD&9elopmental Evaluation, and
Realist Evaluation by Pawson and Tilley (1997 yname a few. Although these
methodologies have still been developed in theajldlorth, the authors contend that
their uses in LMICs are contextualized. Finallyynsoindigenous methodologies were
developed and evolved in the global South as tipedolyict of a national dialogue that
reframes evaluation practice grounded in contedtctture such as systematization
(Sistematizacién) in Latin America. Grounding thaadings on a review of relevant
literature and professional experience, this schofaece by Carden and Alkin (2012)
drew attention to a gap of empirical knowledgehia tield of evaluation regarding how
the concept and practice of evaluation is transtemegotiated, and applied in different
developing country setting.

Accompanying the discussions regarding the diffesged meanings and
applications of evaluation in different country texts has been a more general debate
about the applicability of Western (evaluation) ralsdand frameworks in non-Western
settings (Mertens & Hopson, 2006; Smith, 2012; Bl2012). Many Western
evaluation scholars and practitioners have receghizat evaluation practice was first
expanded to LMICs through Northern-based aid omgdiuns as a means to deliver their
services (Carden & Alkin, 2012; Hay, 2010; FuruBest, & Sandahl, 2002; Khan, 1998).
Thus, aid organizations’ efforts to disseminate@tgon systems and practice in
developing countries have implications for the #sat value of evaluation for decision-
making processes. Evidence from a wide varietyafuation studies converges to argue
that many developing countries consider evaluaidonor-driven activity without any

value to their specific learning and informatioreds (Khan, 1998; Ba Tall, 2011). This
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imposed use of evaluations arguably reduced thertymties to increase and sustain
national evaluation capacity to address natiorfakmation needs and improve decisions.
As noted by Hay (2010), Northern-based and creaittdrganizations’ dominance over
the field of evaluation “created and reinforcedqualities in the global evaluation field

by overemphasizing the values, perspectives, aodtms from the North and
underemphasizing those from the South” (p. 224).

Despite the widely held concerns about the inappllity of Western evaluation
frameworks in the global South, the global expamsibevaluation practice has revived a
significant debate about the role and utility oélesation as a decision making tool in
LMICs. To provide plausible directions to the iqgiay between context and evaluation,
this study examines the value of evaluation indéeeloping country context by using
Turkey as a testing ground.

Evaluation for Decision Making

According to some evaluation scholars and reseesctie concept of evaluation
is inextricably linked to decision making (ChelinygsR006; Weiss, 1998a). This
utilitarian view of evaluation assumes that evabareg can provide useful information for
decision makers that help guide program or polesigh, implementation, and
improvement, which is why evaluations can be appgab managers, administrators, or
even policymakers (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & WorthH&d04). Stufflebeam (2004) is one of
the founders of decision-oriented approach to atedn. The scholar developed the CIPP
(context, input, process and product) model foteatars to collect four different types
of information for different decisions (Stufflebea&rShinkfield, 2007). Similarly,

Alkin’s (1969) UCLA Evaluation Model is also a coromexample of a decision-
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oriented evaluation approach with its emphasisromiging useful information for
decision makers. Patton’s Utilization-Focused Eaatin (UFE) can also be considered
under this utilitarian approach to evaluation beeaof Patton’s interest in serving
decision makers’ information needs in differentggeanmatic and organizational
contexts (Patton, 2012). Despite the prevalenakeoisions — its setting, structures,
actors — in evaluation discussions, the decisioanted approach to evaluation attracted
criticism because of its tacit assumption that slearmaking process is rational and
linear (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004; &at2012). Accompanying this

criticism is the more general debate about theadep perceptions of purposes and uses
of evaluation in decision-making processes.

Conceptions of evaluationThe field houses a plethora of conceptions of
evaluation each of which prioritizes different pisibphical and methodological
assumptions and, sometimes, different purposes,sesl Three decades ago, Nevo
(1983) attempted to conceptualize evaluation farcational settings. Expanding on the
literature that classifies evaluation approache&sraadels, the author defined ten major
dimensions of evaluation: (1) the definition of kxion, (2) its functions, (3) its objects,
(4) information to be collected, (5) criteria talge evaluation, (6) its audiences, (7) its
process, (8) its methods, (9) characteristics afuators, and (10) standards to judge
evaluation. Evaluation scholars and practitionergehengaged in heated debates about
disparate perceptions of these dimensions sudtegsatradigm wars of the 1970s
(Donaldson, 2008; Martin, 2005). Interest in coesitg evaluation in different ways, as
a result, implies that different people assignedéht roles to evaluation and attach

different values to the concept and practice (fitapk, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004).

35



Among Nevo’s (1983) dimensions, the functions ddlaation always constitute a
central piece in evaluation debates, which candssiply if not exclusively characterized
by two somewhat competing views: evaluation foroactability and evaluation for
learning (Torres & Preskill, 2001; King, 2008; Cnetky, 2006). The dichotomy
between accountability (jJudgment) and learning @isections of evaluation is false
according to King (2008) who cautions evaluatorstadsplit into two competing
camps” (p. 154). While Chelimsky (2006) also cri#es a rigid adherence to one purpose
of evaluation, the evaluation literature is rephleteh studies that promote the supremacy
of one approach to evaluation over another (Ple2k08; Mertens, 2008; Greene,
2006). For example, Scriven (1967) repeatedly tepdnis conceptualization: evaluation
has only one goal (making a judgment about theevaftan object) and many roles
(mainly, formative and summative). Scriven demanelemluators to be objective and
independent while making rational judgments abbetalue of an object because
society at large (specifically consumers of edwrafiroducts) may waste their time and
money for bad products whose values are not prppetermined (Fitzpatrick, Sanders,
& Worthen, 2004). Elsewhere, Scriven (1967) noted:

Failure to make this rather obvious distinctiorwan the roles and goals of

evaluation is one of the factors that has led ¢oditution of what is called

evaluation to the point where it can no longer arstive questions which are its
principal goal, questions about real merit or wo(th 62)

Some evaluation researchers rejectedjtidgmentalpurpose, arguing that
Scriven’s distinction highlights a negative asp@mbut evaluation (the pursuit of
accountability) instead of its constructive featufiearning and improvement) (Preskill
& Torres, 2000; Fleishner & Christie, 2009; Markerty, & Julnes, 2000; Weiss,

1998b). Elsewhere, many scholars emphasized sestbeal valued purposes for
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evaluations such as informed decision making, orgdional learning, program
improvement, program development, advocacy, empoeet, social justice and
democracy (e.qg., Preskill, 2008; King, 2008; Pati®98; Stufflebeam, 2004; Alkin &
Taut, 2003; Weiss, 1998b; Mertens, 2007; House &&d®003; Greene, 2006; Hood &
Hopson, 2008; Chelimsky, 2006).

Recently, learning and improvement functions ofl@aton have gained
prominence in the literature. Preskill (2008) defirevaluative learning as follows:

The processes and findings of evaluations maytrasthinking about a

program’s logic or theory of change; changes imog@am’s design and

implementation; changes in program policy; changgeerception about the

merit, worth, or significance of a program; or ces in attitudes concerning

evaluation’s potential value. (p. 129)
These researchers consider evaluation as a mearakigrg process whereby different
stakeholders share, discuss, and contest theic&tmns, assumptions, beliefs, and
needs to create collective knowledge and improee tirganizational practices (Preskill
& Torres, 2000). They highlight formative inquirgéthe learning function of
evaluations for continuous improvement wherebywaale thinking and evaluative
evidence (not only evaluation findings but alsogesses) become a part of the given
decision-making context to improve organizationalgtices over time (Preskill, 2008).
Supporting the learning function of evaluationgtéta(2001) is concerned that when
evaluations are mandated, then it will likely “yledurface adoption of evaluation and
mediocre work” (as cited in Williams & Hawkes, 20@3 65). He goes on to argue that

this will only serve accountability purposes at éxpense of formative uses that are most

useful. By highlighting the distinction between tearning and accountability functions
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of evaluation, these researchers draw attentidinet@articularities of the utility of
evaluation for decision making in a given context.

In sum, Patton (2012) summarizes these distingiqeas into six categorizes (see
Table 2), and argues that evaluation’s purposeuaedare defined by the intended users’
information needs, and priorities. Underlying higuanent is the assumption that

contextual sensitivity is the key to understanduhlkeied purpose of evaluation.

Table 2. Primary Purposes of Evaluation

Purpose of Evaluation .
) Focus Primary Users
Evaluation Approaches
Summative, To determine the ~ Summative Funders and policy-
Judgment overall value of the evaluation, Impact makers
program Evaluation
Formative To improve the Formative Program
improvement, program evaluation, capacity-administrators and
Learning building staff
Accountability To demonstrate the Performance Executive,
efficient use of management, legislative authority
resources accreditation
Monitoring To provide data for Performance Program managers
program indicators, quality
management control
Developmental To adapt the Real-time Social innovators
program in complex evaluation,
environments developmental
evaluation
Knowledge To identify patterns Meta-analysis, Program designers
Generation of effectiveness lessons learned

Note Adapted from Patton (2012, pp. 129-132).

Uses of evaluation for decision makingJnderlying the long-standing debate
about the functions of evaluation (accountabilitg éearning) have been different
perceptions of the uses of evaluation for decisiaking, presumably the most

investigated topic in the evaluation literature (k1& Henry, 2004; Christie, 2007).
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Evaluation use and utilization are used interchahbyin the literature that refers to “the
way in which an evaluation and information from leraion impacts the program that is
being evaluated” (Alkin & Taut, 2003). Although thesearchers use different
terminology at times (Almeida & Bascolo, 2006), #greed-upon, prevalent uses of
evaluation noted in the literature are three-tig¢dadhnson et al., 2009).

First, instrumental useefers to using evaluation findings for immedidézision
making to modify, expand, or terminate the evatratibject (product, program, policy
or personnel) (Mark & Henry, 2004; Johnson et20Q9). This use assumes a rational
decision-making process where policymakers havesacand desire for scientific
evidence to use for their decision (Almeida & Bdsc@006). Second;onceptual use
refers to indirect use of evaluation findings tiflaminate policy problems and solutions
in a new way and change our understanding. Cara3\(2998b) calls this
enlightenmentvhereby the evaluation findings build knowledgd &ecome a part of the
policy discourse over time. Thirdymbolic useefers to using evaluation findings to
justify the existing practices, persuade othersiabertain positions or delay action in
political arenas (Almeida & Bascolo, 2006; Weis879). Patton (1998) addgdocess
useto this list, arguing that mere participation irakiation processes can also create
learning to improve programs. Elsewhere, Weissh@rg and Birkeland (2005) drew
attention tamposed us&hereby the funder (i.e., government) requiresaiseientific
evidence for making programmatic decisions duectmantability concerns. Kirkhart
(2000) elevated the debate to the next level agdeal that use is a limited term to cover

the potential effects of evaluation findings andgasss, hence proposed the term
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influenceinstead, which is defined as “the capacity or powafgrersons or things to
produce effects on others by intangible or direeans” (p.7).

Among these, the propositions of instrumental ueg@garded the most
contentious in the field of evaluation. Many evdioia scholars and practitioners have
guestioned the instrumental use of evaluation figsliand processes for decision making,
claiming that there are many sources of evidenedable to decision makers; thus, it is
unrealistic for evaluations to purport direct irfhce on decisions (Weiss, 1998a,;
Chelimsky, 2006). These scholars mainly questiendihect use of scientific,
sociological knowledge in the political arena, anguthat knowledge utilization does not
take a form of immediate, direct application, kather a longer and indirect
transformation through various mechanisms (Balth&daieder, 2000). The model
created by Mark and Henry (2004) provides a pictiithis complex mechanism (see
Figure 1). Based on empirical investigations ini@cgnd behavioral sciences, the authors
created a two-dimensional framework to illustrdte pathways (i.e., general influence,
cognitive/affective, motivational, and behaviordjough which evaluations exercise
influence at different levels of analysis (i.ediwidual, interpersonal and collective). In
line with Weiss’ (1998) reservations about themnstental use of evaluations, the
scholars’ model demonstrates that direct, immediaéeof evaluation findings and

processes may be more difficult than prescribdtieniterature.
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Figure 1.Mechanisms through which evaluation produces anfae (Henry & Mark,
2003, p. 298).

The debate about the instrumental use of evaluationmation is indeed linked
to a larger discussion regarding evidence-basedidaanaking. Changes in public
administration culture in Western democracies ¢herdast century have highlighted
effectiveness and efficiency as common denominamagosoviding public services
(Clarke, 2008). This shift triggered wide adopti@isesults-based management and
accountability mechanisms to demonstrate valuenfmmey and ultimately stipulated
rigorous, scientific evaluations to produce creglil@mpirical evidence to be used for
governmental decision making (Donaldson, 2008)p&mnents of evidence-based policy
and practice assumed that scientific evaluatiodenge — presumably obtained from
randomized control trials or quasi-experimentaigles— will have a direct impact on the
design and implementation of programs and poli@estributing to their betterment

(Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).
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Here, a brief discussion of policymaking theorgeaeécessary to better understand
the potential limitations of the use of evaluatenidence directly for governmental
decision making. A quick scan of literature revesl&east two broad theoretical camps:
rationalistic approach and incremental approacleoAding to rationalistic approach,
policymaking follows a set of evolutionary stepsstages, and one of these steps is to
measure the impact of the policy (Fowler, 2009; @inR007; Hoy & Miskel, 2008).
Similar stages of a policy cycle have been fornaddiy the proponents: agenda setting,
policy formulation, policy implementation, policy&uation, and policy change (Fowler,
2009; Theodoulou & Kofinis, 2004). While this appob essentializes evaluation as a
necessary step in a policy cycle, it is widelyiqtied for falling short of explaining
whether and how policymakers are capable of agugssid assessing information
regarding all existing alternative courses of actmidentify the most optimal course of
action. It is also critiqued for arbitrarily divialy the policy cycle into steps while
underestimating the nonlinear interactions andidaek among the stages (Birkland,
2005; Heck, 2008). Thus, rational approach is betlieo overestimate the possibility of
gaining consensus on policy issues including proldefinition and alternative
specification based on available information, whigilght be provided by evaluation.

Incrementalism, on the other hand, is believednbrace a less rigid and
deterministic approach to policymaking, arguing halicies are not formulated once
and for all towards a set-in stone objective (Asder 2006). Instead, policies are
corrected along the way incrementally testing pesiassumptions and reassessing
objectives in moving forward. As opposed to ratidpapproach’s rigid understanding

of consensus and agreement based on availableneeid@d information, incrementalists
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believe that their approach is much more realist@btaining agreement among various
parties because of the likelihood of modificatiteter on. Without essentializing
evaluation in policymaking, it is this later appcbahat provides more realistic insights
about decision makers’ likelihood of using evidedaectly for their actions.

Parallel to this, many evaluation scholars also@wstrated the limitations of
direct use of evaluation evidence for decision mgKgovernmental or organizational)
mostly due the political context. For example, ®at2012) argues that this
understanding “is based on the paradigm of logitrationality that is inconsistent with
how people take in and use data” (p. 11). Poldifosvaluation have been a significant
motivation for Patton to develop Utilization-Focddevaluation (UFE) as he recognizes
that politics in most cases trumps evaluation ewidan decision-making contexts.
Another prominent critic of rational, evidence-basiecision making, as well as
instrumental use of evaluation information is Cakt#iss. Weiss (1998b) submits that
evaluations may not have a direct effect on paliegisions due to various reasons. First
and foremost, Weiss (1998b) posits that evaluaiodence competes against many
other sources of information available to policykea. Evaluation is not the primary
source of evidence in policy arena (Weiss & Bucasal980). The following poem
summarizes the realist approach of Weiss and Hieragues (Weiss, Graham, &
Birkeland, 2005) to use of evaluations for decisiwaking:

Evaluation is fallible

Evaluation is but one source of evidence

Evidence is but one input into policy

Policy is but one influence on practice
Practice is but one influence on outcomes. (ppl3pR-
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Second and more importantly, Weiss argues thag tisaro single decision maker who
easily welcomes evaluative evidence, and makesidesi without any conflict. To
Weiss (1987), the policy decision-making contexhaeed unstable, involving many
decision makers who have different opinions, cohfig interests, and opposing needs
that make it harder for evaluative evidence todaliyanform decisions.

Many empirical studies illustrate Weiss’ point. Example, Fleishner and
Christie (2009) found supporting argument for Wepgsnt from a cross-sectional survey
of 1,140 U.S. American Evaluation Association merab&he great majority of the
sample agreed that decision makers do not alwaye thair decisions based on
evaluation evidence and that stakeholders rejeaitiation conclusions based on their
beliefs and values (Johnson et al., 2009). Simgil&hristie (2007) conducted a
simulation study with 131 participants to underdthow three different types of
evaluation information (large scale evaluation gfuése study data, and anecdotes)
influence participants’ immediate decisions (ilestirumental use). The author found that
decision makers’ information needs change depemmfindpe political and social context
within which they operate; this ultimately affedtand how they are willing to use
evaluation information. Cook (1997) also explicatieid point many years ago:

The politician’s prime goal is to be reelected eattihan to respect technical

evidence; that personal and party political ideglofjen entail that evidence is

used in markedly selective ways; and that politisiaxperience a greater need to

be a part of budget allocation rather than of progreview. (pp. 40-41)

These studies point to a prevalent argument iretaduation literature; that is,
evaluations take place in political contexts (Wei€98b; Mark, Henry, & Julnes, 2000;

Greene, 2006; Datta, 2011). Weiss (1987) subméiisptftograms that evaluations are

concerned about are the very byproducts of politiogl evaluations make political
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statements about the value of these programs daadhdee their fate. A review of
knowledge utilization literature by Almeida and Bak® (2006) suggested that there are
several obstacles to using evidence in policy ngakin lack of political will, 2)
miscommunication or lack of interaction betweereagshers and policy makers, 3) lack
of consensus in the research community regardegalutions of certain policy
problems, 4) timing of availability of research@snce, and 5) lack of means to make
evidence available (media controls the communioatzhannels). Chelimsky (2006)
supported these assertions and argued that evaualbdity to influence policy agenda
depends on what they know and how they understaengdlicy environment within
which evaluations and policy decisions are embedded

Further, Young (2005) explored how political corttean complicate knowledge
utilization in many developing countries. It is wonoting that knowledge utilization
literature is conceptually different from evaluatiotilization because it emphasizes the
use of social science research instead of findirays the implementation of social
programs. Yet, Young (2005) touches on a commaathbetween the two, which is the
use of credible, empirical findings. The authormsitb that the policy process in
developing countries is chaotic and unpredictablech makes it much harder for
research and evaluation results to influence pagsnda (Young, 2005). Elsewhere,
Court and Young (2003) developed a three-dimensioa@ework to illustrate factors
that affect the use of evidence in internationdicgasettings. Political context (political
culture, civil and political rights and freedom vgonment officials’ attitudes and
perceptions, political pressures and institutidreashework), the credibility and quality of

evidence (timeliness and relevance of informatmrttie policy problems), and links
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(interaction and communication between governméitials and researchers) determine
the faith of research uptake in policy design anglementation. The authors believe that
context is the key to determine the level of eviaduainfluence on policy change.
Contandriopoulos and Brousselle (2012) providedairitbe most recent studies
on the interplay between political context and eatbn. Based on a systematic review
of knowledge exchange studies at policy-making @aganizational levels, the authors
developed a two-dimensional model to understantuatian influence at the collective
level. One dimension is called “issue polarizatiavihereby several users may have
divergent opinions and competing interests ab@iven issue and access to several
sources of information and knowledge; thus, thek pvidence that best suits their
interests. As the issue polarization increasemmnalt decision making that uses scientific
evidence for policy formulation or debates dimimishThe other dimension is called
“cost-sharing equilibrium,” which refers to who Whlear the costs of information flow
or/and knowledge exchange: users (who utilize etedn evidence for their decision and
can intervene in the knowledge exchange becaute dbrmal positions they occupy) or
producers (who produce the evaluation evidence)il&ito Mark and Henry (2004) and
Weiss (1977), the authors argue that evaluatimotishe only source of evidence or
information for collective systems to use; thusestfic information does not often
directly affect collective systems (policy makingarganizational behaviors).
Recognizing the limitations of evidence-basedpratlistic decision making,
Weiss (1998b) thus promotes the enlightenment tiseatuations (also known as the
conceptual use) in decision domains as a meamsg®ve government programs and

policies. Enlightenment is defined as “gradual sestation of insights, theories,
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concepts and ways of looking at the world” (Wels®/7, p. 535). This view assumes
that evaluation information affects policy decisan more subtle and indirect ways over
time, becoming a part of discursive dialogue, heheé'new common wisdom” in policy
arena (Weiss, Graham, & Birkeland, 2005, p. 13)tkyidenry and Julnes (2000), too,
endorse this conception of evaluation, arguing tiafpurpose of evaluation is to assist
deliberations in democratic institutions to impregeial programs and policies for an
ultimate goal of social betterment. They believat #valuations can change assumptions,
beliefs, expectations, and perceptions about prog@nd policies over time and
ultimately influence policy decisions (Chelimsk@db).
Evaluation in Low and Middle Income Countries

The debate about the role and utility of evaluatmrdecision making remains
front and center across the international developriamdscape. In the closing decades of
the last century, evaluation systems and practwe lkexpanded globally to contexts
outside of the global North. In light of Americanteepreneurship, Northern-based aid
organizations have promoted evaluation as a pafetgcision-making tool in LMICs
(Furubo, Rist, & Sandahl, 2002; Carden & Alkin, 20Khan, 1998). Yet many scholars
argued that developing country governments do owsider evaluation beneficial for
their information needs as it is considered a daltven activity (Conlin & Stirrat, 2008;
Hay, 2010). These organizations’ conceptualizatibaevaluation (its definition, uses and
purposes) has significant implications for the eadd evaluation in developing country
decision-making contexts. Although much has beehazout ECB in domestic, micro-
level, organizational settings (e.g., Cousins, Galark, & Lee, 2004; King, 2002;

Garcia-Iriarte, Suarez-Balcozar, Taylor-RitzlerL&na, 2011; Nielsen, Lemire, & Skov,
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2011), a comprehensive understanding of the igsugsleveloping country
governmental context is missing. This section aptisrto illustrate various aid
organizations’ approach to evaluation and its peeckconsequences for the fate of
evaluation in the global South.

Background of evaluation capacity building.A search for literature focusing on
evaluation in LMICs results in evaluation capaditylding (ECB) reports and studies.
Theevaluation capacity building (ECBijerature provides the most traditional approach
to promote evaluation as a valuable decision-matangin LMICs. ECB activities over
past several decades have been largely in respmasgrowing public concern for
increased accountability of aid effectiveness aselaf taxpayer money (Merryfield,
1985; Carden & Alkin, 2012; OECD, 2010; World Ba@k02). In 2002, the Asian
Development Bank (ADB), the World Bank, the Eurap&ank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD), and the African DevelopmentIB@RDB) signed a joint
statement to declare that monitoring and evaluaystems are significant in helping the
donor community show effective results (World BaP@02). A few years after, over a
hundred representatives from several donor ang@iegticountries, as well as bilateral
and multilateral agencies, convened in Paris toudis the present and future of
development assistance. Segone (2008) thinkshbddris Declaration of 2005 was a
landmark agreement between donors and recipiemtiges that emphasized mutual
accountability for effective development resultsl @&fficient use of funds. The
Declaration demanded intensive efforts to strenmgthaluation capacity in developing

countries. The flurry of ECB activities in the gdlSouth is the byproduct of this
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commitment to improve recipient country ownershiued accountability for effective
development results (OECD, 2006).

The responsibility to build and strengthen evatwvattapacity in LMICs is
primarily vested in Northern-based bilateral andtiateral aid organizations
(Dabelstein, 2003). Studies drawn from the inteomal development evaluation
literature suggest that the Organization for Ecoiedo-operation and Development’s
(OECD) Development Assistance Cooperation (DACWdek on Development
Evaluation, consisting of 23 member states andldpugent agencies, and the United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) are the major esio ECB efforts. The DAC
Network is an international forum for evaluatioresglists and managers to combine
their capacity to increase development effectivergshigh quality evaluations. The
most recent survey with DAC Network members indisghat the members together
produce 600 evaluations of development assistagicggar and spend US$ 5.1 billion on
evaluations (OECD, 2010). The same survey alscates that half of the responding
agencies have an explicit mandate in their evalogiplicies for building evaluation
capacity in partner countries (OECD, 2010). AmomgDmembers, the World Bank has
the biggest budget of US$ 31 billion for evaluatiphousing the largest evaluation office
within the development community (World Bank, 202@04). ECB has been a formal
mandate of the Bank’s Operations Evaluation DepamtrfOED) since 1986, which has
provided support for ECB in thirty-four countriesAfrica, East Asia, Latin America, the
Middle East, and South Asia (World Bank, 2004). Bamk allocated US$ 1.1 billion

(i.e., 4.9% of OED's total spending) on ECB actestin 2003. In short, the Northern-

49



created and based aid community plays a leadimgmdlinding ECB efforts and driving
the agenda for evaluation systems and practicMilCk.

Definitions of evaluation capacity building.Although evaluation capacity
building (ECB) is a fairly new concept in the dey@hg country context, the available
research is growing both in volume and importacsubstantial number of scholars
have proposed various definitions and probed thmtharies of ECB in the developing
country context, with the first major study of Beydnd Lemaire (1999). Many widely
cited and used definitions of evaluation capacitude the following:

The human capital (skills, knowledge, experiente) @and financial/material

resources, and evaluation practice to the actwah{l of evaluation. Evaluation

practice refers to the definition of the evaluatitihre research design, and the
execution of the evaluation activity, that is, implentation, results, and impacts

on specific public policy. This practice is onlygsible if you have the supply of
“hardware” (in other words, evaluation capacitfyoyle, Lemaire, & Rist, 1999,

p. 5)
Evaluation capacity refers to an organization’diitio bring about, align, and
sustain its objectives, structure, processes, @jltwuman capital and technology
to produce evaluative knowledge that informs onggiractices and decision
making in order to improve organizational effectiess. (Mackay, 2002, p. 14)
Evaluation capacity development refers to strengtigeor building M&E
[monitoring and evaluation] systems in borrowerrtoies in order that a situation
is attained where M&E is regularly conducted arilized by the countries
themselves- governments and civil society. In otherds, M&E are tools, and
ECD is the process of strengthening country-bagstgms to conduct and use
M&E. (World Bank, 2004, p. 1)
Over the years, the need to build and strengthaluatron capacity in LMICs has
resulted in an array of approaches and guidelinescgbed by researchers and
practitioners to improve decision making. Althodgidings on the integration of
evaluation into countries’ decision domains areydmdginning to appear in the literature,

the studies that do exist regarding ECB explicageraes of premises that underpin
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researchers’ thinking about establishing valuevalwation in decision-making
processes. These premises are: 1) evaluation te@dsdence-based decision making; 2)
a thorough understanding of supply and demandvaluation will help build sustainable
evaluation systems, and 3) country people neeeé iounlved during the ECB process
for greater buy-in for evaluation.

Evidence-based decision makingA review of ECB literature suggests that
evaluation is believed to promote evidence-basedid® making that contributes to
good governance and the achievement of Millennilewelbpment Goals (MDGS)
(Segone, 2008, 2009; Picciotto, 2003, 2011; WoddiB 2002, 2004). Davies (1999)
defines evidence-based decision making as “a ppliogess that helps planners make
better informed decisions by putting the best add evidence at the center of the policy
process” (as cited in Segone, 2008, p. 27). Furtkanien and Jobin (2009) provide a
definition for good governance:

Good governance means the manner in which povexeiised in the

management of a country’s economic and social ressdor development [...]

Good governance has many desirable characterigtisgarticipatory,

consensus-oriented, accountable, transparent,reisgo effective and efficient,

equitable and inclusive, and follows the rule of.1§p.103)
Researchers have repeatedly reported the mentidérece-based decision making under
the banner of good governance as opposed to opli@sed policies that result from
“untested views of individuals or groups, oftengimed by ideological standpoints,
prejudices, or speculative conjecture” (Segoneg20027). Scholars believe that
monitoring and evaluation capacity will improveie#ncy and effectiveness of public
policies by providing technically sound and relevavidence to policymakers (Mackay,

2009; Picciotto, 2009). Sound evaluation evidentkehelp policy makers demonstrate

that they have achieved the citizens’ goals inst-effective manner, using available
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resources efficiently (Giovannini, 2009; MackayP2@ This helps improve the quality
of decision making and strengthens accountabihtyteansparency in governance, hence
citizens’ trust in government (Segone, 2008).

These researchers tend to privilege post-poditbaigntific evidence with its
emphasis on quantification. Available research @BEommonly cites the significance
of quantitative indicators in creating objectiveedible, economical evidence for
improving decisions (Rist, Boily, & Martin, 2011e§one, Sakvarelidze, & Vadnais,
2009). Some scholars suggest that the dominaneeooiomists and economics in
development evaluation might have promoted theymton of this kind of evaluation
evidence (Mathur, 2009; Riddell, 1999). As a redutirthern-based organizations’ ECB
strategy focuses largely on building a methods-&waluation capacity with improved
guantitative databases in borrower countries (Bagare1991). For example, the World
Bank (2002) reported spending US$ 4 million annyutalistrengthen statistical capacity
in LMICs. In light of studies reviewed here, itsafe to conclude that this ECB approach
favors the use of quantitative evidence to asecedaime degree of objectivity in decision
making (Segone & Pron, 2008).

The need for quantitative evidence for better degssis tied to many scholars’
conceptualization of evaluation. ECB researchess@ated with aid organizations use
the termevaluationinterchangeably witberformance-based budgeting, results-based
managemengndfinancial accountabilitysee Mackay, 2002, 2009; OECD, 2006;
Picciotto, 2011; World Bank, 2004). Results-baseshagement (RBM) has especially
become a catch-phrase over time, conjointly andatgully used with the term

evaluation. United Nations Development Group (20deif)jnes RBM as follows:
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RBM is a management strategy by which all actarsfrédbuting directly or
indirectly to achieving a set of results, ensui their processes, products, and
services contributing to the achievement o therddsiesults (outputs, outcomes,
and higher level goals or impact). (p. 2)
Based on the conceptual fusion of these terminetgghe learning and accountability
functions of evaluation are commonly cited (e.gadky, 2002; OECD, 2006; Rist,
Boily, & Martin, 2011). Yet there is a tendencyfiist ensure financiahccountability
towards donors (see World Bank, 2004; UN, 2011.(step by step supervision of
public expenditures) then enstmgprovementn decision making (Schiavo-Champo,
2005). In short, researchers suggest that evafuatimence based on financial indicators
will help policy makers in LMICs demonstrate thia¢y have achieved the citizens’ goals
in a cost-effective manner, using available resesigfficiently (Giovannini, 2009).
Components of evaluation capacityResearchers and evaluation practitioners
alike have engaged in a continuing effort to baiteterstand the nature of ECB at the
country level. Despite the conceptual pluralismvimt constitutes evaluation capacity at

a national level (Rist, Boily, & Martin, 2011), esrchers embrace a supply-demand

model to understand the nature of evaluation capésze Table 3).

Table 3. A Demand and Supply Framework for Evatia€apacity Building

Evaluation Demand

Strong Weak
High evaluation capacity, High evaluation capacity,
Strong high utilization limited utilization
Evaluation
Supply Limited evaluation Little evaluation capacity,
Weak capacity, high utilization of little utilization of
studies produced evaluation studies

Note.Adopted from Boyle, Lemaire, and Rist (1999).
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Boyle, Lemaire, and Rist (1999) report that evabtraiemand and supply impact
utilization of evaluation in decision-making proses. Following the lead of Boyle and
Lemaire (1999), many researchers proposed modelsiltb sustainable ECB in
developing countries. Several of these models @mgpecehensive and notable.

First of all, OECD (2006) and UNICEF (2010) taksyatems approach and
conceptualize ECB as being composed of three letgladividual (i.e., knowledge and
skills to conduct and use evaluations), 2) orgdiaral (i.e., institutional environment,
policies and legal arrangements), and 3) enablwg@ment (i.e., information
management systems, evaluation policy, accountabiechanisms) (see Figure 2).
Both organizations contend that a deeper undernstguad contextual factors at the

country, regional, and global levels will help fartate better ECB efforts.
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* Tailored to the specific context of each country
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Figure 2.UNICEF’s approach to building evaluation capa¢#910, p. 8).
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Similarly, Rist, Boily, and Martin (2011) talk abofour dimensions of evaluation
capacity: institutional capital, human capital heical capital, and financial capital.
Each of these dimensions has sub-sections for gapl demand (see Figure 3).
Institutional capital refers to a legal M&E framenrkpaccountability requirements,
incentives or sanctions for good performance. Huoagoital refers to analytical skills,
training opportunities, and communities of practitechnical capital refers to
knowledge management, information systems, datapasistical capacity, data
collection and analysis, and dissemination systé&mancial capital refers to financial

resources to develop appropriate M&E systems.

Social demand
for results (1) —i Changs Manaperort in the paBlE ctar )
moving towards RBM (3)
Accountability to | —> J_
donors (2) l
Governance Framework (4)
Institutional capital (9) Human capital {10) Technical capital {11) Financial capital {12)
Demand (3) | 4 opjectives of decision- « Sensitization « Specific M&E information Budget allocated to :
makers » Leadership and repqrﬂng.negq. MEE =
ACCO ility requirem o Analytical skills assessment at strategic,
» M&E legal framework and i program management and
+ policy -operational levels
Supply (6) * Institutional setup for = Quantity and quality of * M&E Plan » Efficiency in using .
planning, caordinating, M&E human resources « M&E tools and gildslines. MB&E resources H
Impleiteniing 0t » Human resource = Information systems 3
maonitoring M&E activities management « Statistical capacity £
* Institutional incentives » Training programs o F:mniaﬁas'ehem
» Coaching - -
» Community of practices

Figure 3 Evaluation capacity assessment (Rist, Boily, &ta 2011, p. 6).

Furubo, Rist, and Sandahl's (2002) examinationiféémnt evaluation cultures in

21 countries provides some insights into the engl#nvironment for evaluation
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capacity. Researchers suggested that democraegpireof speech, freedom of press,
and rationalistic decision making are prerequidioesull integration of evaluation into
the decision-making process (cf. Chelimsky, 2006 authors also contend that a
strong background in the social sciences and tlstesce of a welfare state, which
requires information about the costs and outcom@sograms, help understand the
value of program evaluation and thus fully integrainto the decision-making process.
In short, demand and supply for evaluation areghoto be the major
determinants for evaluation capacity and utilizatd evaluations at the LMIC level. On
the demand side, researchers draw attention torexsvaluation culture at the country
ministries, presence of communities of practicegmntives, mandates, and evaluation
champions (i.e., individuals and organizations w@h®eager to promote evaluations)

(Mackay, 2009; OECD, 2006; UNICEF, 2010; HortonQ2pD

Table 4. Determinants of Evaluation Culture in Beveloped and Developing World

Indicator United States Typical Developing Country

Technology Well-developed, sophisticated Limited hardware, and lack of
computer systems and databases ttatcess to large datasets
allow for methodological rigor

Scope In-house, mainstream, built-in Limited or almost no evaluations
evaluations of federal programs  of government programs and
(e.g., GAO) policies

Finance and control Federally or state funded Makwhor-funded

Who conducts Internal (i.e., government agencies)Mostly foreign consultants, donor

evaluations or external (i.e., universities or agencies

consulting companies)

Time perspective Longitudinal and ex-post Almostomitudinal
evaluations, which tend to end
with the completion of project.

Note.Adapted from Bamberger (1991, p. 330).
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On the supply side, studies focus on knowledge gemant systems, existing
knowledge of evaluation tools, models, and techesgtraining and formal education
opportunities, funding, and evaluation standarddIQCEF, 2010; OECD, 2009). Almost
two decades ago, Bamberger (1991) compared thaatal systems in the United
States and developing countries to describe therdifces in evaluation supply (see
Table 4), which partially explains the large diffiaces between the levels of
development of the field of practice in differeagrons of the world.

Despite their clearly identified models, aid orgaions encounter many
challenges in building ECB in LMICs. Limited demaiod evaluations, an inadequate
legal framework to support M&E systems, lack ofogaition of evaluation as a
professional career, low quality information syssetack of technical skills, and
resistance to results-based management in govetamenain as challenges to building
capacity in countries (Mackay, 2009; Rist, BoilyMartin, 2011). As a result,
researchers have explored different incentivesnctsons to increase supply of and
demand for evaluation evidence to be used for secimaking (e.g., Mackay, 2009;
Schiavo-Champo, 2005). Some favor conferences, shogs, and training opportunities
to increase awareness about the utility of momtpand evaluation evidence for decision
making (World Bank, 2004; UNICEF, 2010). Researslo @mphasizes the importance
of building knowledge management systems and esitd a legal framework to
mandate planning, conducting, and using evaluatifmmmation (Rist, Boily, & Martin,
2011). Mackay (2009) summarizes donors’ current/\oe incentivizing the M&E
capacity in the developing world (see Table 5) pr®Eposes “carrot/sticks/sermons

approach” to strengthen demand for developing diiding M&E systems in
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developing countries (p. 180). Mackay asserts tteggiending on the country’s existing

evaluation culture, a combination of incentives barprovided.

Table 5. Strengthening Demand for Evaluation in éeping Countries

Carrots Sticks Sermons

e Provision of awards, o Enact laws, decrees, or e Organize seminars and
prizes or high-level regulations mandating the workshops to raise
appraisal of good or best planning, conduct, and awareness of M&E
practice M&E. reporting of M&E systems.

e Provision of budget e Withhold funding from e Organize conferences on
related incentives or ministries that fail to good M&E practices, and
additional funding to conduct M&E. explain what is in it for the
ministries and agencies to countries.
conduct M&E to improve
performance.

Note.Adapted from Mackay (2009)

In addition, researchers consider regional andnatievaluation organizations as
a critical part of the enabling environment foesgthening supply and demand and key
in sustaining evaluation practice by creating awass about the utility of evaluation
systems, engaging actors in dialogue and evaluatiwities (Ba Tall, 2009; Mackay,
2009; Segone & Ocampo, 2006; Piccotto, 2011). Sehargue that the proliferation of
evaluation organizations (e.g., International Depgalent Evaluation Association,
International Organization for Cooperation in Exalan, African Evaluation
Association, Latin American and Caribbean NetwankMonitoring, Evaluation, and
Systematization, and so on) as well as evaluatanihg programs for development
specialists (International Programme for Developintgraluation Training and Shanghai
International Program of Development Evaluationifiirey) contributed to the ECB
efforts worldwide (Lundgren & Kennedy, 2009).

Involvement of developing country governments in EB. A review of ECB

literature suggests that Northern-based organizsitiend to strategically involve partner
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country representatives in ECB efforts in ordeintbease ownership and utilization of
evaluation evidence in decision making. Researdere recognized that it takes time,
persistence, and patience to build countrywide toong and evaluation systems (UN,
2011; World Bank, 2004). Since the countries ladk@ent resources and demand to
develop such systems (Mackay, 2009), the succds€Bfefforts depends on “steady
and sustained support by international donors” ig&chChampo, 2005). As a result,
Northern-based aid organizations propose contimuemlvement and financial support to
achieve high-quality ECB, credible evaluation syseand likely utilization of
evaluations in decision making (Mackay, 2002). & growing body of studies reports
the success of meaningfully involving partner coiestin the process of ECB (Estrella et
al., 2000). Some researchers have recognizeddpatity development is “an
endogenous process of change, strongly led frommmwa country, with donors playing a
supporting role” (OECD, 2006, p. 7). Thus, donoskwvith the developing country
officials throughout the process of ECB to helproies understand the merit of
evaluation function and articulate their policy Iplems and decisions (OECD, 2009;
Horton, 2003).

Throughout the last decade, the intention to inegartner countries in ECB
efforts has peaked with UNICEF's increasing emphasi country-led evaluation
systems (CLES) that cede control from donors tontiees in evaluating the effectiveness
of development goals (Segone, 2008, 2009). CLEfessribed as evaluations that the
developing country both leads and owns by detengifivhat policy or programme [sic]
will be evaluated; what evaluation questions waldsked; what methods will be used,

and what analytical approach will be undertakerég@e, 2009, p.24). CLES is based
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on respecting national ownership and leadergioptical processes, priorities and
strategies, as well as cultural values in ordeffectively serve countries’ information
needs (UNICEF, 2010Researchers and practitioners argue that CLESteagke voice
to diverse stakeholders within countries througtigipatory processes, and creates a
“virtuous cycle of better public policy” (Ba TaR009, p. 119; Adrien & Jobin, 2009).
Notwithstanding the bourgeoning literature on tigmiéicant of CLES, its impact on
strengthening the value of evaluation as a decisiaking tool is yet to be empirically
investigated.

Strengths and weaknesses of ECB in the global Soutfhe major strength of
Northern-based ECB efforts is its promotion of eradilon as a potential decision-making
tool in developing countries (Carden & Alkin, 20M2prld Bank, 2004). Available
research suggests that the Northern-based aid coityninas helped demystify
evaluation practice in the developing world (Mack2§09; UNDP, 2011). Moreover,
despite their small scales, Schiavo-Champo (2008)ested that ECB efforts conducted
by the World Bank’s Operations Evaluation Departt{@ED) contributed to the
development of public monitoring and evaluationasapes in some countries (e.g.,
Uganda and Egypt).

In addition, ECB researchers have provided a progpigpproach to understand
the main components of evaluation capacity (suppty demand) (Horton, 2003). Their
research can be utilized to fully address the cotuad pluralism regarding the ways to
build evaluation systems in developing countriethst ineffective practices will not be
adopted repeatedly. One significant illustratiomainstreaming and standardizing

evaluation practice in non-Western settings isitt@duction of international evaluation
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standards (see Russon & Russon, 2005). AnothermgastheGlossary of Key Terms
in Evaluation and Results-based Managenueeated by OECD’s DAC Network (2002)
as a modest step to harmonize evaluation capaddted activities around the world.
Turkey has a Turkish version of this glossary jgiptrepared with the Turkish
Development Cooperation (Kocaman & Guven, 2008).

Similarly, many ECB studies repeatedly report the of a diagnostic analysis of
the countries’ existing evaluation systems (Mack#09; OECD, 2006; Rist, Boyli, &
Martin, 2011; World Bank, 2004) that help modifgtionor support for ECB and its
priorities. OECD (2006) recognizes that the cagyaid#velopment is by no means only
technical transfer of knowledge and skills “fromrioto South”; the most critical part of
the process is “the main impulse from within” tlegipient country to own and drive the
process (p. 15). Available research suggests Gt &fforts target at creating realistic,
country-specific action plans for ECB by understagdhe current public management
culture, identification of M&E practices in goverent departments, the influence of
such activities in decision making, key players #radr information needs, and the role
of international donors (Mackay, 2002; Schiavo-Chan2005). Thus, researchers have
recognized that one-size-fits-all or cookie cuétpproach will not accommodate the
specific country context (OECD, 2006). Finally,easchers increasingly favor the
participation of country people in the ECB processicrease their chances of
understanding the merit of evaluation, articulagpadjcy problems, and solutions, and
supporting their sense of ownership of evaluatimtgsses (Dabelstein, 2003; Estrella et

al., 2000; Horton, 2003).
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Despite its strengths, the literature on ECB e$fartdeveloping countries is as
strong as its weakest link. Many scholars quegtierscale of ECB initiatives across
diverse regional and country contexts as opposadstngle organizational level (King,
2010; Sridharan & De Silva, 2010). Some fear theven distribution of evaluation
capacity within the country across institutions anganizations (Kumar, 2010;
Bamberger, 1991). Thus, the widespread succes€Bfdill remains as a challenge
(Carden, 2010).

First and foremost, there is a growing body of aeske investigating the ways to
increase country ownership of evaluation proceasddindings, but relatively little
attention has been given to an equally importgmttdow can Northern-based ECB
activities become a part of national decision mghkieyond development assistance?
Capacity building does not guarantee that evaloatidl become a routine part of daily
decision-making processes (Sanders, 2003). Reszarsiggest that ECB activities are
designed to mainly evaluate development prograntsnzost ECB efforts focus on
evaluating donor programs against donor critenialémor needs (Carden, 2010; Hay,
2010; Sridharan & De Silva, 2010; Bamberger, 19%h)ile Bamberger (1991) calls the
donor imposition in the field of evaluation “culdimperialism” (p. 337), Picciotto
(2007) describes it as “business-as-usual” wheresgurces to enhance evaluation
capacity at the country level remain embedded modagencies; thus, donors’
imposition for one-sided accountability continups12). While it is well understood
that aid organizations’ continued involvement inBEiS needed to develop effective
evaluation systems in some LMICs due to a laclesburces, what remains unclear is an

understanding of how donors’ need for demonstrdtmtue for money” (OECD, 2010)
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will translate into mainstream evaluation functfon national decision making at the
country level (Sridharan & De Silva, 2010; Kumab10).

In addition, the existing literature convergesgug that a number of developing
countries have strengthened their evaluation systard practice, yet little is known
about how LMICs conceptualize evaluation for tleein national information needs
(UNDP, 2011). In the most thorough study to datewauation cultures across twenty-
one countries, Furubo, Rist and Sandahl (2002)grazed that evaluation approaches
and models were disseminated from the larger ajdrozations and added (cf. Patton,
2001):

Late comers have adopted these ideas, perhapewotisat they also subscribe to

the modern and rational public management schotblaafght. But the

conclusion here is that adherence to these idea®sh cases has been mainly lip
service. (p. 17)

In other words, when the demand is not from witkiien the evaluation activities have
remained at the level of “lip service” (Mackay, 20@. 95) whereby the developing
countries unquestionably accept the evaluatioresystwithout understanding the utility
or practicality of proposed systems for their goagrce (Bamberger, 1991).

This is mainly due to ECB activities’ focus on fiitgal accountability;
performance-based budgeting, and monitoring ratter on learning-oriented
evaluations to improve national programs and pagi¢Ba Tall, 2011; World Bank,
2004). Some scholars have recognized that, du€Bdiforts, most evaluation activities
in LMICs have been confined to the finance sectat leudgeting initiatives (Dabelstein,
2003; Bamberger, 1991). Schiavo-Champo (2005) descthese types of structures as
“evaluation ghettos” (p. 9) where in-house evalaiin selected government

departments are not systematically and effectigelynected to other actors in
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governance, and they are not necessarily carryubhgamprehensive, systematic
evaluations. Thus, evaluation culture has yet tmpate into other administrative
structures and the entirety of political cultureu(iar, 2010).

This focus on monitoring and accountability as cggabto evaluation and
learning merits further investigation and discussjmarticularly in the context of
improved decision making. Researchers have clatimgidsome developing countries
(e.g., Uganda, Costa Rica) are over-monitoring r@og to achieve quantitative
performance indicators and demonstrate accourtiafske World Bank, 2004; UNDP,
2011). For example, World Bank&elf-Evaluation RepoK2004) provided findings for
ECB activities in Uganda and Egypt that receiveghhintensity support from the Bank.
In Uganda, the report indicated that evaluatioragegimonitoring and concluded that,
“Uganda has too much monitoring and too little ea#ibn. The feedback loop from
findings to policy is still weak and in some sestapnexistent. More evaluation is
needed” (p. 54). Researchers, however, argue thaitoning may not easily reveal
inaccessible and mysterious internal processepadgram to grasp what must be going
on inside thélack box(Booth & Lucas, 2001). While discussing the varipusposes of
evaluationpresented earlier in this chaptéatton (2012) also commented on “the
marriage of monitoring and evaluation” in develapoountries (p. 124). He seems to be
suspicious of the utility of installing performang®snitoring systems in international
contexts, and argues that:

More often, as soon as accountability mandateswamauced, and they're

introduced early and authoritatively, the tail wégs dog, and everyone focuses

on meeting accountability demands, effectively uodting the learning and
improvement agenda, and limiting managerial williags and capability to take

risks that might attract opposition or resistarte.not enough to create results-
oriented monitoring systems. An organizationalu@tand climate must be
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created to support the appropriate and effectieeofisuch systems. (p. 124)

Rogers (2005) endorsed Patton’s position, arguiagdccountability systems do not
necessarily satisfy decision makers’ informatioedsedue to their heightened focus on
compliance and oversight.

Moreover, research that equates performance-baskgeting and program
evaluation may not accurately capture the nuantesaial programs and policies and
may improperly prescribe evaluation models andesystthat focus only on financial
accountability with quantitative indicators of meeable services without paying
attention to the quality of such services (Bambergy@91). As a result, ECB activities’
focus on financial monitoring and accountabilityymaduce the potential of program
evaluation’s learning function to improve decisioaking (Dabelstein, 2003; Ba Tall,
2011). Researchers suggest that monitoring-focfilsedcial indicators may not be
appropriate to capture the nuances of social pragrand may easily lead to corruption
(Bamberger, 1991).

Some researchers argue that ECB efforts’ focusuddibg statistical capacity to
produce rigorous evidence for decision making rsave. Kawakami and colleagues
(2008) questioned the political rhetoric of sciBatiigor because of which evaluation
adheres to strict standards and assume that tbiedgtfinitions of validity can become an
element of control in the hands of an evaluator tinay potentially lead to cultural
misinterpretations. Borrowing the term “epistematadjracism” from Scheurich and
Young (1997), the authors claim that validity isadnite, majority Western thought” (p.
202) that is likely to compromise the interestsinflerrepresented groups because it
limits the “questions asked, theories consideredighs selected, measurement strategies

employed” (p. 202) (cf. Kirkhart, 2005). As suclayow constructions of validity can
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further marginalize non-majority groups’ ways ookving and fail to appreciate the
cultural nuances in method selection. The authate shat:
Less frequently considered is the fact that the essumptions underlying
inquiry—the evaluative questions asked, the vaicehich they are expressed,

the choice of success indicators, the operaticaaba of positive outcomes,
etc.—may lose their integrity in translation to newtural contexts. (p. 203)

Furthermore, even the growing interest and investnmejoint evaluations and
country-led evaluation systems do not seem to rgrttezllack of in-country demand to
use evaluations for decision making. A survey of@®Members indicated mixed
evidence regarding the utility and success of gartountry involvement in evaluations.
Agencies that responded to the survey indicatedtileanvolvement of partner country
stakeholders in evaluation activities has not degynd collecting data (OECD, 2010).
The report concluded that despite an increasirggast, stakeholder involvement in
designing evaluations, selecting evaluation quastiand disseminating results has been
limited. Dabelstein (2003) commented on the proo¢gsint-country evaluations that are
geared towards increasing local ownership:

Common to most of these evaluations is that theldeing countries have played

a minor — if any — role in their planning and exismo. Rarely are the recipient

countries involved until an evaluation scheduledt®ydonor is initiated and most

often the recipient government is involved in poirg information to the donor
but not in the analyses and final assessment &dnpeance. Evaluation
programmes [sic] are prepared in response to ageseys around lesson learning

and accountability, and are geared to the planamprogramming cycle of the
agency, not to the planning cycles of partner aoesit(p. 367)

Last but not least, the diversity of ECB activitfeaded and supported by
different donors may be contributing to underuditinn of evaluation in decision making.
Different donors build and strengthen differentaty for evaluation of their own
development programs due to differences in appesthECB (OECD, 2010). Without

harmonization of systems, developing countries erad/up with fragmented systems of

66



capacity that do not work together. An evaluatibthe implementation of the Paris
Declaration revealed that the donors have difficilitharmonizing their priorities and
capacities with the recipient countries (OECD, 200&rden, 2010). The World Bank
(2004) is aware that harmonization of ECD practe&®ss donor agencies (or the
development community) is a prerequisite to redyitite burden on developing
countries. The lack of harmonization also redubeschances of shifting the focus from
the donors’ needs to country needs (Carden, 2010).

Taken together, based on their theoretical assomptECB scholars appear to
grant the control to Northern-based donor agenniésilding evaluation systems and
practice for better informed decision making in IB4l Their approach is driven by time
and resource limitations in LMICs that justify deromntrol in creating systematic and
valid evaluation systems. It is unclear, however hLMICs view the role and utility of
evaluation for their national decision making ilndos exclusively control it. Also, little
is known about national context that informs theaaptualization and utility of
evaluation for national decision making. Withowattsontext, national decision makers
may be poorly informed about the value of evaluafar their particular information
needs beyond development assistance. To this amdng better insights into the
countries’ existing decision-making and learningteyns, as well as country context may
prove useful in understanding the value of evatumaiin decision making.

Indigenous Evaluation Systems and Practice in thel@bal South

Until fairly recently, [evaluation] theory was padsined almost exclusively in a
White, male, heterosexual, academically educatadydentric majority context
that was not understood as “cultural” due to envirnental universality; that is,
the invisibility of majority privilege. (Kirkhar010, p. 402)
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Recently, calls to explore the ascribed value af@ation from the LMIC
perspective have increased in the evaluation titezaln 2010, th&orumin the
American Journal of Evaluatiofocused on evaluation field building in South Aga
elevate the discussion about the state of progkeatu@tion in developing countries and
discuss the opportunities to develop evaluatioa psofession outside of the global
North. The forum problematized the dominance oftNem-based and -created
organizations in evaluation in developing countaad suggested that as long as these
organizations are preeminent in driving the evahmaagenda, evaluation will remain
weak in developing countries (Carden, 2007, 20C@yden (2007) calls this “the real
evaluation gap” where evaluation remains weak inC#Idue to Northern-created
institutions’ dominance in the field (p. 220). Th@arden (2010) and Hay (2010)
advocated defining the value of evaluation by adle country stakeholders
themselves for their own information needs and higweg their indigenous systems and
practice from the bottom up. By indigenous, redeanrs mean:

Evaluators in different countries around the wanld developing their own

[evaluation] infrastructures to support their endera as well as their own

preferred theoretical and methodological approadi@dselimsky & Shadish,

1997, p. xii)

This relatively new approach to understanding #lees of evaluation from the
developing country perspective is beyond buildiagacity, embracing a broader context
for highlighting the utility of evaluation for dorec decision making.

An indigenous, Southern approach to evaluationstekliminate the influence
and control of Northern-based organizations infigsle of evaluation in order for

program evaluation to penetrate developing cowsitnational decision-making

processes beyond development assistance. A grdwithg of researchers has demanded
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an answer to the question of whose interests ang Iserved by particular evaluation
agendas, models, and questions (Sridharan & Da,3¥10; Smith, 2012; LaFrance &
Nichols, 2008; Hopson et al., 2012). Some othexaehers contend that Northern-based
ECB has been merely a technical transfer, hencmeaate to remedy the growing
weakness in and limited public sector evaluationthe developing world (Carden, 2007,
Hay, 2010). Indeed, Hay (2010) argues that theusmksm among the donor community
in building evaluation capacity “camouflages...thelaeng or stagnant state of
evaluation in South Asia” (p. 223).

Studies drawn from development evaluation liteateport that state and non-
state actors in some developing countries arevatiély suspicious and cynical about the
value of evaluation in decision-making processesibse they do not see the utility of
donor-driven evaluation activities for their owriarmation needs (Hay, 2011). In
addition, scholars submit that developing counaifanals might view evaluation as a
Western, imperialist notion that subjugates andgmatizes local knowledge and styles
of decision making (Bhola, 2003; LaFrance, 2004it&n2012; Rai, 2001; Merryfield,
1985). Menon (2011), the head of Evaluation Office in UNDRce argued:

The extensive discussion on evaluation capacitgld@ment among international

development practitioners appears to assume teapproaches and systems of

evaluation in the bureaucracies of internationa&kttgoment partners should be
replicated in national systems. We are not conwrtbat this is fully correct.

Many of us in multilateral and bilateral developrhagencies have invested in

fine-tuning evaluation systems that address owiip@rganizational and

governance needs. However, these systems do natmaagally with national
systems. Nor are they always effective in addrgstsia accountability concerns

of citizens of developing countries regarding depatent cooperation within
national development. (p. 13)

As a result, scholars argue for an evolution ofgadous evaluation cultures and

capabilities by and for developing country naticral self-determine their
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understandings of social problems, responses, angd t0 create useful knowledge that
will contribute to the country’s own national deois making and solution of social
problems (Carden, 2007; Smith, 2012; Kawakami.e2808). These scholars do not
suggest changing the definition of evaluation,rather contextualize the practice in a
way that is more attuned to local realities. Thdyarate for responsiveness to the
historical, political, and cultural context of theuntry and welcome the
reconceptualization of evaluation, the need anadé&pfor evaluation, and its valued
purposes within that context (Hay, 2011). They éwalty advocate for eliminating the
monopoly of Western institutions and values overftald in developing countries and
testing all evaluation theories and methods fromatsh based on their own information
needs so that evaluations can meaningfully cortegibmdecision making (Hay, 2010;
Carden, 2010).

The study by LaFrance and Nichols (2008) provithesmost thorough example
of grounding the value of evaluation in a particidantext and for a particular audience.
Employing a national sample of Native Americans, tbsearchers developed a bottom-
up Indigenous Evaluation FrameworkefF) based on reinterpretation of program
evaluation from the Native American perspectiverlider to encourage evaluators to
critically rethink context within the parameterstbé culture of the evaluand. Kirkhart
(2010) described IEF as “a culturally specific thelduilt] from scratch through
inductive information gathering from members of thiended context” (p. 406, italics
added). To them, culture is the central elemeritghemeates and defines the terms of all
dimensions of context. Culture defines and medmatest constitutes a social problem

and genuine knowledge; how merit and worth are rgtded; what responses and
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alternatives are appropriate, and how the comnasiwvellbeing can be advanced
(LaFrance, Nichols, & Kirkhart, 2012). IEF invitesaluators to reexamine their
epistemological, methodological, and axiologicauasptions, which define the
legitimacy of evaluation conducted in Native sg$inThey note, “Evaluators [should]
step in rhythm with the community rather than settiheir own pace” (LaFrance,
Nichols, & Kirkhart, 2012, p.69) in their pursuit wustworthy information, which is
itself culturally determined. This indicates thattaral context defines the value of

evaluation.

ENGAGING CREATING
COMMUNITY AND THE
CELEBRATING
LEARNING

PLANNING, EUILDING
IMPLEMENTING, THE
AND SCAFFOLDING
CELEBRATING

Figure 4.Indigenous Evaluation Framework (LaFrance & Nish@012, p. 63).

Although LaFrance et al. (2012) give a warning dlibe limitations of IEF for
evaluation practice outside of Native American eatd, the issues and concerns IEF
raises illustrate and provide good ideas aboutnebig the debate on the value of
program evaluation in the developing country con(s&e Figure 4 for the depiction of

LaFrance and Nichols’ model). IEF highlights thgnsiicance of understanding context
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as a force in shaping the development and natuegaltiation practice in different
countries (Rist, 1990; Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Wert, 2004; Neirotti, 2012; Hay, 2010).
Dramatic differences in context for evaluation asroountries highlights the problem of
adopting Western notions, methods, models, andidsof evaluation in different
country settings because evaluations will be eméeéda multiple layers of historical,
political, social, and cultural realities (Fitzgak; 2012; Nevo, 1982). In addition, IEF
demonstrates how the historical record of evaluatiadeveloping countries can
dramatically affect the value of evaluation in #yes of developing country people,
which merits further investigation.

Another notable example of the changing role arldevaf evaluation in a
national context is from Denmark. Dahler-Larson &ctiwandt (2012) examine how the
political cultural context informs and continuessteape the nature of the role and utility
of evaluation for decision making in Denmark. Reskars submit that, on the one hand,
the historic underpinnings of the Danish welfaeges{i.e., social justice, collectivism,
equality, redistribution, transparency, dialogua$ kereated a participatory and
democratic evaluation practice to obtain citizgouith accommodate multiple viewpoints,
balance consensus, and compromise to improve pnsgi@n the other, the European
Union’s (EU) push for competitive policymaking hasently introduced a new direction
for evaluation in Denmark that focuses on quamigastudies, especially in the fields of
education, health, and employment so that Daniskmment can sustain its
competitiveness within and outside of the EU contéke authors argue that evaluation

and historical, institutional, and cultural contax¢ co-constructed.
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In addition to examples from the global North, thare a few investigations of
indigenous, home-grown evaluation cultures in theetbping world. A prominent
example of context-specific value of evaluationdontext-specific needs is from Latin
America where the development of evaluation aseaigline goes back to the 1990s. In
2012, an entire issue bfew Directions for Evaluatioaxamined the impact of
sociopolitical context on the development of evaraas a field of knowledge in the
continent (Kushner & Rotondo, 2012). Scholars dised how evaluation is perceived as
an opportunity to deepen democracy, increase nipaeticipation, and provide equitable
social results for all in the region where manyrdoes are in post-conflict stages
(Neirotti, 2012). Latin American researchers argthed the role of government; citizens’
view of the government; and the conditions of ceatiety have affected the nature of
public policies and evaluation function thereof iffd#i, 2012; Martinic, 2012). Scholars
also discussed how Paulo Freire’s concepts (ppaticin, empowerment, citizen agency,
indigenous knowledge, and marginalization) seeimaige an impact on the discourse
around evaluation in Latin America (Guendel, 20I2)e forum suggested that
evaluation practice in Latin America tends to giverity to community values, local
knowledge and priorities; thus, participation hasdme the “Latin American stamp” on
evaluation approaches and models (Kushner & Rota2@t?, p. 1). In sum, many Latin
American countries (e.g., Brazil, Mexico, Costad}iare thought to develop their home-
grown evaluation cultures and systems based ondtl contextual needs to improve
their decision making (Mackay, 2002; UNDP, 2011)e National System for Results

Evaluation of the Public Administration in Colompihe National System of Evaluation
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in Costa Rica, and program evaluation built in® Brazilian Pluriannual Action Plans at
federal, state, and municipal levels are all ilasbns of this.

Although the literature on indigenous understandihgvaluation in the
developing country context is in its infancy, thfgproach still provides clear and
justifiable points. Above all, these scholars plagaluation practice and final decision
making in the hands of developing country peopleeyladvocate for giving the
ownership of the evaluation systems and practi¢kegmational governments,
eliminating the preeminence of the internationatitations in the field so as to enhance
national decision making. An indigenous approacgiraunding the value of evaluation
in the country context welcomes non-fixity of evation practice, and demands
unlearning and relearning the role and utility odgram evaluations from the country
people’s perspective. Thus, the biggest strengthef studies resides in their ability to
disrupt and challenge the status quo in the fiekelaluation.

Taken together, this body of literature adoptsitecat lens to explain and justify
the reasons and consequences of using evaluatmouintry decision-making processes
in the global South. An indigenous evaluation apphogives prominence to historical,
social, cultural, and political context to undenstahe value of program evaluation
indecision-making processes. Rejecting Northerretbaisetanarratives and essential
meanings in the practice of evaluation, these asatimaply that there is not a unified and
fixed meaning of evaluation practice. The scho#ahgocate for indigenous, contextually
congruent evaluation systems and practice in dpugdacountries to improve national

decision-making processes.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, | reviewed relevant bodies ofréitare with regard to their
premises and implications for exploring the valfievaluation in a developing country
context at large. | argued that the value of exalnaas a decision-making tool will
require an understanding of contextual factors shape and continue to inform the
utility and relevance of evaluation for in-counttgcision making.

Efforts to build evaluation capacity in low and miie-income countries are
undertaken in the presumption that evaluationts ¥ governmental decision-making
(Boyle, Lemaire, & Rist, 1999). Established schelarthe field have long argued that
evaluations should be integrated into decision-mgkrrocesses and practices at the
domestic and international level because it addmbkand economic value to the work of
organizations or institutions (Russ-Eft & Preskd009). Boyle, Lemaire, and Rist
(1999), in a landmark study of ECB, discussed theas of countries that sought to build
evaluation capacity and institutionalize evaluafimction in public policymaking. The
first and second wave countries almost exclusifrelyn the global North including the
United States, Canada, Sweden, Denmark, GreairBritee Netherlands and Norway
attempted to integrate evaluation into their gowsgntal decision making for the
purposes of program improvement and public accdiiittastarting 1960s. The
countries from the global South including Koreajdnesia, Colombia, and Zimbabwe,
were exemplified as the third wave that blendetuies of accountability and
improvement under the leadership of the World B&dsed on these examples, the
authors present evaluation as an effective togbekrnance, almost unquestionably, and

argue that evaluation is treated as a “positivenat investment” (p. 3) in all of these

75



country cases hence the trend to build governmentduation regimes around the
world. Despite the results-based management framkésyaromising potential to
integrate evaluation skills and knowledge into goweental practices around the world,
the resulting success in many countries has nat satesfying (Bourgeois & Cousins,
2013).

Evidence from a wide range of evaluation and padiclyolars and practitioners
converges to suggest that indigenous evaluaticemsgsand practice in the developing
country context may provide effective guidance ppl@ring the utilization of program
evaluations embedded in Turkey’s decision contegtrasponsive to its political culture.
Demand and supply models promoted by the Northexse® ECB approach also provide
valuable insights into the factors that affectrble and utility of program evaluation in
educational practices in Turkey. In general, Idedithis review contributes to the
emerging notion of indigenous evaluation systentsgactice in contexts outside of the
global North. A picture is emerging that buildimgligenous evaluation systems is vitally
important to learn to improve national decision mgkat the country level. Chapter 4
will exemplify the context of evaluation in the ety case of Turkey, particularly in

relation to education decision domain.
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Chapter IIl: Methodology
This chapter describes the methodology for expiptive value of evaluation as a
decision-making tool in Turkish educational deanstmmain from the perspectives of
key stakeholders — government officials, acadenaicd,civil society representatives —
and key documents authored by these stakeholdeespdrspectives gained from this
study will not only contribute to our understandwfghe role of evaluative activities in
governmental decision-making processes in a devgjamuntry, but will also inform
the process of evaluation capacity and field bngdefforts in the global South at large.
Additionally, the study findings make theoreticahtributions to the field of evaluation
by highlighting the contextual dynamics at playhe global South that might affect the
international expansion of the field. Although I dot claim any external generalizability,
there is no obvious reason to argue that the fggloould not shed light on other country
cases (Maxwell, 2005).
The research is guided by the following sub-redeguestions:
1. To what extent and in what ways is evaluationzstii in the Turkish
education decision domain?
2. How is evaluation conceptualized in the Turkisheadion decision domain?
3. What is the need and capacity for evaluation inTihkish education decision
domain?
4. What contextual factors facilitate or hinder théuesof evaluation in Turkey’s
educational decision-making?
Guided by the critical and constructivist paradigthe design of this study gives

primacy to the views, opinions, and lived experenof the study participants in
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exploring the value of evaluation in Turkish edima&l decision context. The first
guestion is geared towards mapping the currentiatiah agenda — institutionalization
of evaluation function, roles and responsibilittéVM&E units, purposes, uses, and
methodology of evaluation — in educational decisiwaiking process, exploring how this
agenda reflects on and projects upon the actupgated, and imagined trajectory of
evaluation practice in Turkish governmental sph&he second question explores the
many meanings and margins of evaluation as a coacejpa form of inquiry in Turkish
educational domain. The third question is desigoatbt only reveal demand for
evaluation, but also assess existing and potes#f@city to undertake evaluation for
education public programs and policies. The laststjon aims to identify the contextual
factors associated with the role and utilizatiorwdluation as a decision-making tool.
Critical orientation of this study is evident inaddonizing the practice of evaluation by
privileging the voices of stakeholders from a lavd aniddle-income country whose
perspectives are missing in the mainstream litegats such, the study makes a
geographical contribution to empirical literature @valuation utilization, cross-cultural
expansion of evaluation, evaluation capacity bogdand field development.

The remainder of this chapter further developsle¢thodological approach by
first describing the origin of the study, and tleaborating on the research design and
methods, data collection process and analysis guves. The chapter concludes with
ethical considerations including research reflegtiand the principle of intersubjectivity.

Data collection and analysis protocols, and tinediare also illustrated.
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Origin of the Study and Pilot Research

This section briefly outlines the personal jourtiegt motivated me to study the
value of evaluation in my native country Turkey.Meell (2005) argues that, “It is
important to recognize and take into account ofpaesonal goals that drive and
influence your research. Attempting to exclude yoensonal goals and concerns from
the design of your research is neither possibleneoessary” (p. 19). Maxwell (2005)
nicely captures the power of personal interestamying out research studies, which is
highly relevant to my case. | follow the literaduyn evaluation capacity and field
building efforts in the global South and have yetind any mention of evaluation
activities in Turkey, which | consider crucial teetglobal expansion of the field. As
outlined in the first chapter, formal public progrand policy evaluations are rare in
Turkey, in an era when evaluation is promoted asssential tool for decision-making
and a vital element in new public management reform

My interest in exploring evaluation’s value as aid®n-making tool in Turkish
stems not only from my national background andrasipns but also from personal and
professional experience with evaluation and patitydies in other country contexts. So
far in my career, | have designed and implementetuations for non-profits, school
districts, state government agencies, and variollaborations and foundations across
the United States, Europe, and Africa with prograamging from small pilots to
international initiatives. These experiences soad@me realize that the stakeholders’
understanding, perceptions, attitudes, and expaagerelated to program and policy
evaluation differ dramatically. More often, theantion was to aid the decision making

of any sort; thus, the utility of evaluation was@ed based on its contribution to
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information generation. Yet, context defined then® ofutility andvalue Considering
the domestic and international affairs within whidlrkish decision-makers maneuver, |
developed a strong interest in first investigagwgluation’s value for decision making —
which developed members of the global North has Ipeeaching — in Turkish education
domain without imposing contextual meanings andtore of evaluation on Turkish
stakeholders.

In addition to informal conversations | have ha@mthe years with various
Turkish thought leaders, government officials, anddemics, | carried out a pilot
research during the summer of 2012. | conductelinpinary, informational interviews
with two professors of educational administratiod @lanning at two esteemed research
universities in Ankara, as well as a formal intewiwith a government official at the
Ministry of National Education, and a Judge at$upreme Court of Cessations to
understand the need and timing of such researahsi@&ring the recent developments in
the political, economic, social, and legal aremagurkey, these informants stated that
my research would shed light on decision practatdhe governmental level and raise
awareness regarding effective decision-making ghaes in Turkey.

Research Design

This research employs an exploratory, single-casgysiesign. Since the current
study places a special interest in the individaaslecitself — the Turkish education
decision domain — without a purpose to generabzgtlher cases, a case study approach is
suitable to shed light on a “specific, unique, baenh system” (Stake, 2005, p. 445), and
unearth localized and obscure meanings as welt@eyiential knowledge within that

situated context.
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Case study approachA case study approach is suitable for this re$etarc
provide rich and holistic exploration about contemgpy issues and events over which
the researcher has little or no control (Merria®98, Hancock & Algozzine, 2011). Yin
(1989) defines case study as an “an empirical mpgbat investigates a contemporary
phenomenon within its real-life context; when tloeibdaries between phenomenon and
context are not clearly evident; and in which nplétisources of evidence are used” (p.
23). According to Yin (1994), a case study dessgappropriate when a what, how,
and/or why question is being asked about a cudaptphenomena without manipulating
its context. Stake (2005) notes that case stu@igseg insights into “the nature of the
case, its activities, historical background, phgksetting, other economic, political and
legal context, other cases, those informants thraugom the case can be known” (p.
447). In doing so, case studies allow for conveyglata from multiple sources (i.e.,
documents, interviews, surveys, observations, at@d)making theoretical propositions
about the phenomenon without generalizing to gblo@ulations or universes.

An important aspect of a case study design is finelevhat the case is. Stake
(2000, p. 23) describes a case in the following:way

It can be whatever “bounded system” is of inter@stinstitution, a program, a

responsibility, a collection or a population cantlhe case. This is not to trivialize

the notion of “case” but to note the generalityhed case study method in
preparation for noting its distinctiveness.

Following the lead of Yin (1994) and Stake (20ab¥ current single-case study
explores the value of evaluation as a decision-ntatool — a contemporary phenomenon
— within the Turkish educational decision contexiiging a variety of evidence (semi-

structured interviews, documents, and field not€kg case in this study is the Turkish

educational decision domain that is chronicallyemelpresented in the field of
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evaluation, thus presenting a unigue context wextiloring and analyzing. This case
presents a critical opportunity for such an exgloradue to the recent developments in
educational context that permit evaluation to @aysible role as discussed in the first
chapter (see Figure 5 for the case illustratiamjhe present study, educational domain is
defined as the bounded physical and conceptuaksphere public policies, programs
and projects pertaining specifically to educatiomianagined, deliberated, developed,
negotiated, enacted, and enforced. As such, theitotomprises of a collection of
ministries, academic institutions, and civil sogietganizations that have a stake in
educational decisions, hence an influence on deliing), determining, and shaping such

decisions.
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Figure 5.The Turkish Education Decision Domain
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Within this bounded system, the current case stitiyhelp develop and refine
theoretical propositions about the role and utiityevaluation in educational context in a
developing country. The aims of this study are Is#iar so it will focus more on
exploring relationships than testing hypothe&ssdoing so, this studwill help refocus
future investigations regarding evaluation utiliaatin low and middle-income countries.

Selection of sites and participantsThis case study involves more than one unit
of analysis whereby the attention will be also clied to subunits within the case of
educational decision domain. Thus, it is an embedidsign (Yin, 1994), whereby the
larger and central unit of analysis is the educati@ecision domain consisting of
government, academia, and civil society with cqgroesling institutions and individuals.

| usedpurposeful samplingp select the institutions and individuals wittinese
institutions that | could learn the most from (Ba{t2002; Creswell, 2007; Merriam,
1998). As noted by Patton (2002), “the logic and/@oof purposeful sampling lies in
selectingnformation-rich case$or study in depth. Information rich-cases aresthrom
which one can learn a great deal about issuesntfatémportance to the purpose of
inquiry, thus the term purposeful sampling” (p. 2@8lics in original). Because of lack
of historical data and prior research, the prestrty specifically usedritical case
samplingto investigate the value of evaluation in educslalecision domain within the
institutions that are expected to have the greatgsict on educational decisions, hence
the role and utility of evaluation. Hence, undex tlecision domain as the larger unit of
analysis — which the study ultimately makes conolus about — the selection of subunits
was driven by two related criteria: (1) the degséafluence on educational decisions,

including program and policy agenda setting, desigplementation, and enforcement,
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(2) the degree of openness and willingness to wwttk a Turkish researcher who has
completed her graduate degree in the global Noitth an extensive theoretical and
experiential knowledge in the field of evaluatiés a result, the research took place at
three different spheres of influence, namely gonerntal departments — the Ministry of
National Education and the Ministry of Developmtnbe specific — research
universities and civil society organizations — thiank institutions — in Ankara, Istanbul,
and Eskisehir that are actively engaged in educakiesearch and evaluation in addition
to their ongoing professional contact with edugaicauthorities.

First, the Ministry of National Education (MoNE)dthe Ministry of
Development (MoD) are the two central governmeotgénizations that impact
educational policies and programs from design fg@émentation. To illustrate the
critical nature of these selected institutionsriafldescription of the organizational
structure of MONE and MoD is needed. First of /IGNE consists of four parts: central
organization, provincial organization, overseasaargation, and related institutions (see
Table 6 for the organizational chart of the ceridthinistration). The main decision-
making units under the central organization inctuthe Ministerial Office, the Board of
Education, the Board of Inspection, the Board o&teégy Development, and four Deputy
Undersecretaries which house main and auxilianiceunits. Among these units, the
Board of Education is a decision-making and sdientonsultation body of the Ministry,
and directly reports to the Minister. The Boardeleps curriculum, lesson plans, and
objectives, related course materials, and seekSlthister’'s approval for implementation

and dissemination decisions. The Board also hoaidésnitoring and Evaluation Unit
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that assesses the implementation and tiveness of curricular activities across

systemAs a result, the Board constituted a critical |éthe research site

Table 6 The Structure of MONE's Central Organiza

Board of
Education

Board of
Inspection

| Ministrial
Counsellors' Office

Press&Public
Relations
Counsellor's

Minister — Office

Guidance and

—  Counselling
Presidency
B Deputy
| Private Office Undersecretary
Secretariat
| | Deputy
Undersecretary
— Undersecretary —
B Deputy
Undersecretary
L Deputy
Undersecretary

Under four Deputy Undersecretal (see Table 7dr main service divisions; r-
lined divisions have Monitoring and Evaluation W), service units oseneral
Directorate of Primarjducation General Diretorate of Secondary Educat, General
Directorate of Religious EducatiocGeneral Directorate of Strategy Developm:
General Directorate of Vocational and Technicaifirey, andGeneral Directorate ¢
European Wion and Foreign Relatioiwere selected as additiorrakearch sites due
their support in implementineducational programs and policidgesigning strategies fi

educational targetsyeating data management systems, and followingriperatives o
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EU regulations matters of importance f the purpose of current studihus, these unit

are considered critical iexploring the role and utility cevaluation.

Table 7 General Directorates at the Central OrganizatfddoNE
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|
|
|
|
|

|
Deputy i Deputy
Undersecretary | Undersecretary
()

General Directorate
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Education

General Directorate
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Education

(T

General Directorate
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Education

o

General Directorate
= of Special Education
and Counseling

General Directorate
of Teacher Training

o

e

|| General Directorate
of Human Resources

Gy

oo Y
== Support Services

Gy

(e

= Legal Consultancy

e D)

{
|
i
i
i
i

[
Deputy i Deputy
Undersecretary | Undersecretary
(i)

General Directorate
of Educational
Technologies

g
)

General Directorate
of Strategy
Development

oo
(e,

General Directorate
of Information
Technologies

L g
e

General Directorate
of Property and Real
Estate

g

General Directorate
= of Vocational and
Technical Training

()

General Directorate
of Lifelong Learning

S e
Ve N

General Directorate
= of Private Education
Institutions

Y
e

General Directorate
== of EU and Foreign
Relations

o

Second, the Ministry of Development (MoD) is theimgovernment body th:

guidesTurkey’s development proce<The Ministry advises government in develop

economic, social and cultural programs and poljéreduding education, and ensures

implementation of development policies and stragghough effective and efficient L

of resources. fie Ministry compises the Officef Executive Assistance, Minist

Advisors, International Auditing Department, Led@alvisory Unii, Secretariat o

Committees/Councils artireeDeputy Undersecretaries, which provigehnical

support and service to the Undersecrein developmentelated matters such

regional development, investmerortfolios, economic modeling (see

86



www.mod.gov.tr/Lists/OrganizationChart/Attachme2t&BOrganizationChartEng.pdf).
Among these service units, Education and Cultungaienent constituted the central
research cite at MoD that houses extensive knowleng experience related to
evaluation activities in educational contexts.umsthese selected governmental
departments house extensive library and archivalitgs that document research
activities and policy studies of national educafoograms and policies.

Second, colleges of education located at reseanielersities in Turkey constitute
second research site. Turkey houses 173 universii®f 2012 out of which 107 are
public and 66 private universities. Almost all bése universities have a School or
College of Education, which houses various departewith specialty areas. For the
purpose of this study, the Departments of EducatiBolicy, Planning, Administration,
Measurement, Assessment, and/or Educational Poyghak well as Curriculum and
Instruction were targeted due to their close engege in educational matters and
evaluation activities. Specifically, large reseanchiversities in Ankara, Istanbul, and
Eskisehir house the most active educational degentsrin terms of the volume and
significance of the research activities and involeat with educational affairs. Once |
created a list of potential universities, | revielesach education department’s website to
select sites that are the most active in educdtresaarch and evaluation in Turkey.
Based on the volume and significance of educatipobty research and evaluation
produced as well as the volume of direct conswitasiervices provided to the Ministry of
National Education, Gazi University (Ankara), Hdaepe University (Ankara), Middle
East Technical University (Ankara), Ankara UnivergiAnkara), Istanbul University

(Istanbul), and Osmangazi University (Eskisehiryevgelected as the most critical to
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provide rich insights into the educational decismaking context and the role of
evaluation in this setting.

Finally, civil society constituted the last but neast critical research setting. One
pillar that is both a cause and an effect of Tuikeurge for development is active
involvement of civil society organizations in gomarental affairs either through official
project and program design and implementation formal mechanisms to inform
decision-making process. For the purpose of custmnty, civil society organizations
with a special focus on and dedicated funds focational policy research and
evaluation were targeted. Two criteria that speaily guided the selection are (1) the
degree to which a civil society organization dilgegtorks with educational officials
evident in consulting or project services providaakl (2) the volume of research and
evaluation on current educational affairs produeedent in the existence of thematic
policy briefs, periodic reports, op-ed articlesg qumess releases. Based on these criteria,
two most active civil society think-tank organizats, located in Ankara and Istanbul,
were selected as research sites.

The second unit of analysis of the current studiesindividuals within these
selected institutions. To determine the potenisaldf interview subjects, | used the
institutional websites for government, academia@widl society. The following criteria
were used to locate information rich cases: (1¥ohmal position occupied — executive
directors, professors, and presidents; (2) thesyaefawork experience in current
profession, as well as knowledge of, and involveimeéth evaluation, and research
activities and decision-making process becauskeofdrmal position they occupy —

determined by professional experience noted irtiaffiCVs. Keeping in mind that the
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purpose of typical case sampling is “illustrativa definitive” (Patton, 2002, p. 236), |

created a list of potential interview subjects, andnsulted with the key contacts at each

research site to recruit the subjects who werengillo spare their time for an interview.

Table 8. Study Sampling

Level Institutions Units Individuals
Board of Education; General .
. : General Directors and/or
Directorates of Primary . o .
: senior officials who
Education, Secondary ) .
: . directly work with
Education, Religious .
MoNE : ) educational programs and
Education, Vocational and .
) T policies, and have a
Technical Training, Strategy .
working knowledge of
Development, European .
. ) . evaluation and research
Government Union and Foreign Relations
General Directors and/or
senior officials who
Education and Culture dlrectly work with
MoD educational programs and
Department .
policies, and have a
working knowledge of
evaluation and research
Departments of Educational
College or ) . )
. Policy and Administration,
Academia  School of Tenure-track professors
. Measurement, Assessment,
Education :
Educational Psychology
Educational

Civil Society think-tank
organizations

Directors and research

Education research offices .
associates

| used the point of redundancy and saturation @egtiteria to decide the size of

the sample. Following the lead of Lincoln and G(285), | stopped recruiting

information rich cases from the list when additiongéerviews started generating no new

information at which point | assumed informationlected was maximized.

Data Collection Procedures

In order to harness many perspectives to beareorifyinal research question,
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the current study employed three methods, namehy-seuctured interviews, document
reviews, and field notes, to converge informatiamt multiple sources over a period of
6 months from August 2013 until January 2014 (s&l@dld9 for the data collection
procedures). The information collected was mostiyaiptive, deriving primarily from

the experiences and perceptions of the key studicipants — government officials,
academics, and civil society representatives. Tdueithents were used, to a large extent,

to support the narrative of the study.

Table 9. Data Collection Procedures by the UnAidlysis

Unit of Analysis  Data Collection Type of Data Method
Source
Structural properties
Decision System (Government Plans, National
. Documents
Domain Development Plans, European
Union Acquis)
Education policies and
Government, o i
. .. Organization & research, laws and regulationsPocuments, and
Academia, Civil N X .
) Institution statutory decrees, strategic  Interviews
Society
plans
Government Perceptions of and experiences
Officials, with why and how the Interviews. and
Individuals Academics, and education decision domain ’

Civil Society  works the way it does, and how 10 NOteS

Representatives evaluation penetrates

In-depth interviews. In order to garner comprehensive and historidarmation
about the value of evaluation, which cannot be neskdirectly, | conducted face-to-
face individual interviews with a total of 35 infoation rich cases. Right after the Eid al-
Fitr (i.e., Feast of Breaking) observed during Astgti- 12, 2013, | contacted the General
Directorate of Educational Technology located atMhnistry of National Education’s
Besevler Campus, Ankara — the organization thaesgermission to external

researchers to contact Ministerial staff for intews and access official documents at the
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Ministry. Once | obtained the official permissiaiter by August 26, 2013 (see
Appendix C), | started scheduling interviews fingth government officials at MONE
based on the list created to explore the contetktimvivhich educational decisions are
made. Almost every government official contacteekeept for two senior officials who
did not show any interest in participating desfiitee attempts via first email then phone
calls — responded positively to my request forraarview. While face-to-face interviews
with academics and civil society representativesevgeheduled primarily via email, |
endeavored to meet with the potential governmdet\rewees first face to face to
describe the purpose of the research, answer astigos they had regarding the study,
and to create rapport so that their concerns woeldliminated, and a trustworthy
conversation would be possible. | managed to cantian-depth interviews with
government officials at which point | reached enwair saturation with interviews
yielding significant consistency with previouslylleated data.

| first obtained approval from the University of Miesota’s Institutional Review
Board in June of 2013 to begin my study (IRB HSGG@&P36461). Starting mid-
September 2013, | started contacting academicsiaidociety representatives via
email to schedule interviews. While 3 academicsided my request due to time
conflict, 5 never responded even after two emailinelers. The rest of the potential
academic participants listed and all think-tankespntatives contacted expressed their
interest in the study. Due to geographical sepamadf nongovernmental participants as
opposed to one central location of government iaf¢ scheduling interviews presented
significant challenges. Despite the limited fundaikable to conduct the research, and

recurring time conflicts with a few academics, Imaged to interview 13 professors and
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4 civil society representatives in Ankara, Istanlamd Eskisehir.

The main purpose of the interviews was to investiw government officials,
academics, and civil society representatives viewalue of evaluation for educational
decision making in Turkey (see Appendix A and Btfa interview protocols). | asked
respondents to comment on current decision-makiagtices and mechanisms, and if,
why, and how evaluation is integrated into theseces or remains on the periphery. |
invited respondents to explain the opportunitied @nstraints existing in the decision
domain that make it more or less likely for evailorato influence educational policies
and programs. Interviews helped key stakeholdemsoogtruct a rich description of their
understanding of evaluation practice and its noldecision making within their own
cultural worldview and discursive practice and witthe institutions they work at. In
acknowledging that the study participants haveditidrent expertise, and opinions
about the given issue, the interview process pexvdiversity in viewpoints and
experiences. Respondents represented a wide rédage and educational background,
with close to equal representation of men and wo(eee Table 10 for characteristics of
individuals interviewed).

All interviews were conducted in Turkish. A majgrif the interviews (21 out of
35) were recorded with the consent of the partitipalhese informants were assured
that their information will be kept confidentiah@their names will not be attached to
any comments used in the report of the findingsoAthese digitally recorded
interviews were transcribed in Turkish by a proi@sal transcriptionist from Turkey to
produce verbatim transcripts. | listened to evegording while | read the transcriptions

to make corrections where necessary and jot dowiti@aal notes about respondents’
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pauses and hedges. | managed to take notes asimealsgrossible during unrecorded
interviews, and kindly ask the participants to egpstatements that appeared imminent to
the study’s questions to make sure they are traoestwerbatim real time. All quotations
used in this study are participants’ actual statemaVNherever possible, | corrected
grammar and syntax of quotations for clarity withdiminishing participants’
representation of reality or meanings they attad¢hexbnstructs of interest. Two
government officials requested my interview notastfieir own records. These interview

transcripts were emailed after they were editedfandatted for clarity and presentation.

Table 10. Individual Interview Participants

Instituti #Individuals Gender Highest Educational Degree
hstitutions Interviewed Breakdown Obtained (location)
Ministry of Female: 4 Bachelor: 3 (domestic)
National 16 Male: 1'2 Master: 5 (domestic)
Education ' Ph.D.: 8 (7 domestic, 1 overseas)
Ministry of 5 Female: 1 Master: 1 (domestic)
Development Male: 1 Ph.D.: 1 (domestic, ongoing)
College of 13 Female: 2 Ph.D.: 13 (8 domestic, 5
Education Male: 11 overseas)
Etﬂil:ﬁﬁ;)nnkal 4 Female: 0 Master: 1 (overseas)
L Male: 4 Ph.D.: 3 (1 domestic, 2 overseas)
organizations
Female: 7 Bachelor: 3
Total 35 Male: 2{'3 Master: 7
' Ph.D.: 25

Document review.A review of official policy documents corroboratedidence
gathered from the individual interviews. Withouteapting them as literal, documents
and archives helped garner insights into governoue of conduct and behaviors in the
Turkish educational decision domain and the meaningin actors attach to decision

making and evaluation. These data sources alsadaewurther insights into the climate
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surrounding the decision context and helped finatrealictions for further investigation
(Yin, 1994). Additionally, these artifacts helpdotain data in an unobtrusive way and
understand the language used by study participamts they are making decisions and
engaged in evaluation-like activitieSreswell & Clark, 200).

For the purpose of this study, paper or computdraéfacts that include public
documents (e.qg., policy briefs, progress repooisnél evaluation studies, minutes of
meetings), internal documents (i.e., agendas, pappmemorandums, letters), any
service or organizational records (i.e., e-schilBBIS, educational surveys) that
comprise evaluation systems were targeted to utahelshe existing evaluation systems
and structure, as well as the literal and nascgpa@ty for conducting and using
evaluations. In addition to documents produceduwditided by national actors, | also
collected supporting, complementary documents prediy international donors
primarily to understand the larger context withihigh Turkish education domain,
specifically educational agenda setting and poliakimg is being influenced.

The criteria for choosing documents and recordseeiew were (1) the document
was created no earlier than 1990 when the eduedtttmmain in Turkey was
significantly restructured; (2) the document wascomated and/or co-authored by at least
two key stakeholder groups — government, acadeanahgivil society, and donors — to
ensure credibility of findings, and (3) the authaexe preferably interviewed during this
study to enable cross-referencing between docuregi@w and interviews. Honoring
and ensuring the confidentiality and privacy obimhation, each respondent was
requested to share any official document that theyght pertained to the current

research or access service and organizationaldecBased on these criteria, almost 50
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official policy and legal documents were selected eeviewed for the present study (see

Table 11 for the list of reviewed documents).

Table 11. Documents Selected and Reviewed for tindyS

Level Author Document Name Timeline # of
Documents
59" 60" and 6% Government | 2002-2015 3
Government JDP Plans -
Government Urgent Action Plan 2003 1
Vision 2023 2011 1
M 8", 9" and 18 National 2001-2019 3
oD
Development Plans
Multi- 17" and 18' National Education| 2006 and 2
. stakeholder Council Decisions 2010
Line Annual Activity Reports 2011-2013 3
Ministries Strategic Plan 2010-2014 2009 1
MoNE Program for Strategic Plan 2014 1
Preparation 2015-2019
EARGED Reports 1997-2010 4
Laws and JDP Public Financial Management | 2003 1
Regulations Government and Control Law No. 5018
The Decree No. 652 2011 1
National Education System in | 2013 1
Civil SETA Turkey: Structural Problems and
Society Recommendations
ERI Education Monitoring Report | 2010-2013 6
Education at a Glance 2008-2013 6
OECD Basic Education in Turkey: 2005 1
Background Report
Turkey Progress Reports 2005-2013 9
EU National Programme for the | 2003 and 2
International Adoption of the Acquis (NPAA)| 2008
Donors Education Sector Report 2005 1
Secondary Education Project: | 2012 1
World Bank Implementation, Completion and
Results Report
Country Partnership Strategy | 2012 1

2012-2015
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Reflexive field notes.One convention this study adopted is the idea that
qualitative data tends to be fluid, meaning thatrésearcher as the main instrument can
convert any information — including individual hinas and experiences — into useful
data (Patton, 2002; Yin, 1994). To be specifiasithe researcher, am a part of the data |
collect; I had my own preconceptions and expeatatishen | entered the field that
might have colored the data | collected. Hencdexefity has foregrounded the data
collection and analysis throughout this study. ®asd, throughout the research phases, |
utilized a field log to describe the research sgtind participants in detail, as well as
any side conversations, personal observationsremghits, keeping a diary of my own
thinking, assumptions, experiences, and perceptaswell as emerging issues that
assisted with data analysis later. Any event atetaction that was useful to answer the
research questions was considered data and systallyataptured via field notes and
reflexive memos.

Field notes were immediately recorded after eatdrvrew whether it was
digitally recorded or not. Each field note includatbrmation about the individual
characteristics of the interviewee (the institutigender, age, educational background,
and work experience) where it was possible to alttaat information either through the
interview or via the individual’s online CV. Theefd notes also consisted of personal
reflections on the interview atmosphere, includaog not limited to the interviewee’s
attitudes towards study or specific questions, Hadguage, the interview location. The
logs also included first insights on the data atéd, deciphering emerging themes and
constructs to assist with the data analysis |ateese reflexive notes assisted in tracing

the evolution of my own analytic thinking in andtside of the field by demonstrating
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how the data is shaping to argue for a specifickusion or contradict a conclusion.

At the end, all data was organized and storeddatabase to increase

accessibility, availability, and reliability of edentiary information (Yin, 1994). Table 12

below summarizes the major limitations that | emteted during the data collection

process and how | attempted to eliminate thesdestgds to obtain reliable data.

Table 12. Data Collection Methods, Limitations, &walutions

Methods Limitations How This Study
Selected of the Method Attended to Them
e | acknowledge that it is hard to mitigate the
effects of researcher bias during interviews
Researcher Bias (Maxwell, 2005). However, the benefit of
obtaining rich data from this process
. outweighed this potential limitation.
Semi-
structured : .
interviews _ e | took the time to meet the pote_ntlal |_nformants
Need to establish at least once before the actual interview to
continuing rapport explain the purpose of the study, answer any
(Maxwell, 2005) questions or concerns they have, and thank for
their time and contributions in advance.
¢ | asked each government official contacted if
he/she can share documents that are not
Internal documents may not  publicly available. | promised confidentiality
be available for an outside and privacy of information conveyed in these
researcher’s review documents. Three officials shared some internal
Document research documents. For the rest, | solely relied
Review on public documents.

Materials may be
incomplete or authenticity
may be questionable

(Creswell & Clark, 200y

| used documents as a secondary data source in
this study to generate new insights that were
concurrently explored with the key informant
interviews.
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Data Analysis Procedures

Scholars contend that data collection and anayyssild go hand in hand
(Maxwell, 2005; Merriam, 1998). Following Maxwell{2005) advice to “begin data
analysis immediately after finishing the first intiew or observation, and continue to
analyze the data as long as he or she is workingeresearch,” (p. 95), analysis of the
data | collected was an ongoing process. As so@acls interview was over, | read the
unfinished transcriptions to develop preliminargad and categories. | annotated on the
margins of the transcript what strikes me as isténg and explained why | find it
interesting (see Figure 6). As interview transaoipg started piling up, | started writing
this time, which | call, grand memos to narratetrgative and emerging critical
connections between different interview transcrgtd documents | had reviewed. The
grand memos included emerging themes and concaptsnpressions and feelings
about the data records and points, contradictsinsg|arities, surprises, and any

remaining questions.

2006 yilinda da 5018 sayili kanun ile bazi kavramlar kamu diizenine girmeye c;,m,..,,,_m [12]: CONCEPT OF M&E:

baglamigtir; mesela, i¢ denetim, i¢ kontrol, geffaflik ve hesap verilebilirlik kavramlan W Faluation

siklikla kullanilmaya baglanmistir. Bu kanun kapsaminda kurumlar stratejik plan Hanife Caklci 2/8/14 8:55 AM
_C_:omment [13]: PAST TENSE: No

olusturmaya baslamislardir. MEB de ilk defa yasal zeminde stratejik bir plan hazirladi, ] mechanism to feed into program

Yillik performans degerlendirmesi yapmaya basgladi. Her yilin sonunda eylemler Hanife Cakic 2/8/14 9.00 AM )
Comment [14]: LEGAL CONTEXT: Public

degerlendirivorlar ve cksiklikleri gosteriyor bu performans degerlendirmesi. Stratejik reform. PMEC L 50181 (8.5,

planlamaya gegis, hesap vermeye yonelik bir denetim anlayigmnin bakanligin isleyisine mmm and Results Actin
yerlegmeye bagladigin gostermektedir. | http://'www.whitehouse gov/omb/mgmt-
T —— Enrafindew-gpra. NEW TERMS: INTERNAL
Bu yasamin devarmi nitelifinde, MEB de kurumsal bir takim degisiklikler yapt. . CONTROL, Transparency, ility.

Figure 6.An Example of Annotated Memo

Once the data collection was completely over, |leyed three specific methods
to analyze the data: grounded theory, content aisalgnd memo writing. | uploaded all
interview transcriptions, all scanned documentsd, feeld notes into the NVivo software

program, which provides a structure for identifythgmes and making constant
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comparisons across sets of qualitative data.tlr@ad all interview transcript

documents, and field notes to have a general sdribe information provide over a

period of six months. dnce agaitlooked for the general ideas, depth themes, and tl

tone of the conversation€ieswell & Clark, 200). | created hyperlinks among the

documents to trace the evolution of evidell then started thdetailed analysis of da

by using grounded theory approach (Strauss & Cof8184) to generate categories

information through inductive, open cod (see Figure 7).
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Dolaywsiyla diistince kuruluslarinin bence nzun vadede yapmaya devam etmeleri gereken
seylerden bir tanesi. topluma kamunun yaptlkdariyla ilgili bilgi vermeyve devam etmek. Yani
kamuyla iligkil erimiz ne olursa olsun giinki kamu bu ikt darda olmazsa bu iktidardan sonra
kapil ann hepsini kapayabilir. Bunu yaparlarsa tabi bunu vapmanin kendileri icin
mesruivetlerine verecegi zarar giderek artacaktir. Ciinkii toplum actldikca, demokrasiye
kattlim artikca. zaman igerisinde daha da oldukca vani bugiin icin gok ivimser bir tablo
cizmek igin sdylemivorum ama gelecege yonelik bunlann olacags beldenirse Sivil Toplum
Kuruluglar kamu haklanda, kamu politikalar: haklinda ne séyledikleri de sivasilerin,
biirokrasilerin daha da gok 8nemsedigi bir sey haline gelecek ve o noktada bunlann kapilar:
kapamas: bir noktadan sonra gokta onlar agistndan mantikli olmaz hale gelecektir. Onun igin
ben birincisi kamuoyunu bilgilendirmek gérevinin daha da &nemli olacagini ditstiniivorum.

Obir tarafta Tiirkiye ' de Milli Egitim Bakanli gt 'nin daha fazla veri temelli karar verebilmesi
igin bir nevi ileriye donuk ulusal aktérler arasinda egitim de ne yapilacagmma dair ideolojik
tartigmaya bir ¢oziim bulmast gerekiyor. Ben hep sunu soyliyordum; 4+4+4 dénemi de nasil
anayasayt vapmaya calisirken her ne kadar az basanli olsak da, sonucta basanli olmadik 40
maddede mi ne anlasilma saglandi, ama Anayvasa Komisyonu da iilkenin ortak anayasasim
olusturmakta ne kadar dnemliyse Tiirkiyve'de egitimde gocuklara ne 6gretilecegi ve nasil
dgretilecegini farkli paydaslan masanin etrafina getirerek tartismak ve her gelen iktidarm
buna mudahale etmevecegi sekilde asgari ortaklarda, asgari beklenti ve ¢ikarlarda ortaklasma
cok dnemli. Simdi bunu yapmadiginiz siirece siyasi iktidarlar siirekli kendi doncelikleri
dogrultusunda ciddi midahalel er yapmak ve bu midahalel eri yaparken de gerekirse veriyi gz
arch ederek bunu yapmaya devam edecekler. Simdi onun icin bence ideolofide Tarkiye'de
egitim nasil bir egitim igerigi istivoruz, farkhiliklara nasil yaldasilacak, dine nasil yaklagilacalke
egitim dilini nasil kullanacak, okullann otonomisi ne olacak yerellesme olacak mi olmayacak
m1?

Egitimle ilgili su toz duman igerisinde tartismamiz ve ¢dzmemiz gereken o kadar gok somn
var ki. Tabi isin ilging vani bu sorunlarin Snemli bir bélimi de direk anayasaylailgili.
Hgitime Tiirkiye de cumhuriyet kurulurken gok ciddi anlamda ulus-devlet projesi olarak
valdastlmists. Diinyanin bir siirii devleti gibi bir ulus-devlet kurma araci olarak gériildi. O

< Lawe52 kadar birlesik komnan bir seyi bugiin egitimde vapmak istedi§iniz bircok seyi devlet,
;J e () PFMC 5018 anayasastyla, kanunlanyla, va da refl ekslerivle stnirliyordu. Omegin en bastaki verellesme,
9 e (O Ruleof Law anadilde egitimin kamu okullarinda yapilabilmesi gibi durumlarda. Bunu saglamadi fimiz
& B Desion takdirde veriyi kullanma alani simrh olacak, ya da daha sinicli olacak ama sifir olmayacak
‘_'j Folders i - _| | higbir zaman. Bunu saglarsak ben bunun éniiniin gok agilacagim daginiyorum.
=) 4 Concent of Evalist

Figure 7.An Example of a Coded Intenw

Maxwell (2005) maks a distinction between organizational, substantind theoretice

categories. While organizational categories aisoating data into descriptive topic
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groups (that could serve as the chapter headisg¥tantive categories seek to describe
the meaning in the data segments based on partisigeerceptions. For example,
“bureaucratic culture” is an example of an orgamarel category acting as a conceptual
box to hold all related data, “clumsy” is an exaepf substantive category that captures
the meaning that some participants attached tbuheaucratic culture. | used NVivo

software to create organizational and substantategories (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8.Partial Display of the Coding Scheme
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| checked the position of these codes within theceptual framework outlined before,
and look for discrepant cases and arguments. Gamgdes was an iterative process in
that codes, concepts, and ideas have changedimesr kept a log frame throughout the
analysis of data with dates and time to descrilogjastify any changes in the coding tree
(see Appendix D for the final coding tree). | wrotemos to create analytic connections
among substantive categories accounting for adveeit data.

Analysis of interview data was aided by the contardlysis of documents
reviewed concurrently while coding the interviewattempted to narrate the relationship
between interview codes and document content tilaffgranswer my research
guestions. Quotations, some visuals, and potentaliles accompanied the narrative.

Last but not least, | wrote memos throughout thedyesns of qualitative data.
Maxwell (2005) notes that, “[Y]ou should regulakgep memos while you are doing
data analysis; memos not only capture your analytitnking about your data, but also
facilitate such thinking, stimulating analytic igbts” (p. 96). The memos helped capture
the contextual elements that the structured ddlection tools could not capture. The
memos also exposed the evolution of my thinking iatetpretive framework.

Triangulation, more specifically “structural cormtation” (Eisner, 1998), among
these data sources was devised to achieve cong#iidity, and periodic conversations
with government officials who are familiar with tleeucational context were sought to
discuss emerging conclusions from the study. Camatbry mode, converging evidence
from multiple sources, has helped bring in mangpectives to bear on the original
research question. | conducted progressive focySitake, 2010) to check for rival

explanations and negative evidence throughoutribb/sis.
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Validity Issues

Among other things, there is one major threat &aliility of my findings:
researcher bias (Maxwell, 2005). My Turkish upbimggand Western education put me
in a unique position as a researcher. My valuesmpéng to the welfare of my fellow
Turkish citizens and my acculturated expectatietested to the use of evaluation may
introduce an undeniable bias into the study commhgs My lack of involvement with the
study context for the last few years, however, tihimy ability to understand the
nuances and subtleties of the current decisionimgghtiactices. Using the checklist
provided by Maxwell (2005), | endeavored to utiltme specific strategies to minimize
if not eliminate the researcher bias:

Triangulation. This refers to obtaining varied and detailed infation from the
study patrticipants that can negate the impactsdaecher bias (Maxwell, 2005). In
addition to verbatim transcriptions, | compiledengive and detailed field notes as
discussed earlier that provided rich and detaiugding for my findings. | corroborated
evidentiary data from all sources of informatiargluding informal data-gathering
sources (secondary data, interview themes, perstisarvations, and informal
discussions with the participants) (Maxwell, 2005).

Member check.This refers to obtaining systematic feedback ftbenstudy
participants about the conclusions this study dr@axwell, 2005). Member checks
were conducted with one academic and one governafigcial to rule out the possibility
of misinterpreting informants’ individual responsaad identify discrepancies between
my reconstructions and respondents’ discourse midmaber checks helped alter or

affirm the story line constructed for the study.
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Conclusion
Using Maxwell's template (2005, pp. 100-101), theble 7 below presents the
planning matrix for the research design that expdis the methods, how | obtained the

data to answer the research questions and summaorential threats to validity.
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Table 13. Data Planning Matrix for the Study

What do | need to
know?

Why do | need to know
this?

What kind of data
will answer this
guestion?

Where can | find the dataP

Potential threats for Validity

To assess the impact of
existing evaluation
utilization on the value of

Documents (paper
and computerized)
that represent

: w X : g u : i
1. To what extent computer programs Researcher BiasM
; evaluation for decision . : i
and in what ways making. Institutions’ online portals that understanding and definition of
is evaluation 9. . . comprise the literal . evaluation may have an impac
. : current experience with ; General Directorates at . -
utilized in . evaluation systems, on whether | consider an activi
. evaluation (and research) MoNE and MoD p L
Turkish . . and other related or a document “evaluative” or
. will have an impact on the . : .
educational o . policy and program not. | might be selecting data
U . L utility of such activities. S ’
decision domain? . . | documents about that mean evaluation “to me.
The answer to this questign . S
) ducational decisions
can help answer Question . .
and practices; semi-
as well. . .
structured interviews
Senior officers at the
To understand what Ministry of National
evaluation means in this Education, Ministry of
> Howis case. Th'e way evaluation js Developmgnt th are Reactivity: My background and
. viewed (its purpose, use, charged with making . : .
evaluation education might create a social

conceptualized in
Turkish

educational
decision domain’

and process) has
implications for its utility,
role, and ultimately value
, for decision making. For
example, if stakeholders
associate the term with
accountability, they may

not find it desirable.

Semi-structured
interviews, and field
notes.

policy and program
decisions; academics and
researchers across the
Colleges of Education and
think-tank organizations in
Turkey with a specific
focus on research, and
evaluation.

desirability bias in a way that
the respondents hide their actu
experiences and perspectives
related to effective decision
making.

y

al
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What do | need to
know?

Why do | need to know
this?

What kind of data
will answer this

Where can | find the dataf

?

Potential threats for Validity

guestion?
Senior officers at the
To assess the demand for| gér::igf{o?]f II\\I/I?E?STS/I of Self-report bias The study
What is the evaluation, and internal Development who are participants’ existing knowledg

perceived need
and capacity for
evaluation in
Turkish
education

decision domain?

capacity in educational
context to undertake usefy
evaluations for decision
making. The utility of
evaluation is closely linkeg

, to stakeholder buy-in as
well as human and materi
resources.

Semi-structured

interviews, field
notes, documents

charged with making
policy and program
decisions; academics and
researchers across the
Colleges of Education and
think-tank organizations in
Turkey with a specific
focus on research, and
evaluation.

of or experience with evaluatio
activities may be limited or quit
varied. This may hinder their
understanding of the “need” for
evaluation. They can under or
overestimate the need and
capacity if they do not know
about evaluation.

D =D D

What are the
contextual
factors that
hinder or
contribute to
utilization of
evaluation for
decision making
in Turkey?

To assess the impact of th
external environment
(socio-economic
conditions, foreign
relations, cultural norms,
governmental goals, etc.)
on the value of evaluation
for decision making.
Turkey’s global aspirations
and relationship with the
Northern-based
organizations and countrig
will have an impact on the

value of evaluation.

Semi-structured

interviews, and field
| notes.
D

Senior officers at the
Ministry of National
Education, Ministry of
Development who are
charged with making
policy and program
decisions; academics and
researchers across the
Colleges of Education and
think-tank organizations in
Turkey with a specific
focus on research, and
evaluation.

Lack of long-term

involvement My one-site,
cross-sectional study does not
allow for going beyond the
respondents’ accounts at the
time of the interview to uncove
the relationship between the
context (broadly defined) and
the ascribed value of evaluatio
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Chapter IV: Turkey’s Educational Background
Today, the most important and the most productutg df all of us is the national

education affairs. We have to be absolutely su¢gkissthis area and we shall.
This is the real salvation of a nation.

Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk - The Founder of the Republic

Turkey serves as a perfect example of the posteblpinenomenon of hybridity:
East meets West, Europe meets Asia, secularisnstoesth Islam while
modernist conceptions in the form of Turkish nal@m exist side by side with
postmodern ones, involving different ethnic idegiseeking affirmation, greater
political power or autonomy, even by armed strugifleecessary, as has been
with the Kurds.

Inal & Akkaymak (2012, p. xii)

Located between Southeastern Europe and Southweéstir, bordering eight
distinct countries, most of which are facing sesipolitical and economic turbulence at
the time of this writing, Turkey is often cited asuccess story in her unique region with
increasing economic prosperity, young demograplaicd,a renewed role in bilateral
development assistance (see Figure 9). Thank®toaimntry’s transcontinental location
and resulting geopolitical advantage, full membigrét large supranational
organizations (i.e., the United Nations, NATO, OE@320, the Council of Europe, and
Organization of the Islamic Conference, to namevd should not come as a surprise,
except for the formal membership request to tharE1887 and official candidate status
since 2005. Housing 75 million people with a medige of 29 whose 72% live in urban
locations with a gross domestic product of US$7illbb and US$15,000 per capita
income, Turkey currently stands as an upper midieme country and the 18argest
economy in the world (World Bank, 2013a), yet itsiion on the scale of development

is often contested (Go6k, 2011). With one of thenbgj populations below age 15 among
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OECD countries (OECD, 2013), the Turkish educasigstem with its processes and

outcomes occupies a critical place in both domestetinternational arenas.
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Figure 9.Turkey's Geographic Location (CIA Factbook, 2013).

This section lays the groundwork for the educatidegision making context in
Turkey. The quantity and quality of the educatigstem, as often explored by national
and international researchers in terms of educaltiatainment and achievement rates,
pedagogical practices, curriculum and instructiatesdign and implementation, and
teacher qualifications at classroom and schooldeaee beyond the topic of this study.
This section instead focuses on actors, proceasdsjnderlining motivators of
educational governance, planning, and programntiagnaacro level. To do so, the
section benefits largely from the official docunergviewed for this study in making an
introduction to the agenda status of evaluatiotihéeducation decision domain.
Educational Governance

Turkish national education system is grounded erbtsis of a series of laws and
regulations regulating the principles of educatiboday, the Constitution of the
Republic of Turkey (1982), laws on education amaihing, government action plans,

national development plans, recommendations oNtitenal Education Councils, and
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the EU Acquis provide the foundation for MoNE's ip@s and programs and underscore
the underlying pillars of contemporary Turkish oatl education (see Figure 10); that is,
Turkish education shall be national, democraticuks, scientific, and modern in order
to improve the welfare of Turkish citizens, enhana@onal unity, and contribute to the
social, economic and cultural development of thentxy (Ministry of National

Education, 2002). Within this legal framework, tbenstitution (1982), the Basic Law of
National Education No. 1739 (1973), and the LawhenOrganization and Duties of
MoNE No. 3797 (1992) regulate the general frameveord principles of education for
different levels and functions, and determine tiaenework for policies and strategies

implemented through national and government pladspgograms.

The Basic Law of National
Education

Law on the Organization
and Duties of MoNE

\

Primary Education Law

/

| Government Plans |

|

National Program for the - 5 National Education
Adoption of EU Acquis Conslﬂmioﬂ Councils

National Development
Plans

\

Vocational Education
Law

/

Education Union Law T

Mon-formal Educational
Institutions Decree

Figure 10.Legal Framework Regulating Turkey's Education &yst
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Turkey houses one of the most centralized educaystems among OECD
countries (World Bank, 2005;gili, 2010) (see Figure 11). As a part of the moeatrof
westernization and modernization, Mustafa Kemaltuktg the founder of the Republic,
launched a series of education policies (also knasvKemalist revolution) during the
first 10 years of the Republic that provided therfdation for today’s educational system
in Turkey. The first major Kemalist reform was tong all education institutions under
the control of the state in 1924, endowing MoNBEwite responsibility for all
educational endeavors to ensure that every Tudkigten receives a worthwhile
education in accordance with his/her talents, @ss; and aptitudes, while gaining

necessary knowledge, skills, behavior, and habltsigtry of National Education, 2002).

a0

m Schoo

A0 | Regional or Sub-regional

60

Central or State

% of decisions taken

20

0

Turkey QECD average

Figure 11.Percentage of decisions taken on public lowerrs#axy schools at each level
of government (OECD, 2013, p. 16).

Specifically, the Law of Unification of Instructiddo.430 enacted in 1924 centered the
power, control, and authority of managing, designimplementing, and monitoring
educational services across 81 Turkish provinc®dsodE. According to the Basic Law
of National Education, MONE determines all mattedated to curriculum, teacher

appointments, student examinations, education é@aschool buildings, and classroom
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materials including textbooks, and this tendencgetralize decision-making remains
intact to this date (Gershberg, 2005; Keser-Ascheydy, 2012).

Allocation of financial resources exemplifies Tuylehighly centralized
education system. The central government contahsation funds and expenditures for
pre-primary, primary, and secondary education thinqoublic funds allocated and
appropriated by the national budget. The publiccatian spending increased from $21
billion in 2006 to $31 billion in 2011, and the sbaf MoNE’s budget in GDP increased
from 2.13% to a 3.02% during the AK Party era (5able 14). Yet, the ratio of 3% for

K-12 education is still below the OECD-recommendedrage of 3.9% (OECD, 2013).

Table 14. Public Spending on Education in Turkey

Year Ministry of National Education | Higher Education Council and Total Education Budget to
Budget to GDP Ratio University Budgets to GDP Ratio GIVP Ratio
20412 213 .71 .64
20403 1.24 .75 299
20004 221 074 300
2015 LES .81 310
2046 .14 78 1.6
2007 2.53 078 331
2004 241 077 318
20405 258 0.&7 1B3
2000 207 (1. 2 dal
2011 263 .53 356
2012 273 51 T64
2013 .02 057 3.99

Note.Adopted from Celik & Gur (2013, p. 164)

Schools enjoy limited autonomy in financial manageftrby receiving in-kind
contributions from parents and private organizaidnternational organizations (EU,
World Bank and UNICEF to be the prime actors), rayggnmental organizations and

private institutions also contribute to availabtiieational funds in Turkey. Centralized
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funding for education is considered as a barri@réalicating the financial disparities
across schools and regions, especially for the etbdower socio-economic status
(OECD, 2013).

In addition to top-down decision-making structuredribed into the system since
its inception, the Turkish education decision damaioften characterized as highly
politicized and bureaucratic, precluding the Minys capacity to design and implement
effective and responsive policies and programs (&tt1). Gir and Celik (2009) once
observed: “Underlining many problems in national@tion is the tendency to turn
educational policymaking into a partisan arena whgiideological attitudes are
displayed” (p. 12). Echoing this concern, the utgered to restructure the Turkish
education system has been one of the most frequaethtioned recommendations in
national development planSi§man, 2011). Restructuring and reformulating théonat
education system has taken a significant turn duthe current party government with
the introduction of a series of laws and regulaiontially outlined in government plans.

The following discussion will provide more insighitgo the current educational
decision making processes in Turkey by presenhiagfficial discourse on education —
its current purposes, objectives, strategies, agdansible actors — mainly through the
higher-order policy documents; that is, governnaation plans, national development
plans, national program for the EU Acquis, naticgdication councils, and ministerial
strategic plans respectively. Figure 12 depictsafoeementioned hierarchy in
educational decision making through the influeniceazh of these policy documents on
final decisions. This discussion will provide tleeihdation for deliberating the ascribed

value of evaluation for educational decisions tatmied in greater detail in Chapter 5.
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Figure 12.The Hierarchy of Official Directives in Turkey’'sddcation Domain

Government action plans.Government Action Plans provide the primary
guidance for the design and implementation of @alilig programs and policies in
Turkey. Today, the need for a well-educated citigem Turkey is much more
pronounced in policy discussions due to rapid enoagrowth as reflected in the current
Justice and Development Party’s governmental agéndeaed, the election of Justice
and Development Party (JDP, known as the AK Pamt2002 under the leadership of
Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdan marked a new beginning in Turkish education
system. Turkey’s quest to modern school of pubbmagement and education reform
has regained momentum during the JDP era, and eajpicational improvement
especially in enrollment and gender parity ratesndtheir tenure is often cited as a
notable success story (World Bank, 2013b; Celiki&,&@013; Aydagil, 2013). Political

and economic stability provided by a majority gowaent in the parliament facilitated a
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fast and sometimes radical adoption and implemientaf a series of educational
policies, programs, and projects geared towardeasing Turkey’s competitiveness in
global knowledge economyn@al, 2012).

The JDP government signaled the upcoming changie ieducation sector in
their Urgent Action Plan (2003) that consisted 50 2ction steps designed to achieve a
more competitive market economy, economic stabidihd sustainable development in
the country. Twenty-one specific actions were fdinaal to restructure the education
system to reduce historic tendencies for centrdldexision making and “clumsy
bureaucracy” and enable a more citizen-focusedcgzatory planning and policymaking
(Urgent Action Plan, 2003). Following the footsteyishis initial plan, the 58, 60*, and
61" Government Plans (2003, 2008, 2011) emphasizequthlity of education as a
prerequisite to realize national goals, includialj EU membership, and modernize the
country in accordance with the global educationdaads. The Prime Minister Ergan
frequently used the terms effectiveness, efficietransparency, participation, and
democracy as common motivators for reformulatireggsstem. To actualize the
government’s commitment to eradicate every obstag#énst educational attainment, the
JDP government’s action plans assigned the biggesber of activities and allocated
the highest public spending to MoONE. The Ministrigisdget allocation from the national
budget in 2011 was the highest in its history,lteggalmost 35 million TL
(approximately US$20 million), and constituting &®f GDP (Ministry of National
Education, 2011).

The JDP government’s pledge for a public admintistnareform, also providing

impetus for changes in the education sector, has beterialized through a series of
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legislative packages that at times faced seriopssifon. The latest government plan
(2011) specifically stated:

Turkey is at a crossroads, facing a significart & will either claim our spot in

the global system as a big, strong, and more progpeountry or we will be a

country that cannot resolve its deep-rooted isdumsge continuously skid.
Motivated by a global trend in new public managenfeaturing the principles of
decentralization, participation, accountability anality, the JDP government drafted a
bill in 2004 — soon after they came to power —ef@m public management in Turkey
(Sisman, 2011). The former Minister of Education, Omercer, authored a policy
memorandum arguing for this reform (see Dinger &z, 2003). Four principles
foreground the reform in this bill: decentralizatjdorizontal organizational structure
(proposed for line ministries) performance-baseg@ttion and control, and strategic
planning. The draft bill was criticized on the gnols of destroying unitary state, which is
protected by the Constitution, and dividing natis@vereignty in favor of a neo-liberal,
market-oriented economynal & Akkaymak, 2012). Although the bill was rejedtby
the then President Ahmet Nejdet Sezer, bits anzkpief this agenda have been
materialized through other laws and regulatiggisnjan, 2011), which paved the way to
significant restructuring of the education systenfurkey.

Of these laws, the Public Financial Management@uoutrol Law (PFMC) No.
5018 (Official Gazette, December 2003, No. 253%6)ateworthy that emphasizes
result-orientation, accountability, and transpayeme a Letter of Intent to IMF in 2002
(Dervis & Serdengecti, 2002), the previous ruling partfjobethe JDP government
provided an early rationale for a legalized fisoatrol and instigated a close association

between budgetary performance, and evaluation:
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Over many years, Turkey'’s fiscal system has bedogreasingly fragmented,
undermining transparency and aggregate fiscal abrito address this, the law
will consolidate revolving funds, extra budgetampds, and annexed and special
budgets into one central government budget, undenanon classification. It
limits the scope for ad hoc policy initiatives, whihave fiscal consequences. The
bill authorizes the Ministry of Finance to set stards for accounting, financial
control, and reporting throughout the general goremt. The law also expands
the coverage of Turkish Court of Accounts (TCA) isgitb all of general
government and provides for external audit of TCén expenditures. (para.
18)
Based on this initial promise, the JDP governmeitireed guidelines to enact fiscal
reform in public administration in their Urgent Aat Plan (2003). Action Step No. 25 of
Urgent Action Plan (2003) specifically called or tGourt of Accounts to undertake
performance-based inspection and audit, which wstffipd in the plan based on a global
trend of goal-oriented, efficient, and effectivebpa service delivery. The plan explicitly
stated that: “This system, which has been impleateptimarily in the United States and
many other countries, will be applied to our coymtith pilot projects” (p. 30). This law
now mandates that every public institution in tbartry develop and implement a multi-
annual strategic plan that must include a cleaoniand mission, measurable objectives,
and specific goals to ensure efficient and effectesource allocation in accordance with
national development plans. The obligation to [@aategically gave rise to the opening
of Strategic Planning Departments in almost eviey ministry, including MoNE, and
the Department of Governance and Strategic Managieat¢he Ministry of
Development (MoD) in order to establish a cultuir@lanning, monitoring, and goal
attainment, albeit strictly associated with budgetantrol.
Another striking reform on the JDP government’sratgewas to restructure the

Ministry as the central education authority to reelued tape and bookkeeping so that the

central administration’s policy-making capacity wabe enhanced. Thanks to Decree
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No. 652 enacted in 2011, the number of main semnits at the Ministry was reduced to
19. The order also introduced career-tracks postto facilitate the design,
implementation, and monitoring of educational pekcand programs (Celik & Gur,
2013; Aydagdl, 2013).

Last but not least, one of the most controverseahd allegedly politically
charged — educational laws introduced during thié 8 is the introduction of 12-year
of compulsory education that divided basic educaitnto three levels (primary, lower,
and upper secondary education) of four years dwamice the popular name of “4+4+4".
The Law for Eight-year Compulsory and UninterrupEstlication N0.4306, also known
as the Basic Education Reform, enacted in 199@duotred 8-year compulsory schooling
in Turkey in the aftermath of the military’s senaup on February 281997. The
reform initiated the abolishment of religious vacatl schools, because of which, some
argued, 4+4+4 was designed as a grudge-matchitegerdne grounding of religious
premises in educational settings (see Figure 18abd, 2012). While the proponents of
the legislation drew attention to the law’s comipidity with educational traditions and
responsiveness to the societal demands (Celik & Z3ir3), the opponents focused on
the government’s agenda to permeate a particulaurabioutlook into education system
most especially thanks to the reintroduction afjfels vocational schools and elective
courses on religion (ERI, 2013b). OECD (2013) taaktance in between noting that,
“Compulsory Education for 12 years (4+4+4) can iaver student transitions between
educational levels, but if not managed well, it tzad to more segregation among
schools and further inequities” (p. 6). A formdfj@al evaluation of 4+4+4 is still

missing, yet think-tank organizations have alreeslyducted empirical research on the
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potential and unintendearsequences the legislation (see ERI, 2012glik, Boz,
Gumis, & Tastan, 2013. The heateddiscussion on the pros and cons of titructural

change signaled the politics of educational denisiaking in the countr
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Figure 13.Restructuring of Basic Educatiwith 4+4+4 (Aydagiil 2013, p.210).

The politics of educational policymaking was maikezear during a recel
discussion on a governmdoitl proposing changes the Basic Law oNational
Education and Decreed\N652, specificallreorganizing thetructure of the Ministr—
including theestablishment of new divisiorthediffusion of roles and responsibiliti
between provincighnd central administratic— as well as closing dowprivate tutoring
centers, and regulatingacher and school principal appointm (Official Gazette, No
28941, March 14 2014yVhile the draft bill was being prepared, and thelimevas
stormed by nationvide political discussions, a policy note by theuEation Reforn
Initiative (February, 2014) remarked that the preparationefitiaft bill should embrac
a holistic, participatory, and evider-based approach to regulating the education sy:

which did not seem to be taken seriouOne significant change iglated ti the role of
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the Board of Education. The Board has historicaign one of the highest decision-
making bodies of the Ministry. According to theljihe Board’s power in designing,
implementing, and modifying curriculum is to beeghted into main service divisions
accordingly. The Board is now considered an adyibody only that provides research-
based opinions and recommendations (related tecalum implementation and
effectiveness) to the Minister for a final judgmeant decision. A reduction in the
decision-making power of a historic unit at MoNBdaemoving several posts from the
Ministry are thought to have profound influencetbea ongoing projects and programs, as
well as participatory democracy and decentralizegdsion making (ERI, 2014).

The most controversial and political componenthas proposal has evidently
been the abolishment of private tutoring centeas aftracted opposition across the
political spectrum, and raised questions aboufbié government’s agenda to contain
what is known as the Hizmet movement or the Comtyued by a U.S.-based Turkish
preacher named Fettullah Gllen — a major operdtitrese centers. Due to a deepening
conflict of interests between the AK Party and @@mmunity, who were once known to
be allied Islamic conservatives, the governmentweno abolish Gllen’s main source
of recruitment of loyalists contributed to the otithat the government’s policies are not
evidence-based per se but rather politically mosidaif anything $§asmaz, 2013).

Despite the concerns regarding the potential neganpact of closing tutoring centers
on college attendance rates and equality of oppiytéor low-income students (see ERI,
2014), the draft bill was enacted, raising morestjoas about the government’s political

agenda behind the proposed changes.
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National development plansln addition to government action plans, national

development plans constitute the second largesiaftlirective — as a constitutional
requirement — guiding and framing the educatiogahaa in Turkey for a specified

period of time. The plans cover almost all sectord industries (i.e., economy,

transportation, health, education, culture, enenggffare system, agriculture, and so on),

providing “a long-term perspective and unity inetijves not only for the public sector,

but also for the society” (Ministry of DevelopmeR006, p. 12). The Ministry of

Development (MoD) (previously the State Planning&ization) coordinates the

preparation and implementation of the plans to atp@nalize the overall vision, targets,

and performance indicators for each public orgamnaThe plans are prepared by the

participation of government officials, academiasg &xperts from public and private

sectors; approved by the Grand National Assemblg,raonitored by MoD.

Similar to government action plans, tH&(8001-2005), §(2007-2013), and the

10" (2014-2019) Development Plans all endeavoreddorseand justify Turkey’s place

in a rapidly changing, globalized world where thgortance of knowledge, competition,

efficiency, and effectiveness is underlined. THefeing excerpts illustrate:

Countries adapting themselves to the faster chamtpe world, equipping their
individuals with the capabilities required by thisw environment, having access
to, producing and using information shall haverapact and will be successful in
the 2f' century. (Ministry of Development, 2001, p. 244)

The vision of the Ninth Development Plan [...] wasedlmined as, Turkey, a
country of information society, growing in stabiyit sharing more equitably,
globally competitive and fully completed her cohece with the European
Union.” (Ministry of Development, 2006, p. 18mphasidgn original)

Turkey’s position in the hierarchy of internatiomaloperation and value chain is

to be gradually elevated to higher levels, by mpini§ our country’s potential,
regional dynamics, and our people’s capabilitiesasto speed up our
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development in an ever changing global economyni@ity of Development,
2013, p. 1)

The plans consider quality education among theipyiareas as a prerequisite to
enhance Turkey’s international competition. Thetmof the 18 Development Plan
(2013) is “Qualified People, Strong Society” wherehe positive association between
educational achievement and economic productistriigtly underlined. To achieve this
overarching national goal, the plan puts a sigaifteemphasis on education targets as
evidenced by the first sector being mentioned érdport. These plans commonly
associate educational outcomes with competitiverlatarket, setting a mission for
creating a qualified workforce that produces highaldy products and services demanded
globally. To achieve this goal, the plans contirslgget out to increase the share of
public investment in education.

Nevertheless, many challenges remain against thiement of educational
targets and objectives during the specified tim@pehat are reformulated as goal
statements in subsequent plans without sufficieplagmation or justification. Among
these challenges are common issues related tolsulpoates, classroom size, girls’
education, instructional technology, and studesittesults. Recognizing a lack of
discussion on actual goal attainment, TEPAV (20t&yle the following observation in
their critique of the last plan:

Essentially, we believe that it is not assertivewggh in stating the shortcomings

of the earlier plans and the reasons as to whyiguevargets were not fulfilled.

The timidity concerning the evaluations on critisalctural areas (such as

alleviating the informal economy, overcoming thepdirity between direct and

indirect taxes raising the domestic savings ratengthening high-value-added

production etc.) weakens the determination of &p®rt in addressing relevant
reforms. (p. 11)
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Their observation relates to the role of evaluaiiothe design and
implementation of national development plans. Tdrass the shortcomings of
educational targets over time, evaluation actigiiad cognate fields of application (i.e.,
performance measurement, quality assurance, mmgjare increasingly mentioned as
tools of reference in these plans. THeD®velopment Plan demanded that, “An effective
monitoring and evaluation system at project legelall as national level shall be
established for a prompt identification of changoogditions and bottlenecks incurred”
in order to increase efficiency in planned pubticestments” (p. 228). Similarly, th&'9
Development Plan had an explicit section on mompand evaluation activities for the
first time in a development plammplementation, Monitoring, Evaluation and
Coordinationsection of the Plan (pp. 113-120) envisages infogtine general public
about the progress in development. This sectiamaifas to harmonize Turkey’s
evaluation activities with the EU Acquis.

The novelty of the 1®National Development Plan compared to the previous
plans resides in its explicit acknowledgment of M&&important mechanisms for
planning and programming. M&E is closely associatéti strategic planning and
results-based management that are believed taygtemaccountability and effectiveness
in public management and planning. Under the sedifdtrategic Public Management,
the 10" Plan (Ministry of Development, 2013) targets thkofwing:

The fundamental goal is to improve effective impdetation of strategic public

management, and actualize the principle of accailitiain all aspects of

governance cycle from planning to monitoring andleation. To this end, the
main principles are to ensure participation, tramspcy, and citizen satisfaction

through efficient and quality public service. (6)5

The plan stipulates the establishment and utibradf performance management and

quality assurance systems to ensure effectivemssequity in the delivery of
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educational services. The plan commissions MoD thghduty to monitor and evaluate
the overall progress in achieving specified gogds$ the methods and principles of M&E
are to be determined later by the Council of Manst Although M&E is gradually taking
more physical space in national development plemsceptual linkages between
evaluation information and policy practice are tgebe discovered and operationalized.
National program for the European Union Acquis.The European Union is by
far the most frequently mentioned, referenced,adrdired international entity in
Turkey'’s journey for development and modernizatiburkey's bid for the EU
membership has been a significant, external fdraeibforms and shapes national
education policies and programs since the Helssoknmit in 2005 (Esme, 2002).
Compliance with the Copenhagen Criteria and harpation with the EU Acquis (i.e.,
laws and regulations) gathered under 35 chaptaespbwhich is education, is of utmost
importance in almost all policy discussions andcadf statements in Turkey. After the
Union gained political status with the Maastricnedty in 1992, education has become a
key area for unification, greater harmonizatiord anhanced relationships between the
member countries (Terzi, 2005). EU’s educatiomdicpes aim at strengthening mutual
understanding and cultural ties between the peafdirope; cultivating educated,
competitive European citizenry; and encouragingnetogical innovation and
development (Barkgin, 2002). The Lisbon Treaty (®Q@hderscores the EU’s
overarching goal to become the most competitivggrlan global knowledge economy
and invites all members and candidates to aligin €ukicational programs and policies

accordingly, which Turkish educational authoritegsleavor to satisfy.
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The National Programmes for the Adoption of the &isNPAA) (Ministry of
European Affairs, 2001, 2003, 2008) provide guidsaiacline ministries in Turkey in
their efforts to converge with the EU requiremeans priorities. In 2008 NPAA, Turkey
is presented as a country whose fervor for modatioiz, and civilization can never be
tamed until development is fully reflected in apacts of life. To this end, a full
membership to the EU is posed as an undisputabte to take. Education is regarded
among the priority sectors to be able to competkiwthe EU, and the educational
growth is mostly positioned within the labor marK€ualified labor force,”
“entrepreneurship,” and “knowledge-based competideonomy” are repeatedly
mentioned and presented as among the main direamidgoals for education. In 2003,
NPAA outlined a very detailed action plan for hamzation in accordance with EU
standards regarding compilation, organization, madagement, reporting and
dissemination of statistical information. This pmounced the preparation of a draft
Turkish Statistical Law in accordance with Eurogfaiielines to be adopted in June
2004 (Ministry of European Affairs, 2003).

In addition to NPAA, the European Commission masitihve candidate country’s
commitment to implementing planned reforms in adaace with accession priorities
and requirements through the annRedgress ReportAlthough the Commission has
been publishing reports on Turkey since 1998 tagethth regular reports on other
candidate countries, the year of 2005 marked theiafbeginning. The reports
published between 2005-2013 all have mentionedTthddey’s alignment in the area of
education is almost complete — despite some setbackomestic politics — based on the

country’s progress in Europe-wide educational hanzadion efforts such as Bologna
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Process, the Community Programmes Leonardo da,\&woacrates, and Youth, Lifelong
Learning, and Youth in Action (European Commiss@o06b). A discussion on
monitoring and evaluation activities in these réptakes place specifically in the context
of regional policies at which point the Commissfaeguently presents mixed
achievements. In 2012, the Commission, for the fiinse, explicitly defined the purpose
of evaluation for national policy development, aased concerns about the lack of
connection between ongoing policy development arsystematic M&E practices in
Turkish context (European Commission, 2012). Tharogssion welcomed the
launching of a web-based Integrated Managementrivdbon Systems at MoD (2006),
yet they appeared concerned about the unsystepraticess in building structures and
processes for monitoring and evaluating nationats. In addition, under social,
employment, labor market, special education pdicgelack of impact evaluations and
reliable data are considered weak points in Tukalignment with the EU Acquis
(European Commission, 2012). Notwithstanding thiscern, Turkey’'s commitment to
improving statistical apparatus in public manageinhas been repeatedly praised
especially thanks to the passage of the Statisties although the Commission remains
concerned about the lack of methodology used fibecting data.

The connection between evaluation and educatianali@s in Turkey has been
clearly made through an external project. MONE inga 3.7 million €Capacity
Building Grantfrom the European Union in 2006 to embrace newatibes of decision
making so that Turkey’s educational system woulitielbdnarmonize with the EU policies
and regulations (European Commission, 2006a). Atfhdhe results of this capacity

building initiative are undocumented (ERI, 2013hg work plan indicated that the
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Ministry would undertake a series of structuralraes in its planning, implementation,
and monitoring capacity in order to improve edumai quality and be able to compete
within the Union. This is a significant statemertause scholars argue that Turkey’s
successful membership is contingent upon qualitication policies (Terzi, 2005; ERI,
2010b). After several years since the grant was@aea one significant contribution of
the proposed study is to illuminate the need apaaéy for evaluation in the Turkish
educational decision making context. The green ppplelished after this project paved
the way to the preparation and the passage of B&twe652 as discussed before.
National education councils Another influential force on informing educational
programs and policies is the National Educationr@duAccording to the MoNE’s by-
laws, the National Education Council is MONE’s heghadvisory agency. This advisory
body embraces a national participatory process ettyeglected politicians, appointed
bureaucrats, academics, civil society organizatisasool principals and teachers —
sometimes students — gather together to discugsastepresent, and future of education
in the country, identify areas of consideratiommaving forward, and propose changes
and action steps. The Council does not have thgldtige power; decisions are enforced
if and when the Board of Education under the Migisheck their appropriateness and
applicability according to educational laws andulagons, and then present the Minister
for approval. Education Reform Initiative (2013ajmarked about the implications of
Council’s standing:
The decisions that are made at the [National Eduga€ouncil are made with a
simple majority vote by the participants withoutrigebased upon evidence. Draft
decisions that are prepared during intensive cosiomsvork before the Council
and the proposals put forward by Council partictpayo through the same

process. Moreover, there are no mechanisms thiatnaiitor how decisions by
the Council are implemented by the Ministry, opther words there are no
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mechanisms that will increase the Ministry accobitityt. All these make the

Council’s contribution to a participatory and détased policy-making process

guestionable. (p.13)

The Council’s lack of legislative power ignited déd about inadequate
implementation of the decisions taken by civic ggration (Deniz, 2001). Aydin (1996)
conducted a survey with the participating membéth® 18" National Education
Council (1996) with regards to their opinions abihg impact of Council decisions on
education policies and programs. A majority of $hievey participants indicated that the
influence of Council decisions on education poBdelimited. Survey participants noted
that the Council’s place in the Ministry’s hieraycshould be strengthened for decisions
to have a greater weight. Yet, the Council hagdesignificant changes in the Turkish
educational system since 1939. For example, thationrof compulsory basic education
was raised to 8 years with the Law No. 4306 enteredforce in 1997 (Deniz, 2001).

The Council decisions are important venues to ergloe discourse around the
role and utility of evaluation for educational ptamg and programming. A few
recommendations during the" Blational Education Council (1999) clearly statesltt
evaluation systems need to be established andtasegbrove the quality and the
guantity of vocational and technical training basadcchanging context and needs. Seven
years later, the 17National Education Council convened in 2006 wité participation
of 850 elected and appointed members. Unlike tfeCduncil (1999), recommendations
made during the 7Council covered a variety of issues ranging fragecsal education
to testing and examination systems. Several recordat®ns touched upon the
importance of evidence-based practices to improveaional quality and quantity.
Additionally, some of the 17th Council’s (2006) oetmendations specifically touched

upon monitoring and assessment of educationalipesctin one case, the1€ouncil

126



recommended establishing accreditation systemsdore educational quality in
educational institutions. Compared to thé #d 17" Councils, the references to
evidence-based practices, performance monitoridgeaaluation were much more
limited during the 18 Council (2010). Some recommendations made anaixpéise
about bringing national context and values to tredround in improving the national
education system in a globalized world.

Ministerial strategic plans. Based on the expectations, goals, and objectetes s
out in these higher-order policy directives diseasabove, the Ministry of National
Education is commissioned to prepare and implemag@eriodic institutional strategic
plan — mandated by PFMC No. 5018. As stated in @&ndp MoNE prepared its very
first strategic plan in 2009. Similar to the discs®iin previous documents, the need for
strategic planning was positioned within the cohtebgood governance, motivating an
efficient balance between inputs and outputs, aimduecing accountability, transparency,
participation, and performance (Ministry of NatibEalucation, 2009). Most especially,
the EU Acquis and the national program for accesgiere frequently mentioned as
main references for educational strategies indb@iment. The plan’s novelty in
launching a new educational system of governargides in its comprehensive yet
succinct description and explanation of educatigaals for the entire education system.

The plan closely specifies quantitative indicaforseach strategic goal under 10
thematic areas (pre-school, primary education,rseny education, vocational and
technical training, private education, special edian, higher education, lifelong
learning, organizational improvement, inspectiod gunidance, and the EU Acquis and

international relations) and outlines the poli@esl programs to be designed and

127



implemented to achieve each goal (see Ministryatidshal Education, 2009). The plan
addresses the kinds of information systems to iizad to facilitate effective decision
making at the Ministry. Performance, measuremespection, control, total quality,
research, development and evaluation are interéadohg used in the first plan. While
monitoring and evaluation are conjoined regardiolicy-level decisions, the terms
measurement and evaluation are used togetherdosdistudent test scores.

Activity reports published annually by the Minissince 2011 specify the extent
to which these strategic goals are indeed achiéMegse reports are full with descriptive
data tables, demonstrating changes in educatiapahelitures, teacher recruitment, or
the number of schools inspected. Every performamtieator, data point, and
information is quantified (see Ministry of Natiorfatlucation 2010, 2011, 2012). The
biggest sections of the reports are dedicatedstouational technology and international
education projects. The reports do not providermfdion on corrective actions steps for
goals that were not met during the intended peiadsuch, the reports signal that data is
collected and stored on ongoing projects and syst&la initiatives without necessarily
assessing their contribution to quality of educa(iéRI, 2010Db).

Conclusion

Motivated by her desire to be a competitive glgidaler, education is recognized
as the most important variable of national develepinin Turkey. In order to achieve the
targeted quality, a dynamic, modern style of goaaoe that eclectically blends global
trends and Turkey’s long-established history arltloeihas been promoted (Government
Action Plan, 2003). Clearly, educational authosifgait significant weight on global

indicators of quality, efficiency, and effectiveses designing, reorienting, and
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legitimizing Turkey’s national education agenda (Wdank, 2005). Official documents
frequently refer to “global knowledge economy,” fepetitive market,” “economic
stability,” “sustainable development,” “qualifiedovkforce,” “participatory democracy,”
“rule of law,” “privatization,” and “modernizationds main drivers of national policies,
and legitimize the need to adhere to a global tfen@ublic administration that values
accountability, transparency, and performance as pranciples of governance (see
Urgent Action Plan, 2003; Government Action Pla®02, 2008, 2011; Ministry of
Development, 2013). To this end, strategic plannoegformance-based budgeting,
auditing, inspection, and evaluation are repeasegb&ernmental tools for quality and
performance assurance (Ministry of National Edwegt?009).

The current policy discourse around internatiomathpetitiveness and the global
knowledge economy highlights the significance d¢etive policies and programs in
cultivating an educated and competitive citizemryf urkey. Especially the Ministry of
National Education, the Ministry of Developmentddhe National Education Councils
all emphasize addressing today’s educational agdie with improved planning,
programming, and monitoring. Although the needifigoroved decision making has
implicitly pointed to the need for establishing aridizing evaluation systems in the
country, the value of evaluation for educationalisien making from the perspectives of
primary Turkish stakeholders and their officialtetaents (policy documents, plans, and
programs) has not been explored yet. The next ehapli dwell at large into this

guestion.
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Chapter V: Research Findings

This chapter provides an in-depth description efdlcribed value of evaluation
in the Turkish education decision domain basedruirfgs from individual interviews
and a review of official policy documents. Findirage organized in four broad
categories that emerged from data collection aadlyais: (1) evolution of evaluation in
the Turkish education decision domain, (2) charesttes of the educational decision-
making context in Turkey; (3) Decree No. 652; ashdpositioning of evaluation within
the education decision domain. In doing so, theptér demonstrates that, while the
value of evaluation has been uplifted by Turkeyiest to Westernize and modernize,
and supported also by the country’s developmerihees, the decision domain is
plagued with hierarchical decision making, clumsaydaucracy, and a lack of strategy,
all together obscuring evaluation as a valued pniar. Despite the establishment of
monitoring and evaluation units at the Ministryrtha to Decree No. 652, evaluation
remains as a new construct in the education dothairis closely associated with
guantification, performance management, and comgdia
Evolution of Evaluation in the Education Decision main

This section discusses in greater detail the enwludf evaluation activities (or
lack thereof) in the education decision domainumkéy to understand the antecedents of
perceptions, experiences, and attitudes towardsaheept and practice of evaluation.
The section shows that evaluation is a new cortsitnibe Turkish education domain,
including both governmental and nongovernmentalsecthat was originally introduced
into the sector by Turkey’s development partneessyiite the notion that Turkish culture

embraces traditions of critical thinking and justibat are compatible constructs with
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evaluative thinking, perceptions about evaluatimnlargely affected by the way
Turkey’s aid partners introduced the concept. Twet®p this argument, the section will
discuss the evolution of evaluation in governmeata nongovernmental activities and
how this evolutionary process has been facilitatediterrupted by international and
cultural processes.

Governmental activities.Overwhelmingly, informants mentioned the short yet
emerging history of taking evaluation seriouslyhe Turkish education decision domain
and argued that evaluation has hardly, if evernlzepart of the fabric of educational
decision making. They indicated that there havenlyesther systematic mechanisms nor
an established mentality to necessitate and coriduotl policy or program evaluations
due to a perceived lack of awareness of the vdlegaluation for governmental
decisions. One official reported that the Natiobalelopment Plans repeat the same
goals and indicators year after year; they arechgi“copied and pasted” from the
previous years without acknowledging what has lzedmeved over the course of years.
The official remarked: “Monitoring and evaluatianour public management is not
professional, but only an imposter. No one asksiathee achievement of goals in
previously approved plans or questions the repaetiif the same goal in the subsequent
plan.” Another government official agreed with teentiment and added, “Those who
think they were conducting evaluations had not dmeyond counting the number of
schools.” One civil society representative sumnatithe lack of history with evaluation
as follows: “Monitoring and evaluation is the Adbg’ heel in the Turkish education

decision domain.”
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A few informants disagreed, claiming that Turkeggesses a long-standing
administrative culture so it would be naive andjtsti to claim that evaluation has
never been part of its educational system. Onergavent official complained: “So we
would consider an activity evaluative only whenwge the worevaluationfor it?” A
few informants referred to personnel investigatjonternal control mechanisms,
national development plans, budget plans, strafggits, and academic research as
evaluative activities, strengthening accountabdityl legitimacy in the educational
domain. One professor of education noted thatiteedarticipatory evaluation was
indeed conducted &tillage Instituteswhere teachers and school administrators would
gather regularly to provide constructive feedbachkeaching and learning, as described
in Tongug's (1947Canlandirlacak Koy Village to Be RevitalizgdAccording to these
informants, the fact that ongoing activities weo specifically called evaluation does
not mean that evaluative activities were never donurkish education.

To support this latter argument, a few other infants mentioned additional
previous attempts to obtain and utilize researdtiezxce for educational decisions. First,
prior to Decree N0.652, EARGED gHimi Arastirma ve Geltirme Dairesi Bgkanligi)
[Department of Educational Research and Improvehagrat APK (Argtirma, Planlama
ve Koordinasyon) [Research, Planning, and Coortinhtonducted action research for
ongoing educational initiatives. EARGED was estdi#d as a part of World Bank’s
National Education Development Project (1990) witloan of US $90.2 million to
regularly and systematically conduct and utilizestfic educational research to
improve educational effectiveness (see EARGED 199%9, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010).

APK was established to build the planning capaaitthe Ministry, which is now the
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duty of the General Directorate of Strategy Develept. These units were closed with
the passage of Decree No. 652 to reduce overlggsponsibilities and functions across
units. Second, the Court of Cessations and IMMAK (Scientific and Technological
Research Council of Turkey) were mentioned by gaf academics because of their
work monitoring educational expenditures, althotlggse informants also indicated that
evaluation is much more nuanced than mere audilegpite these existing or
discontinued systems of evaluation, a substantiasensus emerged in the interviews
that “[w]e have been stubbing toes and trippingt][lve never could obtain the level [of
evaluation] we desired.”

Nongovernmental activities.As in the governmental arena, a majority of the
informants argued that evaluation is an emergingept and practice in
nongovernmental arenas in Turkey. Government afBcand academics alike critiqued
the state of academic work on educational resemrdrevaluation in the country. Some
argued that this limited academic work inhibits #n&bility of evaluation and reduces
the chances of highlighting its value. One goveminadficial indicated that, when they
were preparing a monitoring and evaluation (M&EYkaiop, they could not locate one
single academic research, report, or working papesvaluation terminology,
methodology, and processes specifically in the iBarkontext. They instead utilized
international resources authored by the World Bamk OECD. Another government
official echoed this point, arguing that Turkislademics often conduct research on the
finance or economics of education, not necesspaligy planning, processes, and

outcomes.
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Lack of issue focus was also evident in the inforte'abackground. Very few
academics interviewed for this study reported netemterests focused on educational
policies and interventions. Instead, most condasidoresearch at the micro-level — in
classrooms or schools. Only two graduate-levelsmsiat two different research
universities on educational policymaking and eviiurawere mentioned during the
interviews.

While Turkish higher education institutions payyéttle attention to evaluation,
civil society organizations have assumed a majeriroelevating the role of evaluation
in educational decision making. Government offeiaave partnered with civil society
organizations and in general seemed more contéhttae quality of their studies than
with academics’. Officials often mentioned the Eatimn Reform Initiative (ERI), SETA
(Foundation for Political, Economic and Social Resh), as well as TEDMEM (Turkish
Education Association) and TODER (Association fav#&e Tutoring Centers) during
interviews. Among these actors, ERI's targeted $omm evidence-based decision making
merits attention. TheiEducation Monitoring Reportpublished annually, explicitly
address the need for an evaluation agenda in theagdn domain. The following
excerpts from their reports illustrate this obs&ora

One of the most important long-term steps thatemataken for the education

system in Turkey is to reconstruct policy-makinggasses in education on an

evidence-based, participatory and transparent &, 2010b, p. 6)

In accordance with one of the key principles ofdjgovernanceransparency

MoNE [Ministry of National Education] should contie to share data on student

absenteeism, class repetition, and dropouts. V@aglir believe that this would

lead to independent, objective, evidence-basediatiahs of Turkey’s education
system, paving the way for improvement. (ERI, 2Q1818)

In sum, given the limited history with the concept practice of evaluation in Turkey,

civil society organizations’ role in highlightinbe value of evaluation for policymaking,
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hence filling in the academic gap, was praisednduby the educational authorities
interviewed for this study.

Turkey’s development agendaThe repeated remarks about Turkey’s short
history with the concept and practice of evaluatiosovered the term’s trajectory in the
education domain. Informants often mentioned thak&y’'s quest to modernize and
westernize has resulted in it embracing many eduatconcepts, ideas, and processes
from other countries, including evaluation. Thesaaepts often enter the Turkish
decision domain through many projects and progrfamded by international donors

such as UNICEF, World Bank, and the European U(idy) (see Table 15).

Table 15. A Selection of International Projects lempented in Turkey

Major Funder The Name of Project

Pre-School Education Project (2010-2013)

The Childhood Development and Education Project 120
Child-Friendly School Environment Program

The Catch-up Education Program (2008-2009)

The Girls to Schools Now Campaign (2001-2005)

UNICEF

Democratic Citizenship and Human Rights Educatiomurkey

(2011-2014)

e Improving the Quality of Vocational Education anchihing in
Turkey (2012-2014)

e Strengthening Special Education Project (2011-2013)

e The Information System for Determining EducatioNakds on
Vocational and Technical Education Project (200230

e Strengthening the Statistical Capacity of the Mmyisf National
Education (2010-2012)

e The Strengthening Special Education Project (2011)

e Strengthening of Vocational Education and Trairfinggramme
(SVET / MEGEP) (2008-2010)

e The Vocational Education Project for Employment @R) (2009)

e Capacity Building Support for the Ministry of Natial Education
(2008-2010)

e Support to Basic Education Project (SBEP) (20027200

e The Modernization of Vocational Education and TragnProgramme

(MVET) (2003-2006)

EU
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Major Funder The Name of Project

e Fatih Project (Movement of Enhancing Opportuniiad Improving
Technology Project) (ongoing)

Conditional Cash Transfer Program (2003-ongoing)

The Secondary Education Project (2006-2011)

The Basic Education 2 Project (2002-2005)

The Basic Education 1 Project (1997)

World Bank

One academic claimed that M&E entered the Turkdicational domain with
the EU’s 2008-2010 project on “Capacity Buildingepart for the Ministry of National
Education,” one component of which focused on sfiteening evaluation systems at the
Ministry. Another project that is worth mentionirag far as the rise and fall of
evaluation in the Turkish education domain is coned, isMonitoring and Evaluation
for Development Program@®IEDP) implemented by the Ministry of Development
(MoD) and supported by the World Bank during 20022 (European Commission,
2010). The project was initiated to strengthen iacdrporate elements of results-based
management (IRBM) and citizen responsiveness hed 6" National Development Plan
so that national decisions will be improved based&E data (Stout, 2010). As part of
project activities, World Bank consultants provigediorkshop -M&E for Policy
Formulation and as an Integral Part of Governmamdtitutions— to 20 bureaucrats at
MoD and pilot institutions (llgin, 2010). In additi, World Bank’sLO Steps to a Results
Based Monitoring and Evaluatidny Kusek and Rist (2004) was translated into Talrki
(llgin, 2010).

While a few informants argued that donor fundedcation projects meet the
essential need for research and development (R&BYucational planning in Turkey,

some (N= 10) problematized the excessive borrodimm other education systems and
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called it “the disease of conceptual borrowing.’tAding to these critiques, evaluation
is inherently an Anglo-Saxon concept and tool thakey appropriated in her efforts to
be a global player starting around the 1980s. Th#sanants believed that evaluation
and its cognate terms — total quality managemeamtppnance management,
accountability, transparency, strategic planniegcher credentials, and school standards
— denote a neoliberal market agenda for educatjgaahing and programming modeled
after the field of business administration in thaited States. Specifically, this neoliberal
market agenda is believed to conceptualize evalugtiactice as a tool to demonstrate
the value chain of an organization — public or @tev— through a production function
model, which facilitates the commaodification andaqgtification of educational processes
and outcomes. One academic argued that evaluahenigeral foundations indeed feed
a culture of competition, which is found to be dtle with Turkish way of life, and
continued:

Western knowledge is a new form of hegemony. Wedamynderstand and get to

know ourselves through their methodological lerghink the Western concepts

tend to control us. They create mechanisms threwigbh | could surrender my

will to the command of free market.

Theseespondents believed that the concept of “evalnatas borrowed
without understanding the context within which @swdeveloped; thus, its value for
Turkish educational decision making has been jabty limited. They believe that every
concept is the byproduct of its unique context adsing distinct problems; as a result, it
may not be compatible with the local realities afeav setting. The following comments
illustrate this feeling:

Unfortunately, we are borrowing educational conseythout positioning them

in their unique context and understanding underntwineumstances and why
these concepts have been created. We accept tieeaflyias if they represent the
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universal truth. This occurs due to a failure tklihese foreign terms with the
current societal ties and realities.

It is like you are uprooting a tree from its origirsoil and planting it in your

garden with the hope that it will bush out and btos. It is the same in science.

You need to take the entire concept with its rogtai cannot succeed by

trimming down or whisking off.

Due to a perceived lack of contextualization ofleaion, three academics and two
officials indicated that there is a tendency inkiyrto reduce the entire field of
evaluation practice to the level of methodologymore specifically, statistics. One
academic called this tendency “methodological fesis1” whereby existing evaluation or
cognate activities embrace a methods-first approablch is believed to perpetuate the
Western bias in educational programs and policiésowt accommodating contextual
nuances. Thus, these informants felt that the badoconcepts’ credibility, relevance,
and usability in Turkey should be tested in theternof Turkey'’s historical, cultural,
and political realities.

Turkish culture. Due to evaluation’s perceived foreign origins egpler
understanding of Turkish cultural context in faeiling or inhibiting the value of
evaluation appeared relevant in a number of inéevsi According to half of the
academics interviewed, Turkish culture housestabilend of contexts and histories
spanning continents and centuries — the Hun, Gkké&nd Seljuk states and the Ottoman
Empire, to name a few — and has thus gatheredietiagnd internalized a plethora of
diverse concepts, processes, systems, and meclsaimsiading critical thinking and
judgment. Specifically, the traditions of criticdainking and justice were mentioned as
important to building evaluation’s value.

Some academics specifically mentioned the valuwmostructive criticism

inherent in Turkish culture as a necessary tocréate an archetype of an “impactful
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human” who learns from his/her mistakes. According few academics, this critical
aspect of Turkish thinking is evident in the litgraritiques from the eras of Tanzimat
(Reform Movement) and Servet-i Fi’'nun (Wealth ofeBces) in the Ottoman Empire
from the late 19 and early 28 centuries. This culture of criticism is believedalign
with evaluation as it encourages modifying onesoas based on critical feedback.

A few informants referred to a sense of justicesngimt in Turkish culture that
was later strengthened by Islamic traditions. Theljeve that Islam promotes “rightful
due” and pursuit of equity in all endeavors. Thdenstanding of “What have you done
to love the God (Allah) today?” was quoted twicelliastrate the religion’s
encouragement of just behavior. These informarke@eledged that Western countries
systematized and routinized critical thinking bgating structural methodologies, which
by no means indicates that Turkish culture inhéydatks evaluative thinking in its
character.

While Turkish culture is believed to be highly coatiple with evaluation culture,
a few informants still problematized the logic @a&uation and its inherent connection to
Western culture. More than half of the academitsrurewed (N = 8) argued that
Western culture is based on the premises of indalidm, competition, materialism,
rationality, and production and consumption thgamically necessitate and legitimize
the need to measure, assess, and evaluate eff@rsvide efficiency and effectiveness.
On the other hand, Turkish culture, representiegadhger Eastern mindset, promotes
collectivism, collaboration, empathy, harmony, &émel blending of both material and
spiritual constructs, all of which may not resonatth an impulse to rationally measure

and assess every human activity. One academic sup@ahdhis notion as:
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| have never annulled the contract of a researsistasit in my department so far.

| indeed would have to terminate half of the coctsdy now according to global

administrative principles and criteria. But | simplon’t. There is only one
reason: humanistic concerns. They either just gotied or something else. Here
is what | am trying to say. The models we are gymborrow from the West are
based on rationality, and rationality does not wamkits own here. It is rationality
plus soul. You just have to add that componentioRality has helped the West
prosper; it is just not working here.

Given the official discourse on modernization aeslelopment, as discussed in
Chapter 4, these critics suggest that Turkey ntighte superficially adopted Western
discourse around results-based management or gjolainance, thereby suggesting
that she also embraces the Western concept ofaiaiuas a way to become more of a
global player, but these concepts and evaluationmesh poorly with Turkish culture.

However, these informants cautioned that evaluatilomk to the Western world
does not suggest it should be abandoned altogdilierather should be embraced in a
manner consistent with contextual realities andatbalth of options available through
Turkish culture. Most of the informants indicatéattit is of utmost importance for
future educational leaders in Turkey to know andesstand their own cultural and
historical context and recognize their own cultiyr@imbedded values and norms to
guide the development of contextual solutions &rtwn problems.

Characteristics of Turkey’s Educational Decision Daain

Given the antecedents of the perceptions and iexpess related to the concept
and practice of evaluation, this section will egpte the defining characteristics of the
education decision domain in Turkey that eitherodmar disable building the value of

evaluation for decision making. Findings suggestast four dimensions of the domain

that matter for evaluation’s value: (1) the authesi decision-making style, (2) the
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politics of educational policy, (3) national eduoatstrategy, and (4) bureaucratic
culture.

Figure 14 depicts the relations among these clarsiits. In Turkey,
centralization and politicization of educationatson making in the hands of a few
political elite is believed to impede the articidatof a unifying national education
strategy and in return assignsaahhocvalue to evaluation. In the meantime, a perceived
lack of education strategy in the country is exbat¥d by a perceived lack of planning
capacity and a clumsy bureaucratic culture thah&rlimit the opportunities for

analytic, intellectual activities, including evatigm, to be utilized during policymaking.

Centralized, Top-Down Politicization of
Decision Making Educational Policy

National
Education Goal

Bureaucratic
Culture

1

————————

Figure 14.Characteristics of Turkey's Educational Decisioakitg Context

The decision-making styleThe decision-making style of governmental
authorities was the most frequently discussed cheriatic of the education domain

during interviews. According to most informantsyedtional decision making in Turkey
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is at the mercy of top administration. In a systehere certain people gate-keep the
decision domain, evaluation is thought to be liohite providing the information that
decision makers want to hear, which in turn makeduation’s value and legitimacy as a
decision-making tool questionable. One academiocested this self-reinforcing
relationship between hierarchical decisions anfupetory evaluation to the Evil
Queen’s talk with her magic mirror in the storySyfow White: “Magic mirror in my
hand? Who is the fairest in my land?” The mirros\aers, “My Queen, you are the
fairest in my land.”

Specifically, academics expressed their frustratvth the highly centralized and
hierarchical decision-making process whereby thiagyovernment party is believed to
dictate the desired course of action without camsywith major stakeholders about
policies’ implications or long-term consequencesug, they likened the education
domain to an “elitist” platform for “social engingeg.” One academic believed that,
when individuals oppose the educational authottitgy are ostracized and alienated,
which in turn encourages a culture of disengagerinent governmental decision making
and eventually passive obedience in public. Acadsmiso problematized the nature and
guality of the participation of nongovernmentakstaolders when they are invited to
advise decision making. One academic specificaitiqgoed educational officials’ desire
to involve like-minded stakeholders in educatigolahning and policymaking and noted,
“Incompetent leaders gather incompetent peoplerartoem.”

Government officials tended to confirm this sentiniey defining a clear line of
authority over educational decisions. Accordingh®m, educational policymaking

follows a centralized path starting with governmeglains issued by the current
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government, followed by National Development PIEMBP) prepared by the Ministry of
Development (MoD) and Strategic Plans developethbwinistry of National

Education (MoNE), which was discussed in Chapté¥ihin MoNE, the Minister, the
Undersecretary, managers of each directorate, mamtl directors are believed to inform
policy decisions, in turn.

Despite Decree No. 652, designed to empower bura@suand enable the
inclusion of other stakeholders — as discusse@ptidlater — bureaucrats still view
themselves as policy implementers, not policymak&rgovernment official was taken
aback when asked about experiences regarding éshelgblanning, and remarked:

Your request assumes we are closer to decisionngakie are actually

implementers rather than decision makers. Decisaomsnade at the top such as

at the level of general directorate, underseciataand minister. We only fill in
the bottom by implementing these decisions andighoy alternatives, and

recommendations based on our research. We doretthavauthority to make
decisions on our own.

Themselves discontent with the level of inclusivesnm decision making,
education officials noted that they invite stakel@olparticipation as much as they can.
For example, they reported their ongoing willingn&s partner with civil society
organizations and/or academics on educational @soj@vhile academics blame
educational authorities for disregarding stakeholikawpoints, government informants
expressed their disappointment with academics’hgpand unresponsiveness to requests
for proposals.

All'in all, more than half of the officials intemwed confirmed that the Turkish
education system is extremely large, multi-stakedioand multi-geographic, and cutting
across 81 cities and 892 provinces. This is thot@hecessitate central decision making,

coordination, and inspection, which MoNE “cannatigalet go.”
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Unlike academics, civil society representativeseaped more reconciliatory and
argued that the policymaking process, underneasiennbles a laboratory wherein
different ideas are exchanged, debated, and testatk are discarded, and some get put
on the national education agenda. Thus, it woulddiee to expect that any one single
individual or organization could change the cowfpolicymaking in Turkey.

Two representatives also believed that the polialodue in Turkey was
minimally inclusive before the 2000s, when the &tgcof the Justice and Development
Party (known as the JDP government) opened a wiredaypportunity for a more
inclusive policy dialogue driven by their “pursoit legitimacy.” The JDP government
was believed to “normalize politics” by eliminatinglitary and judiciary patronage,
which in return cultivated a culture of responseesto public demand and societal
needs. While one participant noted that “publidgolsed to be under government
monopoly,” they also noted that the pieces of tlnezfe of participatory democracy are
falling into place gradually in Turkey, which wflirther feed the demand for
governmental responsiveness.

Nevertheless, four respondents thought that cézghlhierarchical decision
making does not necessarily impede evaluation.&nademic indicated that a central
authority could quickly elevate the significanceswfiluation without receiving so much
opposition, whereas a more democratic and partmipaystem would slow the process
of adoption and adaptation. Another academic pregoS here is advantage to
authoritarian systems [where] authoritarian bureancis the sole power, the center. If
the Minister is convinced and willing, impact evations can be done easily.” Another

informant confirmed this point: “If the person aptof the system in the ivory tower has
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interest in evaluation, it only takes a singlensid document [mandate] to initiate the
process” of streamlining evaluation across the atioical decision domain.

Politics of (educational) policy.According to nongovernmental informants,
Turkey's centralized, hierarchical educational diexi making enables the prevalent role
of politics and ideology in educational planninglgolicymaking. Most informants
discussed the historic role of education in Turkighion building. A couple of them
guoted John Dewey, who claimed that the main rbtee@Turkish education system was
to establish, strengthen, and transfer the natioeatity embraced by the new republic
(see Boydston, 1983). Informants from academialfifmelieved that education is a
political battleground in Turkey that each govermingtilizes as an ideological tool.
They also posited that this extreme politicizatiaises concerns about the lack of
credibility of any available evaluation findingnse the strong political influences in
educational policymaking dictate that any endeavabtain scientific evidence (such as
via evaluations) is inherently political becausa&leuce is obtained to legitimize the
change in the political landscape.

Changing educational administration was identiisdoth the greatest cause and
an effect of politicization of educational policiggadually obscuring the value of
evaluation in the decision domain. First, a mayooit informants felt that educational
policymaking in Turkey is a “grudge-match,” “almdste revenge” such that every
government attempts to uproot the previous goveniisiagenda. One government
official described this attitude as: “After me, ttheod” [Aprés moi le délugeOne civil
society representative argued that when educatatfiaials believe that they will not

stay in the office long enough to bear respongybitr their endeavors, they engage in
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short-term planning, making education all the marmerable to personal whims and
political contestations and less susceptible tartipact of evaluation.

Half of the government officials interviewed spé&mafly complained about the
changes in top administration that they believengeahe educational agenda and reset
the institutional memory at MONE. They referredhe fact that MONE has had four
different ministers within the past decade who sdrfrom 5 months to 6 years and
argued that, even though these ministers werergethie same political party (i.e., JDP)
each brought his or her own agenda and cadre fbf Sitge officials claimed that new
leaders cannot only shelve the previous ideasegi®jand policies, but they can also
dramatically refocus public attention on new alégives. Thus, these informants
consistently described the education domain agsdiv puzzle” whereby educational
targets and objectives are constantly shifting farma government to another, enabling
political interests to be the governing paradigm.a¥esult, they argued that abrupt
changes in educational administration relegatetatuation function to aad hog
unsystematic role in decision making and reinfdheefluctuating emphasis on
evaluation as a valued enterprise.

Unlike academics, who seemed eager to problemttizpolitics of educational
policies, civil society informants accepted theigedl nature of policymaking, as they
believe policymaking is not a zero-sum game betwesditics and scientific evidence;
there is indeed enough room for both, and it ise& demand the removal of politics
from policy. These respondents claimed that evexywas a political stance, including
their own organizations, the question is wheth@ppeand organizations make their

political stance transparent. To this end, theykworexpand the space within which
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evidence can play a larger role in policymakingtiyh respectful and responsive
dialogue. In sum, similar to academics, civil sbciaformants believed that political
ideologies play a significant role in policymakinygt they appeared more realistic about
their influence and the uses of evaluation theyasaommodate.

National education strategy.Informants’ comments revealed that the treatmént o
education as a political tool precludes the devalemt of a unifying, national education
strategy for all and, in return, the developmengwdluation as a valued enterprise in the
decision domain. Four nongovernmental respondehtsdemanded answers to the
following questions illustrated the lack of a na@beducation strategy in the country:

e What is the foundation of the Turkish educationatem: democracy, justice,

ethics, and/or relationships?

e Who is really the subject of the Turkish educasgastem: students, teachers,

leaders, politicians, and/or foreign partners?

¢ What values do we want future generations to inReri

e What kinds of leaders do we want to raise?

Informants suggested that a clearer sense of ireict policy is necessary for evaluation
to offer a valuable contribution to educationalidem making in Turkey. They argued
that evaluation might not find its niche in an enuiment where educational goals and
strategies are not clearly articulated and ofteft. sh

The mutually reinforcing relationship between &la€ unified approach to national
education and a lack of feedback to sustain thig&zard approach was explored by Gr
and Celik (2009) from the Foundation for Politidaonomic, and Social Research

(SETA), one of the most influential policy reseanastitutes in the country. They argued
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that the Turkish education system does not reptessystem at all, due to the mismatch
between educational goals, processes, and lessaimedl, including evaluation. They
posit that a lack of national education strategylteeducational authorities to “save the
day,” making sweeping decisions, without their demis being grounded in systematic
feedback. Their observation was explicitly shargaibe of the academics who compared
the current situation to “schooling behavior irhfisThe professor used the metaphor
rather loosely to argue that educational authariie not follow a coordinated, targeted
pattern, instead altering the course abruptly déjpgnon the political climate. Instead,
the education domain is often conceived as a “pt@ampster” — one of the most
commonly used expressions among all participamfsisolated, free-flowing initiatives
that do not serve a common, valued purpose.

According to more than half of the academics, @wtdr contributing to a lack of
national education strategy is a lack of planniagacity. This is largely attributed to the
lack of human capital in the education domain. €haormants often mentioned
educational authorities’ lack of background andeztipe in the field of education.
Instead, current recruitment policy seems to fandividuals with backgrounds in
economics, management, or even engineering insfeadlicational policy and
administration. These informants believed that thisforces the development of narrow-
minded, shortsighted educational policies and @nogrfocused primarily on quantity of
education, leaving quality of education a hit-oisaiarget. Since these authorities lack
proper expertise, political interests easily peatetthe educational domain, as previously
discussed. As one academic remarked, “Incompetayle hide behind ideology.” In the

absence of long-term, holistic planning, policyddare randomly selected and enacted,
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which, according to one official, contributes te thducational domain’s image of “a
random generator of educational initiatives.”

In the absence of a national education strategynaber of respondents felt that
the Turkish education system borrows excessivelnftWestern — sometimes referred to
as Anglo-Saxon — countries; educational conceptggsses, and methods are randomly
selected and implemented to remedy problems, atwkss is judged based on Western
criteria. As a result, a majority of nongovernménégpondents requested that
educational authorities re-conceptualize the natieducation strategy through an
inclusive process that reflects the societal, calfuand historic realities of the Turkish
people. Excessive educational policy borrowingetum is believed to destroy the sense
of ownership and commitment to those policies, Itegpin less sense of valuing of
evaluation. One education professor summarizedalleeof evaluation in the absence of
an original national approach to policymaking:

This country has not produced anything originaldeer 200 years. People would

like to monitor and inspect things that they crddteemselves. When you borrow

something or you are not a part of its developmiiet; you would not have the
desire to monitor.
In sum, accompanying political factors such as staoability of and abrupt changes in
education policies and reform agendas (as discieds®¢ek) and an excessive borrowing
from other countries reduce the ownership of tHejgs. This perceived lack of
ownership disables the development of a comprehegiproach to education and
further obscures the value of evaluation.
Bureaucratic culture. Academics, government officials, and civil society

representatives alike frequently used terms suctraditional,” “hierarchical,” and

“clumsy” to describe Turkish bureaucratic cultuseaghistoric barrier to effective
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policymaking and accountability. They claimed thatkish bureaucratic culture was
largely inherited from the Ottoman Empire, whiclore of the “oldest, entrenched, old-
boy networks” with strong, deep-seated tendentiasdre hard to overturn. One official
stated, “Customs lie at the heart of our bureaycrBlsese customs as old as 400 years
dictate that one leader speaks, and we accepboflod fsuit. This is the only way it goes,
no matter what they say.”

One of the deep reflexes of Turkish bureaucracwtitied by the respondents is a
discouragement of analytic thinking exacerbated Ipgrceived fear of criticism among
educational officials. Nongovernmental respondéetgeved that officials take criticism
as “personal offense” or “political critique.” Thellowing remarks illustrate this
sentiment:

Let’s say the Ministry prepared a 20-page docurmardn educational issue or

concern including all data, graphics, etc. It loplst neat but they cannot publish

it unlike in England, Finland, or the U.S. Why? Base they are afraid that

[political] parties will issue a parliamentary gtiea or a newspaper will critique
their work in an op-ed article.

| believe [our bureaucratic culture] is the extensof Ottoman bureaucracy from
the 1700s and 1800s that was modeled after thelfremmple. This has
ingrained into our souls so much so that | everasku if you have official
permission to interview me. | would have told thésags to someone else
anyway. There would not be any difference in mpoeses. There is no secret.
But we have internalized such a reflex. It is salla step out of this frame now.
It is a strong wall to demolish.

In its aversion to criticism, bureaucratic cultisdelieved to prevent the development of
a non-threatening intellectual platform within wiicew ideas can be bounced around,
debated, critiqued, implemented, and evaluated.ddes it enable appointed officials the
freedom to expand their horizons and create neasidene academic who once served

as a high-ranking official at the Ministry remarkélt is so hard to be intellectually
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productive in our governmental system. There acereasons for it: First, the
bureaucratic system is inhibiting creativity. Se¢oyou cannot be intellectually
productive with the civil servant mentality.” Sincank-and-file bureaucrats have job
security, they are believed to shy away from auitigy the system. This in return is
thought to aggravate the authoritative nature oéaucratic culture such that it is
business as usual that no one dares questiomatime intact as a result.

Another factor contributing to the bureaucraticnetuness identified by the
informants is excessive, routine red tape and lkealping that reduce the level of quality
engagement with actual educational planning andyobking. One academic who
regularly works with the educational authoritieglaed that educational plans remain
rhetorical mostly due to massive amounts of reguo@perwork and official
bookkeeping. One official mentioned the difficudtim enticing school principals to
provide input for decision making. The official cptained that:

Workload is so heavy that school principals dohreote the time to intellectually

engage in research. They could suddenly come upsagabrick wall by just

receiving an official document that they have taldeith for about a week but
nothing else. This is what we deal with right now.

Another characteristic of Turkey’s bureaucraticturd is the perceived lack of
communication and collaboration across differertsunithin the Ministry. This is
believed to reduce the odds of coherent educatgaahing and effective results. A
couple of government informants shared anecdotestalmmpetition between project
offices for funding. One official cautioned thatlimidual units may narrow-mindedly
“sabotage” alternative courses of action, withaatviding further details. This further

contributes to the “project dumpster” image of daeication domain in that units work in

isolation on different projects that are not intggd into the entirety of the system.
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In sum, many informants shared the same sentiridummsy and excessive
bureaucracy does not facilitate utilization of llgetual property. This rampant limitation
feeds what one government official called “instintl bigotry,” whereby educational
authorities consider every critique malevolent paotitically charged. Given this culture,
one official demanded that evaluation studies shbel careful to avoid being themselves
convoluted and irrelevant, lest they add to thisndy bureaucratic culture. Thus, the
value of evaluation is believed to depend on thergxo which it is providing solid,
practical, tangible solutions to educational praideat hand. There is a perceived risk
that evaluation can easily become a part of routdeape by becoming so overwhelmed
with the bureaucratic process that it may not yaeg timely findings and thus may lose
its utility.

Decree No. 652: “A paradigmatic, radical change”

Despite the common notion among the study infors#rdt evaluation remains
in limbo in the Turkish educational context, a womdof opportunity to highlight its
value and elevate its role in the decision domaiened up with the passage of Statuary
Decree No. 652 in 2011. Not only did this decrekaally restructure the Ministry of
Education, but it also introduced new terminologytte public administration of Turkish
education (i.e., strategic planning, performancegeting, evaluation), leading to more
intense theoretical, practical, and political debaibout the Decree’s long-term
implications. The Decree reiterates that it isrtien role of the Ministry to design,
implement, inspect, monitor, and evaluate nati@adaication policies and strategies for

every level of education. In doing so, the Artictedine the specific roles and
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responsibilities of each service unit by highligigtitheir role in policymaking and
evaluating those policies.

The informants’ remarks revealed that Decree N&.i6%lready a landmark in
the Turkish educational domain in its attempt tewadte if not fully eradicate the
problems perpetuated by a centuries-old legal astitutional framework as previously
described by the informants. This law was constbtaited as “strong,” “essential,” and
“inevitable,” and it is thought to represent “a @adigmatic, radical change” in Turkish
education history. Specifically, it has paved theywo systemic changes to Turkish
education: 12 years of compulsory education, tkateyn of elective courses (i.e., native
language and religious courses), and the eliminaifdhe course on National Security
and the directive on school uniforms. As such, edicg to government officials, this
decree set in motion the most desired and needetek in the education sector as
discussed for over three decades in almost evejgrmational and international
development report.

Decree No. 652 essentially targets the capacitii@Ministry to enable
educational authorities to produce effective pekiciOmer Dinger, the mastermind of the
Decree, stated, “l| have never come across anutistitiike MONE before where there is
tremendous amount of data but little use of it tlueon-coordination across units.” One
academic called the previous organizational strecturational” and commented:

How can you have 50 different units at the Minigtrgit deal with exactly the

same topic area? .All of these were indeed overlapping. Communicatod

coordination were broken among these units. Youdcsee this point in World
Bank’s reports on Turkish national education.
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Another official described the old system as “higtéribal communities at the Grand
Canyon back in the day where they were scatteted@ind and had not known about
each other’s existence for decades.”

Hence, the directive envisioned an education sysit@tconnects the
components of structure, goals, human capital, étjadglture, and technology whose
interconnection is believed to be missing in thevmus institutional structure. For
example, to increase effectiveness, responsiveardd]exibility in decision making,
Decree No. 652 created a matrix management systerhich similar tasks and skillsets
are brought under the same work unit (see Tabled67an Chapter 3 for the new MoNE
organizational framework). In sum, the goal wabreak down silos of function by
assigning specific roles to each unit so that éffe@olicies are designed and
implemented based on ongoing evaluation information

Overwhelmingly and consistently, Dr. Omer Dingeg former Minister (2011-
2013), was cited as the main proponent of DecreesB® and a vital figure to initiating
an evaluation regime in the Turkish educational domHis championing of evaluation
was considered unprecedented. Mr. Dinger was redaad a powerful actor with a
strong background in public administration and nge@maent. He has also been a
published professor of management who is knowratoevacademic research and
scientific evidence. One civil society representatndicated “[tlhe appointment of
Dincer as the Minister was a strong indication thatJDP government [once] placed
high significance on education.” An academic ddstihim as follows:

He had his own rationale, a sense of activism. thigk about it. He is the man

who changed the playing field in th® gear of a ruling party — which has been in

power for 10 years — in a field that mostly hisdel party men embodied. You
have to be really bold to be able to pull off somag like that because you need
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to defy the long-standing web of nepotistic ti€ncer was just a direct, honest
man. Thus, he could do it; he was the only one @dhdd do it.

In a decision domain where evaluation is considénedAchilles’ heel, almost every
official interviewed for this study praised Mr. [@@&r’s enthusiasm for putting evaluation
on the radar during his tenure. Many informantsliegpthat if Dincer had not been an
intensely results-oriented person with a stronglewac background, it would be hard to
imagine the passage of Decree No. 652, hence ¢la¢éian of the M&E units and the
possibility of contemplating the value of evaluatia educational decision making.
These impressions signal the influential role imdlinals can play in fostering the value of
evaluation, in addition to legal framework.

Legal mandate for evaluation.One intriguing subtle recurring theme in
government officials’ discourse around Decree N2 was the power of a legal
framework in identifying, regulating, and guidingrms of behavior and setting criteria
for judging that behavior in the education doma&majority of the officials interviewed
shared a sentiment that once an evaluation mgniginternalized, the possibilities of
evaluation are infinite because of the legal emgodinvironment.

The legal environment for gradually building théueaof evaluation has been
enabled over time by two official strategic actse @oncerning the entirety of
government and the other addressing specificaiyotiyanization of MoNE. First, PFMC
Act No. 5018 introduced strategic planning and amg®&E activities, albeit strictly
for budgetary purposes, into Turkish governmeriial This act was originally
formulated under the Fiscal Structural AdjustmeritdMF Stand-By Agreements. The
PFMC reflected the JDP government’s desire to nefand restructure public

administration in accordance with standards fordggavernance prescribed by
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international partners, setting in motion a seoielews and regulations that gradually
embedded an evaluation mentality into Turkish adstration. A few informants
confirmed that Act No. 5018 introduced several mencepts into the educational system
such as accountability, transparency, internalrobrdnd inspection.

In Act No. 5018, evaluation is disguised underuh#brella term of “strategic
planning”—a new construct in Turkish public admirasion. A 2006 internal survey of
134 senior officers at MONE concluded that offisidid not have enough knowledge
about the concept and process of strategic plangaighey believed that strategic
planning would improve institutional learning anéamagement, contributing to the
improvement of educational policies and programgKTYalcin, & Unsal, 2006).

Second, under PFMC leadership, Decree No. 652 nased. As described
above, it officially institutionalized the evaluaii function within MoNE, highlighting
and mandating the use of evaluation as a decis@king tool. It was not until Decree
No. 652 that evaluation was specifically named @sdussed as an integral part of
educational policymaking. Government officials ofteentioned the legally binding
character of evaluation, simply meaning they aegjtiired to do it now,” meaning
conducting evaluations; otherwise, violations aeaglized. A few informants confirmed
that before Decree No. 652, in the absence ofa legndate, evaluation was dependent
upon individual discretion. Because of this mangiditey now seem not to question the
value of evaluation.

Despite a legal environment embracing evaluatioa @scision-making tool, half
of the government officials interviewed as wellsasne of the academics believed that

the institutionalization of evaluation through gaémandate does not necessarily
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translate into sustained value of evaluation. lreotvords, a legal mandate to conduct
evaluations does not automatically guarantee tretiations will be valued. Conversely,
respondents believed that legality invites fornyadihd routinization, which can inhibit
the effective utilization of evaluation for decisimaking. Moreover, a few respondents
indicated that the concepts, uses, and users bfatian specified in these directives
cultivate a particular evaluation regime with ingr@rlimitations, as discussed below.
Positioning of Evaluation within the Education Decsion Domain

This section discusses how evaluation is currgrahitioned within the Turkish
educational decision domain. Drawing on the charestics of the decision making
context and the propositions of Decree No. 652is=udsed above, the current
positioning of evaluation in the education domamcjuding its institutional structures,
including existing data systems and human cag@talyell as its many definitions,
espoused purposes, uses, and objects, are discusadil. In doing so, the section
argues that the value of evaluation for educatidealsion making in Turkey is currently
challenged by ongoing confusion about and unfantiiavith the concept.

Institutional structures for evaluation. First, the interviews uncovered the kind
of evaluation function envisioned for the educatimmain by Decree No. 652. Although
the Decree mandates internal evaluations thatagelly welcomed by the study
participants, a majority of government officialsastd their hesitations regarding the
current role and position of M&E units within thestitutional structure of MoNE.

M&E units “at the bottom of hierarchy.”Decree No. 652 established monitoring
and evaluation (M&E) units under each directorat®laNE for the first time in the

history of the Turkish educational system. Chargechonitor and evaluate curriculum,
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instructional materials, processes, and outcontessh all government officials
acknowledged the “vital role” these units will plesyeducational decision making. M&E
officials interviewed for this study reported tllagy currently monitor the educational
system through centralized data systems and depelopdic reports with data charts
and figures based on predetermined indicators idbpeance as specified in the
Ministry’s strategic plans. While M&E units canftiaite their own agenda for evaluation
activities, they are often assigned specific qoestand tasks by their directorates.
Despite their efforts to provide systematic infotima to inform decision making, M&E
officials recognize that it is up to top managemnesito whether and how this information
will be utilized.

Despite these ongoing activities, confusion amangeghment officials about
how to meet these new evaluation requirements rean@he perception that evaluation
is a new concept and there is a lack of expenmigvaluation greatly adds to this
confusion. Almost every government official indiedtthat Decree No. 652 created a
systematic framework for evaluation that they “aosv trying to fill in,” and “since there
IS no serious experience in the field, every witying to find its own course of action,”
as one official observed. Despite high-volume, sstpdated, centralized database
systems at MoONE, informants believed that “[t]hisra serious problem in
conceptualizing what we need to do now.”

Lack of clarity of roles and responsibilities exduzes this confusion. The
Decree mandates that M&E units also handle ingtitat lawsuits, which creates the
biggest obstacle to conducting actual policy evadna. One official remarked: “A

majority of our work at the Monitoring and Evaluats units now is dealing with
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lawsuits, which may be considered as returningdoiigd zero as far as clumsiness is
concerned. This is one of the biggest predicameatiace.” Since this predicament will
not be resolved any time soon, three officialsgutgd that these units “will get closed”
due to systematic malfunction, thus depriving thaidry of their structural evaluation
capacity.

This projection reflects the hierarchical structatdVloNE, as discussed above,
where M&E units are now located at the bottom. Mbian half of the respondents
claimed that the institutionalization of the evaiaa function is not sufficient to remedy
the rampant lack of awareness and internalizatidheovalue of evaluation in
educational decision making. Nor does institutiaion guarantee a widespread and
effective adoption of the practice. Instead, threspondents imply that mandating
evaluation in this context may render evaluatidimately a mere bureaucratic function.
The observation that M&E officials spend most ditliime handling lawsuits instead of
conducting evaluations led some informants to atgaeevaluation’s value for decision
making is not yet fully understood. This non-asation suggests the image of a “multi-
headed surveillance system,” discussed below.

Silos of evaluation functionConfusion about M&E’s role reminded informants
of existing mechanisms for oversight in the edwesti decision domain. Informants
mentioned two other major actors and their syst@npéace to monitor and evaluate
educational decisions, leading to more confusionranrespondents about what purpose
M&E units fulfill.

The first major actor overseeing the implementaéind outcomes of educational

initiatives identified by respondents is the Minysbf Development. Located at the top of
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the hierarchy in setting expectations for the etlanal agenda as discussed in Chapter 4,
MoD defines each performance target and indicatoedlucation — almost always in
guantitative terms (10th National Development P201,3), “based on and supported by
domestic and international research results,” @safficial described. The MoD Annual
Programs and Conjectural Evaluation General Dirat¢éas responsible for compiling
monitoring data every three months from the MoNp&#anent of Strategy to supervise
implementation and budgetary expenditures spedifieshnual and investment plans.
Although this unit was established within the l@st years and acts an “advisory body”
attempting to assess “the big picture,” accordangrte official, it has the power to pull
funding from inactive projects and programs aspgim@and, such that these projects may
never reappear in subsequent investment plansitBésprecent establishment, a
number of informants felt that MoD’s power in mamihg educational activities and
outcomes overrides the role of internal M&E unitd/aNE.

The second major actor in guiding evaluation atéigiin the education domain is
the international donor community, which funds anahplements educational projects.
Each international project has a steering committelesisting of government officials
from relevant line ministries (i.e., the Ministendersecretary, directors, and
bureaucrats), civil society representatives, ateriational donor representatives, that
meets regularly to review project implementatiohe Dfficials interviewed frequently
mentioned the “evaluation function” of such come®# in assessing the project’s
progress in meeting its goals. In addition to scmmmittees’ inherent “evaluative”
oversight, international donors hire external, igneconsultants to carry out project

evaluations. These evaluations are highly esteeameaxhg project officials because they
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are found to be “systematic, professional, andpeddent” and recommendations are
believed to be more tangible and useful. The peeckquality of external donor
evaluations may threaten the role of M&E units ioiding information to project
offices.

These external actors provide an “objective eye'tlie implementation and goal
attainment of educational initiatives, but they m#hke role of M&E units less clear,
since the M&E units share responsibilities and aath multiple other actors. M&E
units’ internal evaluation service also raised &ns among participants — governmental
and nongovernmental alike — about the potentia tdbjectivity and credibility of
evaluation evidence. A number of informants noted the Ministry’s access to rich
educational data might not directly translate icriedible, objective evidence in the hands
of internal M&E units. According to almost all offals, objectivity should be a higher
order aim in any evaluations, yet they are unsbhm/‘can an institution critique its own
work honestly?” “Public institutions cannot be wal of their own work by default,” a
civil society representative argued, and continued:

The evidence produced by us or others could hatterlmpuality than the evidence

produced by the Ministry. The reason for this @tttme Ministry or other

institutions can get really defensive and theytcgmo create a more positive
picture considering their own or institutional ineadgexternal organizations can be
more judgmental and critical.
As a result, one government official summarizedetkisting system of educational
oversight in the educational domain as a “multideshsurveillance system,” where the
M&E unit is believed to be at “the bottom of thetarchy,” according to another official.

Data management systema/hile M&E units seek their niche within the

educational domain, many informants seem confidbotit the existence of a sound
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database system that could support evaluativeesutiVe are one of the most ambitious
countries in the world in terms of data collectaod management,” one official argued,
signaling that access to data has never been &prob the Turkish education system; it
is rather proper utilization of that data for aued purpose that is disputed among
respondents.

The discussion about educational data highligtitedole of the Department of
Strategy as the central authority for compilingyisty, managing, and reporting
educational statistics for domestic (TUR\K, the Turkish Statistical Agency) and
international audiences (UNESCO, OECD, and EUROSTA&Trrently, in addition to
reliance on international studies such as PISATAMMS, officials confirmed that
MoNE houses several central data collection systemsonitor the education system
(Ministry of National Education, 2009):

e E-school (a national system launched in May 200gaasof e-government
initiative),

e MEBBIS (The Ministry of National Education Informaih Systems),

e The e-decision support system (funded by the EleutieStrengthening

Statistical Capacity of MONE Projgct

e The e-performance budget (fundedTyBITAK under thdnformation

Management for Education Finance and ExpendituneBurkey Projeqdt

e E-statistics (funded by the World Bank under ltifermation Management for
Provincial and City Directorates for National Eduean Projec), and

e A performance management system that is still undestruction.
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Of these, e-school and MEBBIS were most frequantiytioned in the interviews. E-
school provides basic education statistics su@nesiment, dropout rate, student
achievement, classroom size, and gender, and MERRI&es on the “quality of
education,” capturing input from school administrat teachers, students, and parents
about their experiences with and perceptions dfunton, learning, and administration.
M&E units are instructed to use these statisticated by the Department of Strategy
to meet their evaluation needs. While some infotsharere content with these central
data systems, a couple of officers noted the infidimitations of accessing data
gathered through a highly structured, bureaucpatcess.

In addition to centralized, quantitative data egst, there is a growing interest in
conducting fieldwork and collecting raw data froystem users — school principals or
teachers — through interviews or focus groups. thet officials acknowledged that
collecting qualitative data presents challengeshagparticipants are not allegedly
willing to share their viewpoints unless they aneghdated” by an official letter. One
official attributed this to long-standing, centesld decision making, as discussed before,
that is seemingly limiting critical outlook amonggtusers of the system.

The predicament of human capitaEvaluation champions — individuals who
actively promote evaluation as a decision-makiray toemerged as significant drivers to
help M&E units find their niche. A number of infoemts described how one well-placed
individual could put evaluation on the decisionradgeas a valuable alternative to the
status quo. Several officials believed that top iadstrators’ (i.e., Minister or
undersecretary) support for evaluation is key, avbthers spoke about street-level

bureaucrats’ power in pushing for an evaluationmeg Regardless of the individual’'s
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position, one government official commented ondigmificance of personal
characteristics and awareness in promoting evaluati

We need administrators and specialists who knowagthnal goals very well and

can critique educational goals as well. Otherwyse, can give them a couple of

data tables; they would just gape and say, ‘Wa, iboks good.” And your 4-5

million liras are wasted. This is not so uncommotually.

Drawing on this sentiment, many informants wantelrtow whether Decree No.
652 has helped deploy the right talents in puiguiore effective policymaking. While
government officials appeared overconfident inghesence of relevant talent at the
Ministry, academics were much more cautionary abaisting levels of expertise in
evaluation.

Decree No. 652 enabled a new cadre of “young, myciaand hardworking”
specialists to enter the educational domain, lepdimost all government officials to
express their hope about the prospects of eduedfudenning and evaluation. These

young specialists’ “intellectual capacity and ttimre believed to reduce the influence of
political ideologies in educational planning anltlifi the perceived gap in analytic
thinking among MoNE staff. The background of cutmi&E staff members includes
economics, testing and measurement, English, eaigimge math, and public
administration. These backgrounds motivated moseigunent officials to attest to the
new staff capacity in conducting professional eaains so much so that evaluation
training is not necessary. One official claimed thia staff members are “expert
evaluators” because they are “mathematicians, pisysj and engineers.” With this cadre
of specialists, one official believes, “Everythiwgl work like clockwork.”

Contrary to government officials, nongovernmentébimants doubted the

presence of necessary expertise in evaluatioreidéicision domain among the new
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M&E staff. They specifically pointed to the intri;aof conducting systematic and
professional evaluations and expressed concerr #imsgtate of staff knowledge and
experience. To them, the fact that these new, yspegialists can speak English and
hold Master’s degrees by no means implies that ta@yconduct quality evaluations. The
following comments made by two education professeveal this sentiment:
Do we really know what it takes to evaluate a pdido what extent do we have
that capacity? Do we know how the process worksfieSpeople with only
teaching background come up to me and say theydnike! to conduct
performance assessments. This is a topic evenneavous or feel incompetent
about. | don’t know where we get that courage tokithat we can just do it.
To establish an autonomous, unique and efficiardl(@ation) system, we need a
cadre of specialists who can collect data, analiga, and turn these data into
decisions in order to sustain the system. Expaft ist of utmost significance here
because it is the human capital that manages ameuas the system. You know
what they say? If you have a good judge, you cahaeé¢ bad laws. Our system
has changed, but we do not have experts who chihthg system requirements.
These informants concluded that the educationalaitomeeds a cadre of
specialists trained in educational planning anduation who can integrate analytic and
technical knowledge and capabilities within Turlsepblitical, historical, and cultural
context to optimize the utilization of domestic agidbal data. A few of them were
skeptical that this is currently the case. WhatNheistry has now is a “novice cadre,”
one academic observed, and continued, “Henceniitisustainable with the current labor
force’s capacity and line of vision.”
To sum up, the institutional structures for evatwaare not optimally configured
to fully build the value of evaluation for educata decision making. While the existing

data systems are praised, the new recruits’ IdveXxpertise, and sharing responsibilities

across departments may undermine the role of M&Es uimence the value of evaluation.
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Conceptions and definitions of evaluationSecond, this section explicates the
differentiated meanings of evaluation in the Tunkeslucation domain, as expressed in
documents and by the respondents (see Table 16)nfdrviews revealed a common
sentiment among participants that there is confusidhe education sector as to what
evaluation really means. One official confirmedtbonfusion and suggested: “Just ask
all the directors of M&E Units. They will all give different answer to the question of
what evaluation really is.” These evolving conceps contribute to the limited role and

utility of evaluation in the education sector.

Table 16. Different Conceptions of Evaluation ie ffurkish Education Domain

Concept of Evaluation Referentes Interviews
Quantification 71 25
Performance management 49 19
Inspection and compliance 30 17
Monitoring 24 12
Research and development 23 12
Pilot studies 14 9
Qualitative / Interpretive 13 8
Competitiveness / Materialism 12 6
Internal control and audit 8 6
Critique 7 4
Justice / Ethics 4 4
Procurement 2 2

T Total number of times the specific concept of eatibn is explicitly discussed.
2 The total number of interviews out of 35 in whify concept of evaluation is explicitly discussed.

Quantification. Quantification was the most mentioned and disaussaception
of evaluation, signaling the apparent hegemonyahting or empiricism in the
education decision domain. One government offisis#Fmark summarized the sentiment
expressed by many officials: “[Evaluation] usedéocalled statistics; now it is called
evaluation. Nothing has changed though.” Sevefatimants frequently and explicitly

used such terms as science, objectivity, empiricrationality, systematization, statistics,
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indicators, evidence-based or data-based, and mardtion when they talked about
evaluation. A number of informants also equateduaten with “measurement and
testing of student achievement” by mentioning imd¢ional student tests such as PISA
and TIMMS. They believed that quantitative indigatbelp support Turkey’s position in
the global context. One official claimed that, “\Weed this [kind of] data to demonstrate
Turkey’s compatibility with the global world, andevadhere to the rules of modernity.”
They attach the value of evaluation to its producof statistics and support of
“rationality,” upon which “sound decisions” can tmade.

As in the interviews, evaluation is overwhelminglyrtrayed as an approach
characterized by quantification and rationalizaiioofficial policy documents. MONE'’s
first strategic plan defines evaluation as follot¥dhe measurement of results compared
to predetermined goals and objectives, and theysisadf these goals’ and objectives’
relevance and consistency” (Ministry of NationalEdtion, 2009, p. 207). This plan and
MoNE’s annual activity reports demarcate every goal performance indicator in
guantitative terms (see Ministry of National Edumat 2011, 2012, 2013). Overreliance
on quantitative data was also observed in the feyabrt of the EU’s Support for Basic
Education Programme (SBEP) (2002-2007): “The dontinesearch tradition is highly
guantitative but now needs to be much more quaigatriented if it is to take a much
needed and important role in informing major nagicend local policy and strategic
decision” (p. 42). The existence of quantitativeadsystems introduced before may also
contribute to this rampant association.

Similarly, every national development plan spesiggucational targets in

guantitative terms. Each education indicator israf@nalized in greater detail and
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assigned a budgetary figure, paving the way fotesyatic monitoring of public
expenditures. For example, the target of achietd@fb access to primary education is
operationalized down to the number of classroonesieeé and expenditures required to
buy classroom materials (Ministry of Developmert0@, 2013). These documents may
contribute to strengthening the connection betwpemntitative measurement and
evaluation in the education domain.

While many informants equated evaluation with gifi@ation, a few academics
and government officials expressed displeasuretah@u According to these informants,
overreliance on statistics and counting may saleogdigrts to produce useful
information for decision making because quantifamabreeds a culture of monitoring in
which the question of “so what?” is often overlodk®ne academic specifically argued
that quantification reinforces the “linear, redoaiist, and false-promising” logic of the
production function in education. A number of acads believed that the logic of
guantification is borrowed from Western educatigstems that promote the utilization
of quantitative indicators through global studecttiavement tests such as PISA and
TIMMS and critiqued the quantification of every edtional outcome and output. These
informants feared that overreliance on numbers deaglop into an evaluative culture in
which even qualitative findings are quantified he extent that creativity and critical
thinking are compromised. A few government offisiatknowledged that recent national
education reports did not provide any explanatieyolnd mere tables and charts (see
Ministry of National Education, 2011, 2012, 201Similarly, one government official
thought that the M&E units acted as if they weadistics departments, thus the

information provided is not always useful. Anotloéicial remarked:

168



[Evaluation] is perceived as a luxurious term inkay. It is professional work. If

you cannot sustain its professionalism, then yatt stealing with statistics only.

The most dangerous thing is when people get ussdn@thing. If it is a good

custom, it is good. But if it is bad and it hasdme your culture, then you have a

problem.

Calling the trend of quantification in Turkey “sotdic control,” such informants not
only illustrated evaluation’s forced-fit with quaative rationality but also highlighted
the more nuanced nature of evaluation.

Performance managementhe terms “performance management” and “total
quality assurance” were frequently and interchablyeased when speaking of
evaluation. According to a number of informantgf@enance is monitored to ensure
“quality in education” so that significant differees between schools can be reduced to
provide equitable education for all.

The review of official documents suggests that #sisociation entered the
Turkish education domain with the passage of PFMC18, as discussed before; it
requires the use of performance standards to ingpefficiency in public service
delivery. To this end, organizational structuresnainy line ministries have been duly
reformulated to create effective policies baseg@®erormance indicators. The
accompanying mandate for strategic planning razgishithe link between performance
management for fiscal control and evaluation faidriary allocation (see Ministry of
National Education, 2009).

Despite its widespread use by government officelsajority of the
nongovernmental respondents expressed hesitatourt #ie use of performance

management in Turkey due to lifelong tenure in goreental positions. Referring to the

logic of performance management in the United Staweo academics specifically
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wondered how the Turkish educational system coudd mandate the use of
performance standards with teachers whose jolcigese for a lifetime:

We do not have contract-based employment. Everigaeivil servant. As a

result, you cannot fire someone from her/his teapbsition or even civil service

altogether. The courts would never give you them&sion. Even if this person is
deadly sick, psychologically disabled, s/he stlirees the title of a teacher. Am |
being clear? There is a significant disconnect betwour dominant, established
mentality and implementation culture and the cotgapd processes we have
borrowed or [are] aspiring to borrow.

People’s salaries vary in accordance with theifgperance in some foreign

countries. Plus, teachers do not get appointece State has got my back. | am

already appointed. Oh, | am sitting pretty!” isaemon dominator in our system.
A couple of other informants reiterated that thigvgng culture of performance
management greatly contributes to overrelianceuamtfication and rationality in
service delivery and goal attainment.

Inspection (denetim & teft) and complianceA number of officials and
academics associated evaluation with inspectiorcantpliance, based on the annual
school and teacher inspections conducted by thedb&evelopment and Quality
Bureau under the Board of Inspection. Accordinthese informants, evaluation is a
process of verifying that educational activities being implemented in accordance with
the strategic and/or national development plansiddmpliance may result in sanctions.
For example, schools that do not comply with staslanight be closed; inactive
projects might be discontinued.

However, other informants questioned the associdiegiween evaluation and
inspection, arguing that inspection has negativenotations, which are also then
associated with evaluation. One academic cautitimegd“The perception that evaluation

is not a tool for improvement, but for finding datlures has now been instilled in

people.” One government official confirmed that@ahprincipals or teachers often think
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they will lose their jobs due to “evaluation” retsubased on inspections, so they often do
not welcome the idea of evaluation.

Monitoring (izleme).Overreliance on quantitative performance indicated
many informants to associate evaluation with mamtp The word “monitoring”igleme
#643) was literally used more frequently than “exadilon” ([degerlendirme#491) in the
gualitative interviews. Routine monitoring data itadale through the MEBBIS and e-
school systems were often discussed in connectittmnewaluative activities, although
officials acknowledged that monitoring an educatiasystem as large as Turkish one is
not an easy task.

Research and developmertivaluation and utilization of evidence reminded
some informants of research and development (R&DMumber of informants
considered academic studies, more specificallyenagheses and dissertations, as
“evaluative” documents that could provide sounainfation to design and improve
policy alternatives and decisions. According tosthenformants, research and evaluation
employ the same methods and serve the same pukp@see, one government official
said, “Evaluation, to me, is R&D in a way,” and aneil society representative could not
see any difference between research and evaluatmactice.

Pilot studies.The qualitative interviews uncovered a unique gaite of
evaluation-related meaning. Evaluation was oftaragef with pilot studies — the ex-ante
studies — conducted before large-scale policy impl&ation. In other words, evaluations
are mostly disguised as pilot studies. These piladies were presented as the best
approach to incorporating evaluative informatioto idecision making, legitimating

policies’ existence and continuation. Governmefitiafls explained that pilot studies are
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often conducted in randomly sampled schools oisotesns across the country, using
mostly quasi-experimental designs; they providermiation on implementation and
potential policy outcomes that can justify systemeradoption and replication. One
official described the utility of pilot studies bgferring to the School Milk Project —
mentioned in Chapter 1 — because of which someestadvere hospitalized. If a pilot
study had been conducted, this official claimsitieedent would not have happened.
Officials believe that pilot studies not only tearious ideas and alternative policy
formulations, but also identify emerging needs eowltextual challenges in
implementation.

Despite the widespread use of pilot studies, a murabinformants critiqued their
use, arguing that the educational authorities dshare the results of these studies
before scaling up the intervention or program. Aeotcritique concerns the pilot studies’
gradual replacement of ex-post evaluation actsithe couple of informants think that
pilot study results are considered definitive, stiwt policies are not subject to ongoing
systematic evaluations.

Interpretative and qualitativeThe discussion of evaluation enticed some
respondents to discuss the implications of padicolethodologies. A few informants
mentioned qualitative methods — mostly interviewd focus groups — employed in some
studies. By virtue of their inclusiveness, quaiN@imethods were highly esteemed by
these informants. Beyond immediate methodologioaterns, a couple of academics
guestioned the epistemological assumptions ofqaati evaluation methodologies. For

example, one academic challenged the overreliancpiantitative indicators as
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discussed above and argued that a loss of interigratmay be detrimental to
information produced to inform decision making.

Competitiveness and materialisr8ix informants associated evaluation with the
competitive market economy and materialistic cetof the Western world. To this line
of thinking, evaluation fosters competition amorpals, teachers, and students who
race to outperform their peers according to praeasshcriteria and standards. It also
helps the entire country assess its position irgtbkal knowledge economy. This leads
to the development of a materialistic culture inahhoutcomes are tangibly articulated,
obtained, increased, and manipulated, based orhwgblwools or students “advertise”
their achievements in test scores. By seemingliitetong a subtle smooth transition to a
free market economy, these informants indicatetlébaluation is believed to threaten
local practices, which tend to harmonize matema aon-material processes.

Other. In addition to concepts mentioned above, a nurabether meanings
associated with evaluation emerged from the datmeSnformants spoke specifically
about the auditing function of evaluation in enggrefficient use of public resources —
currently, the responsibility of the Office of Imt&l Control and Audit. Others associated
evaluation with criticism, judgment, and critichlriking, all of which ascribe negative
connotations to evaluation. Four informants desctievaluation’s potential “justice
restoration” function by holding government offisidconscientiously accountable.”
Last but not least, evaluation reminded a coupliefofmants of the procurement of

educational services and products.
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In short, the many meanings and differentiated eptians of evaluation tend to
confirm the lack of history with the practice ofadwation in the Turkish education
decision domain, and explain why the M&E units @neleavoring to find their niche.

Purposes of evaluationDespite the conceptual plurality as discussed @bov
there was greater consensus among informantsnis tef evaluation’s main purpose (see
Table 17). In almost all interviews, evaluation wasted as a retrospective tool to assess
goal attainment at the end of a policy cycle. Astabtial number of informants believed
the purpose of evaluation was to determine thenéxtewhich the educational initiative —
policy, project or product — produced the intendattome or simply to answer the
guestion “Did it work?” Goals, results, impact, sslement, outputs, and inputs were
terms frequently used in connection with this comrparpose of evaluation.

Conversely, very few informants spoke specificalbput understanding the process of
policy implementation in their definitions of evalion or critiqued the heightened

emphasis on results.

Table 17. Purposes of Evaluation for Turkey's Edanal Decision Making

Purpose References Interviews
Goal attainment 35 21
Implementation/process 11 8

Below are the description of specific purposes uigdal attainment and
implementation highlighted by participants, somevbich were based on actual reports
of evaluation and some that were as of yet unredlibut anticipated. Given the
evaluation’s association with quantification andfpenance management, evaluations’

anticipated role of assessing goal attainmentsisfiable.
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Accountability. Evaluation was often closely associated with tingppses of
accountability and transparency. But curiously esavinformants believed that
evaluation was the effect of accountability, na tther way around: when the principle
of accountability is the governing paradigm in goweental affairs, and when individual
and institutional conduct is structured to susthat principle, then evaluation’s value in
demonstrating that “The [European] King is nakeslfécognized and justified. One
academic described this connection as follows:

Politics needs to be transparent. One of the featof a social welfare state is to

hold people accountable by creating a transpagstérs where no decision is

made behind closed doors. Everything has to beperent. Then monitoring and

evaluation can be associated with accountabilityteensparency, which appears

to be highly unlikely for Turkey at this moment.
But even though accountability and evaluation espected in Turkey, these informants
acknowledged that the system could not hold peagpteuntable based on evaluation
findings because of the norm of lifelong incumbetigt inhibits intentional behavior
change based on evaluation. One civil society sgative characterized the current
mentality as: “It does not matter whether we geidyeor regretful [at the end] we will
still do it anyway.” In the absence of structuregarding change as a result of
accountability measures, the value of evaluatiadrgnished.

Concerns about accountability exposed the intgipddween the fear of criticism,
as discussed above, and the right to informatiomajority of nongovernmental
informants believed that government officials’ fe@dicriticism leads them to share only
limited information regarding the results of pramiaand policies. Even though a law on

the right to obtain information was passed in 20@8major change is believed to have

occurred in the educational domain that remairdack box to many. In return,

175



nongovernmental informants believe that this furthieninishes the transparency of
governmental endeavors.

Educational authorities, on the other hand, in@iddhat they are trying to protect
the institution’s image, which is easily deteriangtto the extent that officials are often
“worn down.” They recognize the limitations of simgrinformation related to their
internal work, which impacts the rest of the Tubkpopulation. Yet, they think that if
they share all the information they have, it mat Imore than it benefits, hence “they
(figuratively) hide some information.” One governrmhefficial summarized this common
sentiment among officials: “Monitoring and evalwatiunits conduct studies that require
technical expertise; they are not charged with et@mg and advertisement. It is not their
job to broadcast the results.” One official saM/duld it be better if we shared the
information? [Yes,] | agree, but people whom werstldhe information with should
make constructive criticism; they should not betidesive. Otherwise, we cannot have
productive discussion.” This sentiment is tied beckerceived fear of criticism among
officials in that their lack of trust in how nonfaifals will use the data is self-reinforcing.

Nevertheless, some informants believed that thentqaublic administration
reform will gradually alter the prospects of shgrinformation. PFMC No. 5018’s
mandate for strategic planning and performanceebbadgeting for public institutions
was believed to infuse the principle of accountgbihto public service delivery. In
addition to improvements in the public sphere,l@uociety organizations were reported
to be taking more responsibility in filling the gapinformation regarding government
initiatives. These developments were expected tcowage educational officials to be

more open and transparent, further highlightingvidee of evaluation.
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Learning and improvementWhile government officials interviewed for this
study did not mention accountability as a poteriiabose of evaluation, they focused
more on the learning aspect of evaluation. To thtémpurpose of evaluation is problem-
solving and sense-making, uncovering the weaknessgstrengths of the system so that
necessary programmatic and policy modificationsiaemmtovements can be made. Their
definitions of evaluation strictly focused on “rewig and modifying policies and
programs” based on evaluation results. “This isathlg way [evaluation] has to go,” one
official stated, and continued, “After all, you cent keep sweeping all negatives under
the carpet. It would eventually get full.” Yet, thdid not provide any specific examples
of how current policies and programs have been fiealdor improved based on
evaluation feedback. For example, many informantduding government officials,
wondered if the recent and controversial law knas@+4+4 is currently being
evaluated. A couple of informants mentioned howNfieistry changed the age
requirement for starting school from 60-month-dl$6-month-olds under this
regulation. Although a few educational officialpogted having consulted with the civil
society organizations to discuss alternatives aaklenmecessary and timely changes to
this policy, one official claimed that the changelgably was due to overwhelming
media coverage and critique, not necessarily tdilsle evaluation information, which is
believed to be currently nonexistent.

Policy developmentA number of informants mentioned the developmental
purpose of evaluation. Since the qualitative inewg confirmed that formal policy and
program evaluations were rare in the educationabkae domain, they implied that the

closest educational officials have been to condgaind utilizing evaluations has been
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policy development. Pilot studies and basic reseas discussed before, as well as
needs assessment and situational analyses weld@a®as priori evaluative activities
that provide evidence for developing policies adr@gsing emerging needs.

In sum, evaluation was commonly defined as a talsisess policy or program
outcomes with a purpose to restore or strengtheoustability. The learning aspect of
evaluation was also mentioned as a way to improlieips by learning from mistakes.
Since the notion that evaluation is a relativelwrerm is commonplace among the study
participants, most of the discussion around whgb@ae evaluation serves was
theoretical at best. This observation explaingMi@& units’ pursuit of niche within the
education domain in that actual accounts of evalnatudies were rarely shared.

Uses of evaluationDespite the substantial consensus on evaluatenérgent
evolution in the Turkish educational domain, a mgjof informants wanted to use
evaluations instrumentally for decision makingvdray a direct, correlational line
between results and action. They placed high saamte on the need for evidence to
alter the educational domain’s resemblance togséjiv puzzle” of free flowing
educational initiatives, offering evidence as atidarte to political interests. In particular,
a majority of government officials affirmed thekelkef in evidence-based decision
making, stating that continuous improvement iseaquuisite for a legitimate
government. Another official indicated that the Miny’'s principle is “right data, right
decision.” One common perception among governmeiciads was to “keep up with the
developed countries” that also use evidence far teeision making.

But a few informants expressed hesitation regarthegnstrumental use of

evidence for decision making. One government afidid not expect that evidence

178



would be used 100% of the time in the educationalophence he suggested offering
multiple policy scenarios and alternatives basedwailable data to expand decision
makers’ horizons. An academic specifically pointea lack of participatory decision
making that yields incomplete evidence, hence in@te reality. The academic also
revisited overreliance on quantitative indicatand argued that:

| have some reservations about data-based deorsa&img... People tend to

work with quantitative indicators mostly; they tydevelop policies based on

test results for example, and we know that testlt®sgo not tell everything about

students... a culture of teaching-for-the-testtod-for-the-test develops as a

result. | think data-based decision making is ingoarbut we need to discuss

what the data are supposed to look like and hoerdesthey need to be.
Similarly, civil society representatives leaned emtwwards the conceptual use of
evaluations in their effort to eventually incredise role of evidence in decision making.
One representative indicated:

MoNE is not a monolithic institution. It is stilnampact if you can influence

decision makers’ behavior or attitude, change thg thiey think about or

approach policymaking just even a little bit. Thwe, need to define impact in a

much larger framework. Otherwise, it will be unfarcivil society organizations

or organizations that deal with public policiesyeation policies because we need
to underline the fact that they are not decisiokens Nor do they have any
power of mandate.

In sum, a subtle tension emerged regarding theumn&intal use of evaluation
findings directly for policy or program decisior@iven the hierarchical and politicized
nature of educational policymaking in Turkey, nomgmmental participants appeared to
favor the conceptual use of evaluation findinggredually change the mindset of
decision makers over time. Yet, some officials seegmmopeful and expectant about the

instrumental use so that data-driven “right decisiccan be made. This tension further

reflects the confusion about what evaluation cafly®ffer in the Turkish context.
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Objects of evaluation.The discussion of purposes and uses of evalufiiion
educational decision making highlighted some sarapéduation studies. Throughout the
gualitative interviews, several objects of evaloatwvere discussed, among which
projects were most frequently quoted and prograere \east mentioned. Table 18
summarizes the objects of evaluation mentionetenrterviews and documents
reviewed. The table illustrates and further conéirtime involvement of donors in the
Turkish education sector. Evaluation was frequetidgussed in the context of donor-
funded education projects, which introduced thecephand practice into the sector as

discussed before.

Table 18. Examples of Evaluands Discussed Duriagriterviews

Evaluand Examples

Project Monitoring of Vocational and Technical SalsoProject (MTEM);
Quiality of Vocational Schools Project; Strengthenuh Early
Childhood Education Project; Fatih Project; Comuatiel Cash Transfer;
School Milk Project; Violence Against Children R¥of; Democratic
Citizenship Project; Strengthening Human Capitajéat; Supporting
Basic Education Project; METKEP; METEG; Drop-Outt&aProject

Product Curriculum, lesson plans, textbooks, stugertfolios, educational
conferences and workshops

Policy 4+4+4

System PISA and TIMMS scores, MEBBIS and e-sclatd

Procured Instructional technology; maintenance of schooldngs and school

ltems supplies

The overwhelming referrals to projects as evaluatibjects during interviews
signaled the extent to which evaluation is incogped into decision making, hence its
assigned value. One official indicated that siteeintroduction of project management
around the 1990s, “countless projects” — mostlgrimationally funded and delivered —

were implemented in the education domain, someha¢lwhave been introduced before.
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Another official shared, “There is nothing that Imad been tried, absolutely nothing” in
the context of such projects.

On the one hand, the nature of projects was seenable the conduct and use of
evaluation. Project officials expressed that spicgects are short-term and targeted with
a specific budget, a discussion of their impacbb&es inevitable. Common providers of
project evaluations were noted to be the bilatanal multilateral funding organizations
(World Bank, UNICEF, the EU, UNDP, etc.). Duringetmterviews, these organizations
were frequently mentioned as powerful actors, anditbue of their perceived
independence and professionalism, their evalusgovices were highly esteemed,
thought to produce tangible and practical feedliaokugh a systematic process. One
official argued that, “The EU projects are spotlesthis sense. They are designed to
impact policies with their big budgets.”

On the other hand, a majority of nongovernmentarmants expressed
confusion about these projects’ real impact in &yrkhence the image of “project
dumpster” introduced above. These informants hadrtipression that these international
projects did not serve any valued purpose other pnaviding financial incentives. A
few academics who served as external consultansofoe of these projects indicated
that they had not been implemented in a “healthgthner, but did not elaborate.

Only one government official out of 35 intervieweakked specifically and
intentionally about the logic of programming andvthe educational domain in Turkey
should focus on programs rather than short-terrjept® This official defined programs
as multi-faceted, longer-term initiatives that arere inclusive and comprehensive than

projects. The official claimed that programmingitogould partially remedy the
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education domain’s image of “project dumpster” asdist incorporating an evaluative
mindset into decision making.

In sum, education projects, mostly funded by Tuikegevelopment partners,
overwhelmed the conversations about sample evatluatudies. A lack of discussion on
nationally-driven and designed policies and progragflects the influence of donors on
the emerging practice of evaluation in Turkey.

Future of Evaluation: “25% and loading...”

Given the lack of history with the concept and ficecof evaluation in Turkey as
noted by the participants in this study, the futofrevaluation as a form of inquiry was
contested. Despite the institutionalization of éwaluation function at MONE, confusion
about what evaluation really means and what it deaky offer to decision making
confirmed this finding. This section outlines thgportunities and barriers to building
and sustaining the value of evaluation for educatidecision making in Turkey.

Too radical to be true.Overall, Turkey’s bureaucratic culture and the
unmanageability of the growing education systesujgposedly the most debated issue in
the Turkish educational decision domain since ®f0%, so much so that Dinger’s first
act was to put a dramatic stop to these problemsitigting the design and passage of
Decree No. 652. The tremendous growth of the eduatsystem over the years with
more schools, teachers, and students necessitata, anore effective, responsive, and
manageable approach to administration (Urgent Ad8an, 2003). This restructuring of
the central education administration has been me&ti in government and national
development plans several times (Government Ad®lanm, 2002, 2011; Ministry of

Development, 2006, 2013). Specifically, Urgent AntPlan (2003) prioritized the
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restructuring of the education system, which atitine comprised 50 different units with
over 5,500 staff members — a “clumsy bureaucrdagt made it difficult to provide
effective services. Hence, educational governaefmem was long considered
“essential,” “inevitable,” and “imperative.”

Nevertheless, a number of informants indicated tthethange in educational
administration introduced by Decree No. 652 wasréalical and too fast in execution,
which left little room for thorough deliberationdneflection, thus posing challenges to
the future valuation of evaluation. The size of ¢akication system led an official to
argue as follows:

The educational decision domain resembles a nraltet truck. The central

administration is on the steering wheel with thevprcial units located at trailers.

It is both difficult and hazardous to control, mawer, and operate these multiple

trailers all at once. When the central adminisbrasteers or rotates sharply,

rollover is highly likely.
Thus, change making should be “evolutionary, nethkgionary” in this context, one
academic suggested, in order to ease the procespfation and increase the chances
of internalization. Since the execution of reforravements is believed to be radical in
Turkey, the public has developed a distaste or epathy toward reform movements, as
two academics warned. One government official didtéou need to manage the
perception [of people]. We are talking about 17lionl students. Change making and
innovation will not be easy. You cannot just sautBdid a needs assessment’;
policymaking or programming does not work that Wa#s a result, evaluation’s

conceptual and practical anchoring in the educatamsion domain is believed to

change depending on political fluctuations in tkeision domain.
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The predicament of organizational memoryDincger’s radical change is
believed to have affected the institutional menmuriyloNE, and organizational memory
is found to be paramount in affecting the futurbugaof evaluation. One government
official remarked:

It is so hard to erase the things that you alrdambyv. It is hard to get rid of

evidence. We need to be a ‘forgetting society’ befwe can be a ‘learning

society.” One can easily be trapped with the alydadrned schemes. Then, you
tend to think, ‘Nothing good will become of him.6Fexample, you have a staff
member who constantly refers to the historic facts who just does not wish to
change his mental schemes. So then it does natmnedlly that you changed the
system unless the individuals have changed.

Two camps emerged during the interviews regardiegrhpact of Decree No.
652. On the one hand, the new M&E system brougheim specialists who are believed
to lack a working memory of how things work at aistry. One academic remarked:

There is a missing piece here. There are staff reesrthat had worked for the

Ministry for years. Their experience is really inmamt. All of a sudden, we went

through this spectacular change. Specialists wdhktar's or doctoral degrees are

brought in. But they do not know how the systemksoiWe needed a bridge [so
that] they can combine theory and practice anglesto do better. This change

should have been incremental. They removed thetdin®in each unit all of a

sudden and brought new ones in. The bridge hashr@&omething now is

missing.
On the other hand, some think that the young sp&tsiavill help create a solid,
sustainable institutional memory along with a ngatem. This new institutional memory
would help solidify and strengthen the place oflex@on in the system. Respondents
affirmed that institutional memory has a subtlewety powerful influence on the kind of
evaluation concept and system to be internalizbdt 1 why some believe that it is an
extremely delicate matter to develop a particulardset early on in the process with

these new specialists, whose minds are fresh amdbticarry the burden of past

practices.
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Infant yet promising. Even though Decree No. 652, which is commonly seen
radical, officially put the evaluation function ¢éme education decision agenda, a majority
of informants believed that a complete adoptiop\afluation as a decision-making tool
in the Turkish education domain will be a work mogress. One official called the
current progress as: “We are at 25% and loadinghi$ & largely due to the reported
confusion about the practice of evaluation thatiisdebated. One government official
said:

M&E units do not have a history in the educatiath@iain like other

directorates...M&E is a new concept in Turkey, in kiaistry of National

Education...We kicked off with the Law No. 5018. Imtalization of the term

will be different across departments, however.

Given the difficulty in changing people’s percepioof evaluation, officials are cautious
about their projections. Three officials commemeadhe progress of evaluation
becoming institutionalized at MoNE:

It is a transition period. We can say that we aesvting now. Hence, we cannot

say that [evaluation] evidence is provided for deei making yet and this is

normal and expected. What else is better than tkesi’said, when all the pieces
of the puzzle will fall into place, the system withprove itself.

Every change movement is a bit painful whetherikeit or not. Some people

will oppose the change but it looks like we havdiphly broken this clumsy

bureaucratic system with restructuring. Yet, fslablishment of new systems
takes time. It cannot be accomplished, say, iretkigys.

The resistance of those who are familiar with ardd¢ from status quo and those

who simply fear or cannot estimate the results méwa system although they are

largely discontent with the current system willthe biggest obstacles against the
change the Decree 652 brought about. This is intteedestiny of those who

dare make radical changes. Change making is ngolhef those who fear

resistance.

Despite evaluation’s infancy, a majority of theamhants were hopeful about the

future of evaluation in the Turkish education dexisarena. One academic with a

background in government shared:
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The idea that we are incorrigible is in our cultBet this mental schema will
disappear with globalization. The guy who inventeel total quality assurance
also went through a long process of trial and effbrs is a question of
incremental change.

One government official hoped: “We named our ba¥gE), now we need to wait and

see how it will grow up.”

Conclusion

To conclude, a conceptual framework is presented\asual guide to
understanding the constructs and tentative relatmnong them that emerged from the
findings (see Figure 15). This framework is not nida represent a theoretical
relationship among suggested phenomena, nor dogend to prescribe any specific
course of action to strengthen the value of evadodor educational decision making in
Turkey or elsewhere. It aims to contribute to tieedurse about the role and utility of
evaluation in public policymaking through empirigaduiry. The framework is depicted
as a tree — a popular metaphor to represent corpplexomena in the field of evaluation,
as in Alkin’s (2004 )Evaluation Roots- to capture the interconnectedness among
principal constructs of interest and highlight @etgents to and precedents of their
complexity.

At the bottom of the tree, the framework drawsrdtta to two antecedents that
deeply influence the value of evaluatiemderlying principlesanddecision makers/ho
make meanings and uses of these principles. Twkapid economic development
coupled with her desire for modernization suggpatticular educational governance that
is grounded on the principles of good governaresylts-based management, efficiency,

effectiveness, accountability, and transparencyilé@\rurkey’s economy is gradually

pushing to highlight the value of evaluation asaision-making tool, the extent of
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compatibility, contestations, and negotiations lestwthe so-called Western culture and
Turkish ways of thinking and living will breed ngwessibilities and generate new
tensions or opportunities for the value premisesvaluation for educational decision
making. At this juncture, the role of national ds#an makers and international actors will

be influential in making meaning and use of thggpaostunities and tensions.

Drivers Concerns Conception

{

In igenm
ivil Soti

Decision
Context

MoD MoNE '_ Decision-

International donors JDP Government makers

: Market forces Western versus Turkish culture Modernization 4:‘> gﬂde."filmﬂg
rinciples

Figure 15.A Conceptual Framework Depicting the Value of Enxadilon for Turkey's
Educational Decision Making

The body of the tree captures the principal coetdraf the educational decision-
making context — centralization, bureaucracy, PANGC 5018, Decree No. 652, and
M&E units — upon which the value of evaluation isrently grounded, envisioned, and
established. Highly centralized decision making heavy bureaucracy constitute
building blocks of the education domain throughefhanchoring of the evaluation

function and mentality is mediated. Two significgowvernment acts—i.e., PFMC No.
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5018 and Decree No. 652—represent organizatiomgdasti structures that eventually
enabled the establishment of Monitoring and Evabuatnits at the Ministry of National
Education. These units’ mandate for internal evadna and coordination of external
evaluations served to shape the nature and exteviticth evaluations are proximate to
educational policies and programs.

The branches of the tree reflect the precederttseofalue of evaluatiortoncept
drivers, andconcerns Represented within the far-right branch of tleetare constructs —
guantification, accountability, performance-basaddeting, and evidence-based practice
— related to current, major conceptions of evaturaiin the educational decision domain.
Findings suggest that quantification is now deepbted in the Turkish imagination as
the main connotation of evaluation, closely asdediavith a desire to strengthen the
principle of accountability in educational planniagd programming. The momentum for
performance-based budgeting is the consequenagaatifjcation and accountability,
further elevating evidence-based policymaking asramon denominator for conducting
evaluations in the decision making context.

Represented on the far left branch of the treelavers that will continue to
highlight the role and utility of evaluation, namevaluation champions, civil society,
and indigenous practice. Evaluation championsheejyoung, educated bureaucrats or
top managers such as the former Minister of Edanatiare likely to bear the
responsibility for promoting evaluation as a viatael and form of inquiry on the
decision agenda. Civil society indicates the fofrevaluation entrepreneurship that is
relatively devoid of political agenda, supportszeih-focused service delivery, and

advocates for participatory planning. Most impottgrthese entrepreneurs are called on
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to help contextualize, localize, and indigenize¢bacept and practice of evaluation that
is reportedly needed in the Turkish context.

The middle branch of the tree reflects concerngancy of the system, confusion
about evaluation, and politics — associated wighsiistained value of evaluation for
decision making, tempering the leading conceptairesaluation and drivers for
internalizing evaluation’s offerings for educatibdacisions, hence its location in the
middle of the tree. A lack of history with the cept of evaluation results in an infant
system that is still emerging despite all the strad adjustments and reconfigurations.
This emergence is affected by widespread confusi@mut what evaluation really means
and how it should be conducted and utilized foroational decisions. Findings suggest
that political forces such as change in educatiadalinistration, trends in globalization,
or societal dynamics will determine if and how esxdion will flourish. Since evaluation
has been brought in relatively radically, the paildi suspicious about its likely use and
potential for success, as with most of the refogenalas in Turkey that have been
introduced overnight. Reformist agendas in Turkeydoomed to change significantly
over time, perhaps losing novelty and essence thain original version. The future of
evaluation and what it could offer to educationatidions will be determined under what
umbrella reform agenda it has been brought in under

The constructs of indigenous, politics, and evidebased practice are curiously
located at the top of each branch. As the treevaluation’s value grows, these concepts
will be entangled and may give rise to serendigtales to evaluation in Turkey.

Especially the interaction between the Westerntcoaisof evidence-based decision
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making and indigenous, local ways of governancéheilmediated by the political

discourse of the time in Turkey.
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Chapter VI: Conclusion

This study is the first empirical account of théueaof evaluation for Turkish
public policymaking, specifically in the educatiddacision context. The bourgeoning
literature in evaluation in the global North hagdwoked Turkey in its case selections,
and Turkey’s academic radar has neglected the wleealuation as a decision-making
tool for educational policies and programs. Thia Isst opportunity, this study argues, as
Turkey may reveal more about the implications ef ¢hoss-cultural transfer of
evaluation systems and practice. To recover thiapnity, the study answered four
inter-related research questions:

1. To what extent and in what ways is evaluationzsii in the Turkish education
decision domain?

2. How is evaluation conceptualized in the Turkisheadion decision domain?

3. What is the need and capacity for evaluation inTimeish education decision
domain?

4. What contextual factors facilitate or hinder théuesof evaluation for Turkey’s
educational decision making?

This chapter begins with an integration of the gsidthajor findings to provide
the foundation for a later discussion on reseanchpactice in the field of evaluation. To
do so, the chapter first synthesizes the findingedch sub-research question in Table
19. The immediate discussion following this tabi# explicate how key findings from
this research relate to arguments in seminal titeeson the value of evaluation. The

chapter will conclude with recommendations for fateesearch and practice.
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Table 19. Integrated Summary of Re

search FindiogE&ch Research Question

Research Question

Evidence from the case of Turkey

1. To what extent and in what ways
evaluation utilized in the Turkish
education domain?

full-fletched database management systems and tedustaff members, evaluation practice
does not reflect a stable character in the edutatiator. The role and utility of evaluation is

wide adoption of educational initiatives is legiéitad. International donors continue to fund
external evaluations of their educational projeat&] domestic think-tank organizations
endeavor to inform public of the outcomes of pekcbased on external research.

mostly materialized and recognized through ex-piite studies based on which the systemr

iDespite a legal mandate for evaluation practicekb@o Decree No. 652, as well as integrated,

2. How is evaluation conceptualized
in the Turkish education domain?

Evaluation is still considered an emerging constiuthe education sector, and a lack of
history with the concept and reported confusionualadat the practice really entails are
believed to contribute to the frequent associabibevaluation with quantification. More
importantly, the analysis of findings exposed amegimg tension regarding the meaning of
evaluation. While reliance on quantifying educagioprocesses and products is welcomed |
some to clearly demonstrate Turkey’s alignment withdeveloped world, some
problematized this association by identifying tleeliberal underpinnings of practice and
called for a more culturally nuanced construction.

py

3. What is the capacity and need to
conduct and utilize evaluations in th
Turkish education domain?

The findings suggested a subtle hierarchy betweehio significant elements of evaluation

ecapacity for the Turkish case: legal environmemt lamman capital. First, the study notes
reservations about the legal enabling environmamgévaluation, which is commonly noted i
the literature among the most important factorsstablish the value of evaluation for decisi
making in the developing world. Second, the styzhtlgyhts the important role played by
evaluation champions in advancing an evaluatiom@@en a context where it is historically
immature and puts forward the argument that théshuman capital thanableghe
environment (either legal or political) for evaliaat to flourish.

4. What contextual factors facilitate
or hinder the value of evaluation for
Turkey’'s educational decision
making?

The findings pointed to two contextual elements t&dine the current borders of the
evaluation concept and practice in Turkey: thetjesliof educational policymaking, and
Turkey’s rapid economic development. The study sgda tension between these two
elements. While politicization of educational pghtaking is putting evaluation under dimm
lighting, rapid economic development serves to ligg the value of evaluation as a decisio

ad

making tool.
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Discussion and Implications of Findings

This study set out with the expectation that, gikenfamous geo-political
position, and socio-economic and historic connestiwith the global North and South,
Turkey would present an opportunity to test assuwomptin the field of evaluation. In line
with this expectation, the results revealed th#tpagh Turkey’s surge of development
and modernization serves to highlight the valuevafluation as a decision-making tool,
evaluation remains in limbo in the educational dieci domain due to resistance
generated primarily in the political and culturahtext. The study highlighted the role of
evaluation champions as the most significant faiqaull evaluation out of obscurity
and help localize the concept and practice for @yrkvhich is believed to be a work in
progress. To develop this argument, and in lighihefsummary table above, this section
discusses the major findings that surfaced dunitgyviews and document review for
each sub-research question and puts forward hose timedings relate to literature in the
following order: context for evaluation, conceptevaluation, need and capacity for
evaluation, and current utilization of evaluation.

Unpacking the context for evaluation in Turkey andbeyond.In line with the
central premise of this study, that is, that conteatters in articulating, negotiating,
bordering, practicing, and utilizing evaluationaatorm of inquiry for decision making,
first understanding how Turkey’s national contexeracts with evaluation — which
factors inhibit or facilitate the value of evaluatifor educational decisions — is
necessary. This study did not seek to provide gpbeten account of policymaking
mechanisms in Turkey, but rather to present afssgproaches that permit a promising

understanding of how evaluation’s value is medidgthe current context with relevant
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policy actors, their needs, interests, and oveetision structures. The findings pointed
to two contextual elements that define the curbemtlers of the evaluation concept and
practice in Turkey: politics of educational policgking, and Turkey’s rapid economic
development. The study exposed a tension betwese tivo elements. While
politicization of educational policymaking is puity evaluation under dimmed lighting,
rapid economic development serves to highlighttidae of evaluation as a decision-
making tool.

Political context.The findings indicate, first and foremost, that tble of
evaluation — including its definition, purposesestions, design, methods, uses, and
influence — in the Turkish education system mussiheted within the role of education
in Turkish social and political life. In other wardthe findings suggest that the
foundations of the education system in Turkey ereat opportunity structure within
which the foundations of evaluation in the educsladecision domain are negotiated,
established, and modified. As demonstrated by épgction of the education domain by
the informants and policy documents, educationde&s conceived and utilized in
Turkey as an instrument to build national identitgtall accompanying state ideology,
and transform the entire society in a particulay eeer since the establishment of the
Republic S§isman & Turan, 2003). Education’s ascribed role forigl transformation
necessitated hierarchical decision making centenelér the administration of the
Ministry of National Education (MoNE) so that thevper of control over education and
dissemination of state ideology as a single pamdgyconsolidated and uncompromised
(Turan, 2000). Despite Decree No. 652’'s radicamfit to decentralize the system and

facilitate inclusiveness in decision making (Aydad@®13), the philosophical and
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strategic incoherence of Turkish educational ped@nd programs due to fluctuating
agendas and dominant ideologies has been troublemg,e widely attracting criticism.
The following remarks made by Turkish scholarssilfate the common foundations of
the educational decision-making context in Turkelyich have remained largely intact
for decades, as confirmed by the informants:

The philosophy of education [in Turkey] is strichgsed on the “official state
ideology” in a very centralized educational systéhuran, 2000, p. 554)

Educational development in Turkey suffers from Itk of a holistic, evidence-
based education strategy, one which builds on maiticonsultation and
consensus. (Aydagul, 2013, p. 226)

Both primary and secondary education as well asdrigducation still remains

geared toward constructing a monotype identity akwbcultural pluralism

found in Turkey’s society, and maintains its ideptal stance. (Celik & Giir,

2013, p. 171)

This study reveals that education’s top-down, @ized, and politicized nature
in Turkey (Keser-Aschenberger, 2018al, 2012) has concealed the utility and
practicality of evaluation in the policy life cyckeecause of two complementary reasons.
First, extreme centralization paved the way toere bureaucratization that has
historically limited opportunities for collectiomd utilization of analytical evidence to
render judgments about decision making. Turan (R@ffued more than a decade ago
that the problem of a highly centralized system @asailting rigid bureaucracy still exists
in the Turkish education system, leaving littlemotor flexibility, commitment, and
ownership to policies, which is an obstacle again#iective will for obtaining solid
feedback and fostering sustainable improvemenbodetgation with practical formalities

and intensive clerical work under the guise of cdi#ation, as John Dewey argued based

on his observations of the Turkish education systet®24, paves the way to chronic
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bureaucratization where intellectual propertiese of which is justifiably evaluative
thinking — are rarely if ever utilized. Dewey (aked in Boydston, 1983) noted:

There is also a danger that any centralized systiirhecome bureaucratic, arbitrary and
tyrannical in action, and given to useless andymetbry mechanical work in making
useless records, requiring and filling uselessntsgoom others, and in general what is
termed in French ‘papasserie’ and in English ‘tagkt’ The functions of the Ministry
should be intellectual and moral leadership angiiaton, rather than detailed
administrative supervision and executive managenippt 280-281)

Second, the authoritarian prerogative of persistentralization and
bureaucratization prescribes a symbolic institial@etup for knowledge systems to be
utilized that, in essence, undermines an intelland critical outlook in policymaking
by defining the borders and margins of that knogéedAlthough institutionalization of
the evaluation function in the governmental aremslieen considered a purposeful and
valuable act to systematically integrate evaluaimo public decision making (see
Boyle, Lemaire, & Rist, 1999), its unintended cansences for the practice of evaluation
are not fully discussed in the literature. Whilealissing the benefits and drawbacks of
anchoring the evaluation function in different segs of government (i.e., legislative or
executive branches, corporate government unit),dalivorski, and Lemaire (1999)
posit that the location of evaluation significanthatters in defining the scope, purpose,
methodology, and utilization of evaluation studi€lse authors argue that when
evaluation is anchored within a governmental orggtion too close to the program or
policy (i.e., the Ministry of National Educatior@yaluation activities tend to put more
emphasis on specifically assigned internal manalyenperational issues with limited
capability to deal with the technically and polily demanding issues of impact and
relevance. As such, evaluations’ capacity to quedtie rationale and legitimacy of

certain programs or policies is significantly reddc
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Data from this study illustrate this point in theese of Turkey. The establishment
of M&E units at MONE thanks to Decree No. 652 waslently a milestone for
strengthening the value of evaluation as a decisiaking tool. Yet, M&E units, both
conceptually and practically, are believed to lmated at the bottom of a highly
structured institutional hierarchy, whose chandessibly reorienting existing policies
are contested, according to the study participdiis.findings suggest that the units are
invested in operational issues, dealing with manaleatters of performance, input-
output balance, and project procedures, ratherdkararching impact or the relevance of
policies and programs that would otherwise chabethgir continued existence (cf.
Mayne, Divorski, & Lemaire, 1999). Additionally, alving on Stufflebeam’s (2002) 18-
item checklist for institutionalizing the evaluatifunction, it is apparent that some
elements of an effective institutional structuretstain the value of evaluation are still
missing in the Turkish educational decision domadaluding but not limited to the
nonexistence of a functional evaluation policynsgtards and guiding principles for
conducting and utilizing evaluations, effective goanication channels between the
M&E and other units, as well as ongoing evaluatraming. As a result, coupled with a
bureaucracy imbued with perceived uncritical clgrigork, evaluation’s institutional
location in the Turkish educational domain may Viither limit the visibility of the
potential utility of evaluation.

Economic contextSecond, the findings suggest that, despite ttheente of
educational politics to make opaque the value afuation for educational decisions,

Turkey’s economic context is pushing further tohtight the value of evaluation, hence
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the challenging tension between the political acmhemic contexts for the evaluation
enterprise.

The findings suggest that the linkages between@ugrand education are
evident in Turkey. Turkey’s quest fdevelopmenandmodernizatiorandreformation
which are almost always repeated as the major goaélucational reform in the
country, epitomizes the connection between econgnawth and educational
achievement promoted also by Turkey’s developmarthprs such as the World Bank,
OECD, and the EU. The juxtaposition between econantyeducation holds that
education is the most important investment thaiuantry can make to sustainably
increase economic production and eventually competee global-knowledge economy.
Currently standing in ¥&place, Turkey aspires to become one of the topeareest
economies in the world by the Republic’s centenygar of 2023. The country’s drive
for economic development serves to further underttie role of educational
achievement and growth of an overwhelmingly youagyation, as discussed in
Chapter 4 and confirmed by the study informantssffengthen the connection between
these two sectors, reform in educational governlasébecome necessary — facilitated
by Turkey’s development partners — that cultivatesilture of effectiveness, efficiency,
and improved performance at the heart of which toonig and evaluation has been
located.

This observation is tied to the notiongdod governancpromoted by
multilateral organizations such as the World Ban#d ®ECD in order to spread a
particular vision for policymaking, implementaticand public service delivery. Good

governance envisions a sound public sector managegnaunded in the principles of
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participation, accountability, and transparencyoligging state, civil society, and market
closer to collaborate more effectively (Segone,808s such, it is presented as a key
ingredient for sustainable growth. With the adwefiigood governance, evidence-based
or, more commonly, results-based management bedas associated with development
as a means to ensure solid progress towards niatiem@opment goals (UNDG, 2011).

A results-based management (RBM) framework fosterglture of decision making that
aims to increase the effectiveness of governmemtrhg and programming by fully
integrating monitoring and evaluation functionithie process so that results that matter
are successfully achieved (UNDG, 2011). Many dgwatiocountries (e.g., the United
States, Canada) quickly institutionalized RBM systd¢o embed accountability into
public planning and budgeting (Lahey & Nielsen, 20Rourgeois & Cousins, 2013).
Under the leadership of major international dorsush as the UN, the World Bank, and
OECD, numerous governments in less developed dearitave also adopted RBM as a
style of decision making and moved to centralizéqguenance monitoring and evaluation
functions in their public sector management. Alalh the connection between evaluation
and development under the framework of good goverm&as been established and duly
promoted.

Parallel to this, the trend of good governancerhade its debut in Turkish public
administration through educational projects funbdgdhe country’s international donors,
as testified to by the informants. The influenc& ofkey’s international partners and
donors in the country’s educational outlook is ce®urrent issue throughout the analysis
of findings. The findings exposed that Turkey’s oimg reliance on supranational

entities in providing conceptual, technical, anhficial guidance for educational reforms
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remains intact at this date. A recap of the histrbackground of these projects is
necessary at this point. In the aftermath of Wuviar 1, the IMF and the World Bank
were among the first comers into Turkey’s educasiector by providing credits and
loans in the form of structural adjustment prograoseformulate the education system
in accordance with the free market economy (Ozdé&nBeltekin, 2012; Harvey, 2005).
While earlier education projects targeted mostlgatmnal and technical training, the
later projects especially the ones funded by thel\i®ank, were more comprehensive,
aiming to restructure the entire education systiesn, Basic Education Project | and Il,
Secondary Education Project). In the meantime, @udiosely mimics OECD’s
education agenda as a member state by participatigigbal student tests such as PISA
(Program for International Student Assessment)TdMMS (Trends in Mathematics and
Science Study), as well as by taking place in anEdacation at a Glanceeports (see
OECD, 2013). Among all these actors, the Europeaiorvis the most influential player
in reconfiguring and redirecting Turkey’s educatsystem in accordance wikicquis

The driving force behind a Europeanized educatipolty is the desire to become the
best in a competitive, global-knowledge economyn(ii 2008), and this is a mantra
continuously repeated and promoted in almost altation reports authored and
published by Turkish educational authorities.

Turkey’s international partners have paved the feay structural change in the
education decision domain through these educatfmo@cts that have foregrounded
unique concepts, including strategic planning, grenitnce management, and evaluation
in the country’s public administration, as confinigy the study participants and

reinstated in policy documents (see algmk, 2010; Celik, 2012). The findings
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demonstrated that these projects provided reseacthievelopment — perceived to be of
high quality — for Turkey’s education sector thisoarepeatedly underlined the need for a
change in educational governance. The E$géngthening the Capacity of the Ministry
of National Education Projetis the most influential project in this sense.cbee No.

652 that officially established the first M&E units MONE's history was conceptually
grounded on the Green Paper published based qudjezt findings. Evidently, the
passage of this decree was preceded by the passRE&MC Act No. 5018 in 2003 that
introduced strategic planning and performance-baseégdeting into public management
in the country. The document review suggestedAlaNo. 5018 was modeled after
Turkey’s development partners and justified ongfmunds of strengthening
accountability, transparency, effectiveness, afidiefcy in public service delivery — the
principles promoted with the advent of good govaogaas discussed earlier. These two
laws are treated as testament to Turkey’s surgatoching up with the developed world,
further serving to establish the connection betwaeriuation — albeit under the disguise
of such constructs as performance management eatdgit planning — and economic
development in the country.

In sum, the national context in Turkey, specifigéhe political and economic
contours, has created a tension as far as the shialuation is concerned that results
in locating evaluation in between full adoption aathl abandonment. While Turkey’s
rapid economic development is working to strengtiencountry’s ties with
development partners, mostly from the global Naaithg opening up a new era in public

management where effectiveness and efficiency haeeme catch-phrases, inner
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political contestations in the education sectorveoeking to obscure the value of
evaluation as a decision making tool to improvecational prospects.

Contesting the concept of evaluation in Turkey andbeyond. Given the scant to
almost nonexistent empirical literature on the aoe utility of evaluation in Turkey’s
public policymaking, much less the education sedtos study acknowledged the urgent
need to explore how evaluation is conceptualizea @sncept and practice in the country
before discussing the need and capacity for comdyand utilizing evaluations for
decision making in the first place. The study acgtiet how evaluation is
conceptualized impacts the way it is valued inghblic sector. At the onset, the study
was grounded on the assumption that the conceptadfiation in the Turkish education
decision making context will propose unique feasutret will challenge the current
conceptions of the term recognized and utilizedther contexts. Overall, the findings
indicate that this assumption was partially con&dnThis section will discuss how
evaluation is still considered an emerging constiruthe education sector, and how a
lack of history with the concept and reported csidn about what the practice really
entails are believed to contribute to the freq@ssiociation of evaluation with
guantification. More importantly, the analysis ofdings exposed an evolving tension
regarding the meaning of evaluation. While reliaonequantifying educational processes
and products was welcomed by some to clearly detradaslurkey’s alignment with the
developed world, others problematized this conratdty pointing to the neoliberal
underpinnings of evaluation practice, and calliogg more culturally nuanced

construction.
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First and foremost, the findings reveal that eviadunais mostly associated with
guantification and performance management. In @ntgjof the interviews (25 out of
35), evaluation was implicitly or explicitly discged in the context of statistics, numbers,
or student achievement test scores, as demonsina@thpter 5. Evaluation is mostly
believed to provide quantified information regaglperformance as well as compliance
with rules and regulations by clearly exhibiting ttonnection between educational
inputs and outputs. This notion explains why theshmoommon espoused purpose of
evaluation is to strengthen accountability in thekish education domain, as discussed
in Chapter 5.

Two explanations were provided throughout the inésvs as to why evaluation
evokes a mental association with numbers. Firstfitidings suggest that evaluation
remains as a new construct in the Turkish educatemision domain, despite recent
developments in the legal context and capacitydingl provided by development
partners. A short history with the concept and ficads believed to preclude the
development of professionalism in the field thatdoallow for more sophisticated
constructions and configurations, yet currentlylea@on is reduced to the level of
methodology because it is the most convenientjmntediately accessible, as
informants reckoned.

Second, some informants claimed that evaluati@an\estern concept, working
to expand the neoliberal agenda for educationatips| hence the common juxtaposition
between statistics and evaluation. As discuss#ukiprevious section, evaluation was
officially put on the decision table through intationally funded projects. These

informants critiqued the neoliberal undertone @fsin educational projects, specifically
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problematizing the strong connection between ecanpnoduction and educational
growth. As a result, these respondents’ precondam¢ions of neoliberalism may have
tainted their understanding of the concept andtime@of evaluation. Their concerns are
already established in the field of comparativecadion. In global education actors’
reports, education is equated to the process iairitathe quality workforce responsive
to the demands of global economy (Kumar & Hill, 20Grubb & Lazerson, 2004). It is
argued that national education systems are thosmefated to sustain economic
development as prescribed by neoliberal ideologpiG 2009). Specifically, nation
states are suggested to adhere to particular edoabgovernance featuring
performance-based budgeting and results-based miaeag so that they can establish,
strengthen, and maintain the principles of effentass, efficiency, and competitiveness,
which were also repeatedly reported in the intevgiand official documents for this
study. According to these scholars, other inevddbatures of this new form of
governance that spill over to almost all publidmes including education, are
standardization, quantification, categorizatiord aanking that help reinforce
commodification and marketization of the provisifreducation inal & Akkaymak,
2012; Kumar & Hill, 2009). According to some ofgtstudy’s participants, it is this
context that provides the clues for understandihg @valuation resonates with
guantification and performance-based budgetingeseth competitiveness.

Their observation can also be tied to the increasiéidation of global student
assessment studies suctEasication at a GlancePISA, TIMMS, TALIS, and PIRL in
reassessing educational quality in the countryiriteKhamsi, 2003, 2004), as in the

case of Turkey. Despite critics of the far-reachpogicy implications of these test scores
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(see Grisay & Griffin, 2006; Dolin & Krogh, 201Q)any developing countries
(Argentina, Chile) use them as measuring stickotapare themselves to other countries
(Valverde, 2014). Similarly, in the absence of sgstic, formal, national policy
evaluations in Turkey coupled with the country’sdeterm desire for modernization,
these global achievement tests are frequently iss&l/aluate” the outcomes of
educational policies and projects in Turkey (sedaygill, 2008; EARGED 2005, 2006).
An illustration of this can be found in Celik andiiG (2013) analysis of the JDP
government’s educational policies. The authorsdiote

In order to correctly determine the improvementhia quality of education following a
series of reforms, it would help to assess thectifeness and efficiency of government
policies as well as the remaining weaknesses déelts education system. International
studies including TIMMS and PISA provide valuab&alfor such analysis. (p. 156)

Parallel to this, one of the leading nongovernmeattors in shaping economic
outlook in Turkey, namely the Economic Policy Reskdoundation (TEPAV),
endeavored to draw a linear line between PISA scamne the industrialization of Turkey.
Problematizing Turkish students’ standing in PI®Akings with special reference to
their average math and science scores, the Foondatide projections about the welfare
of Turkish citizens. Specifically, the authors rihtérhe achievement level of students
who have not yet stepped into [the] job market ddtermine the capabilities of future
labor force as well as their capacity for innovatibence production model’s
technological structure in the future” (TEPAV, 20@8 6). Taking the developed
countries as a benchmark, the foundation recomnaketide Turkish educational
authorities dwell into the reasons of falling shairtriteria for educational excellence
demonstrated by the PISA scores and take advanfdge demographic advantage

offered by a young population. Nevertheless, th@stical information and comparative
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analysis in the form of league tables providedHese global tests and reports (Steiner-
Khamsi, 2003) further encourage the exclusive aggon of evaluation with sheer
testing and numbers, missing the larger level ofsien making that is much more
nuanced and complicated than imagined and recomedgi@teiner, March 2014). This
is consistent with the current conceptualizatiohevaluation in the Turkish education
domain where evaluation is conceived as a toodjf@ntification and compliance to
ensure — down the road — Turkey’s alignment withdlobal knowledge economy.

A tension emerged at this juncture whereby somaoredents simply welcomed
ongoing reliance on quantitative data to demonrstfarkey's level of development and
alignment with the global education standards, evkdme argued for its limited
contribution to educational decision making. Nekel#¢ss, a consensus emerged that a
contextualized construction of the concept of eatdun is still needed. The findings
indicate that concepts like evaluation are sociglbfitically, and culturally constructed
to remedy issues that are unique to the contexhioh they were born. Thus, the
evaluation concept will justifiably be contesteekisted, and negotiated in different
settings, as evidenced in the case of Turkey.

The request for localizing the concept to betteves¢he educational problems in
Turkey in a more responsive manner calls for brngdiack the literature on emerging
indigenous evaluation practice in the developingnty context, discussed in Chapter 2.
There has been recent theorizing about decolonematuation practice in our field,
addressing such critical questions as: Whose agsrigang served by development
evaluation sponsored by Northern donors? Whoseesaud ideas does evaluation

signify in a national context? Whose questionsaa®vered to what purpose? How are
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findings disseminated and utilized for whom? (seps$bn, Kirkhart, & Bledsoe, 2012;
Mertens, 2008; LaFrance & Nichols, 2008). A redentim in theAmerican Journal of
Evaluation(AJE) on the international growth of the evaluatpyofession revitalized the
indigenous evaluation practice (Schwandt et all32@hat was initially put forward by
Carden (2010) in another forum AJE As summarized by the director of the United
Nations Development Group in the forum, “There reead for greater attention to ensure
that evaluation is an indigenous process, rathaar ghthrust from outside, and there are
many successful examples, where national goverratteok a lead in establishing
evaluation functions” (p. 574). Although the dedwmendigenize the evaluation concept
in the Turkish education domain, aligned with Tyfkgperceived material, moral, and
ethical values — hospitality, self-sacrifice, corsgian, patriotism, and heroism (Inal,
2012) — how this can be achieved is unknown, aadtidy findings could not provide
further insight into this issue.

Reuvisiting the need and capacity for evaluation iTurkey and beyond. After
establishing the contextual and conceptual parasefeevaluation, this study aimed to
explore the need for evaluations and the existagacity to conduct and use evaluations
in the Turkish educational decision domain. Thelgteasons that the existing demand
for and supply of evaluation will impact the valscribed to the evaluation function.
Absolutely none of the respondents interviewedhar study doubted the need to
conduct and utilize evaluations to obtain systecfatdback about policies. They
identified certain elements in place that paveviag to that expectation, such as
centralized database management, educated stafb@engnand a legal mandate for

evaluations. Yet, the findings suggested a sulidiairchy among the two significant
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elements of evaluation capacity for the Turkishec#éise legal environment, and human
capital. First, the study identified reservatiobsat the legal enabling environment for
evaluation, which is commonly noted in the literatamong the most important factors
to establish the value of evaluation for decisiakimg in the developing world. Second,
the study spotlighted the important role playectbgluation champions in advancing an
evaluation agenda in a context where it is hisatlgammature and put forward the
argument that it is the human capital ttadbleshe environment (either legal or
political) for evaluation to flourish.

First and foremost, the findings suggest that éigall enabling environment for
building the value of evaluation in the Turkish edtion domain has been provided by
Decree No. 652. Despite the respondents’ visibtitement about the passage of this
piece of legislation, the majority was quick to men that the legal context is necessary
but not sufficient to maintain the evaluation eptese in the Turkish context. They posit
that the decree calls for a change in culture aciibage in thinking about how programs
and policies are designed, implemented, and mallified the findings exposed that it
will take considerable time to establish such atadég. Uniting these comments was a
common acknowledgment of the role of individualsppreciating and making meaning
of this change as well as in materializing this daged change in mindset. To sum, it is
contended that the legal environment cannot bdlyeaanslated into sustained valuing
of the evaluation function.

This last finding brings us to the second, and segiynmore important, point
about the existing human capital for building anstaining the value of evaluation that

presents a challenging tension in the case of u®a the one hand, the study
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participants praise the new, young recruits aMb& E and expect that their energy and
enthusiasm as well their level of education andgeed innovativeness will fuel
effective educational planning and programming faster the value of evaluation. On
the other hand, civil service mentality is commotitgd as an inherent obstacle to these
young bureaucrats’ desire to think critically axgb&nd their perspectives to investigate
the shortcomings of policies. In addition, the fimgs exposed some reservations about
the new recruits’ primary source of evaluation kiexge and their level of technical
evaluation skills — given that the field of praeticas not been fully developed in the
country. A need for a more solid understanding @eklopment of evaluation
knowledge, skills, and ability especially among M&aff at MONE has been warranted
to build and sustain the role and utility of evaioa.

All'in all, this study identified the existence @faluation champions as the main
drivers to promote and cement the value of evaluati the education decision domain.
The vitality of evaluation champions to growinge&raluation culture at the mesa-
organizational level is commonly cited in the m#&ieam literature (e.g., Cousins &
Bourgeois, 2014; King & Volkov, 2005; Taylor-Powé&lIBoyd, 2008). Patton (2008)
markedly highlight the significance of championsilding his Utilization-Focused
Evaluation (UFE) based on tpersonal factordefined as an individual or a group of
individuals who care about evaluations and assupersonal responsibility to use
results. These caring individuals in the Turkishteat have worked to present evaluation
as a tool for decision making. In this study, tberfer Minister of National Education,
Dincer, was repeatedly mentioned as the brain diildecree No. 652, hence the pioneer

in pushing forward the evaluation agenda in thecation sector. His educational and
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professional background as an academic and higigettvaluing of evidence are
thought to foreground this agenda. In additionuchsa strong individual actor, civil
society, more especially educational think-tankanigations, emerged as influential
advocates for improving educational planning aniicpmaking based on solid and
systematic information obtained from evaluatiorsekse of hope is developing among
the participants that the existence of evaluatlmemapions will increasingly serve the
need for increased governmental responsivenesxietal needs.

In sum, the study findings underscored the rolmdividuals in discovering,
highlighting, building, and sustaining the valuesohluation in a setting where
evaluation is still emerging as a form of inquiy.doing so, the study aims to change the
focus of the conversation from the supply-orientedhnical aspects of evaluation
capacity such as database management systemgjdinassets, legal mandates (Rist,
Boily, & Martin, 2011) — which the Turkish educatidomain is believed to already
encompass to a great extent — more into the desidadvhereby individuals — better yet
champions — make meaning and use of evaluations.

Current status of evaluation in the Turkish educaton domain. Drawing on
the context for, the concept of, and the need apdaty for evaluation in the Turkish
education decision domain, a picture has emerggatdeng the current utilization of
evaluation findings and processes. Despite a legaldate for evaluation practice, as
well as integrated, full-fletched database managemsyestems and educated staff
members, existing evaluation practice does noecetl stable character in the education

sector. The reasons for this observation are many.
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First, evaluation is still a mystery, despite thétbup expectations if the deputy
ministers or even rank-and-file bureaucrats aredghbeld accountable for the
performance of the programs and policies. Secdrdabsence of well-defined, formal
structures and procedures to conduct and utiliabuations speaks to the ascribed value
of evaluation since evaluations are likely to bediocted on aad hocbasis under the
current framework, being more susceptible to flattans in the political landscape, as
feared by the study informants. Third, the MinistffDevelopment’s reported struggle
with conducting and utilizing evaluations acrossgamental agencies tells much about
the struggle MoNE has to go through, given thednary of decision making. When the
evaluation enterprise is not yet fully incorporatei national development plans at the
top of the hierarchy, the findings suggest thatistémial adoption will be partial as well.
Last but not least, the introduction of M&E unigilitated a systematimonitoring
through the centralized database management systdmast, instead of evaluating the
relevance or effectiveness of large policy initiesi in the domain.

Under these circumstances, the role and utilitgvafiuation is mostly
materialized and recognized through ex-ante piladiss based on which the system-
wide adoption of educational initiatives is legiéitad. In the meantime, international
donors continue to fund external evaluations oifr teéucational projects, and domestic
think-tank organizations endeavor to inform thelpubf the outcomes of policies based
on external research (see ERI, 2013a, 2013b).

Concluding remarks. To return to the overarching question this studigrassed
— what is the value of evaluation as a decisioningatool in the Turkish educational

decision domain? — the integration of findings sbdlat evaluation’s value resides in its
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promise to help Turkey reach the level of most tigyed countries of the global North.
Turkey’s development is tied to the extent to whsble adheres to the new educational
governance at the heart of which monitoring anduateon reside. As such, evaluation
has been a benchmark, a measure to be taken $grotise face of an ever changing
global economy. Evaluation is a strong indicatocampliance to international best
practices, keeping Turkey in line and moving fordvaith global trends. Evaluation is a
testament to Turkey'’s resilient surge of and cargthcommitment to modernization.

While evaluation is visibly entertained on the fgrefront, its domestic
reflections are elusive due to its political natudence, evaluation is in foster care within
the borders of Turkey, specifically in the educatsector. The physical and mental space
evaluation occupies in Turkish educational decisr@aking is but a shadow, lacking
serious embodiment of built-up expectations resglfrom ongoing administrative
improvements and developmental promises. Althowgltuation is recognized as a
familiar, valuable tool, the swinging political mlate keeps evaluation’s actual value for
educational decision making in limbo. The evaluatoncept has been tainted by actors’
preconceived and normative understandings of Wagtdion, development,
modernization, and even neoliberalism; hence,stiggested that evaluation would
constitute a larger significance in governmentalif Turkish actors had a way to
indigenize it for their own information needs. Atd very juncture, individuals’ role
emerged as a significant enabler for building thki® of evaluation in Turkey.
Recommendations for Research and Practice

Based on the discussion of findings presented glitbgeurpose of this section is

to explicitly detail how this study advances thésgrg literature by highlighting the

212



remaining gaps in our knowledge about the concegtpaactice of evaluation. Similar to
the previous one, this section will explicate thedg’s contributions to research and
practice as well as remaining gaps in accordantetive research questions explored,
namely, the context for evaluation, the concemafluation, and the need and capacity
for evaluation. Recommendations are meant to infevaluation research and practice
simultaneously as this study does not assume &ay, cheaningful distinction between
the two as far as the field of evaluation is conedr

On the context for evaluation.Over the past few years, context — cultural,
social, political, and historical — has dominatied tonversation on evaluation’s use and
influence. Despite a plethora of studies that ptairthe significance of context in
defining the terms of evaluation in organizatioseitings (Cousins & Bourgeois, 2014),
empirical accounts of why and how evaluation asrenfof inquiry is negotiated and
altered in a low or middle income country’s goveamtal decision-making setting are
still rare. A comprehensive issueéw Directions for Evaluatiotitled “Context
Matters” edited by Conner, Fitzpatrick, and Rogl2)) has been the closest attempt in —
borrowing the authors’ own words — “bringing corttém background to foreground”
in decision-making settings (Rog, 2012, p. 26)., Yieirs still did not unpack — nor did it
have the intention to — the specific elementsmiddle-income, non-Northern country
context whose history with evaluation practice doetsgo back far. This is the gap these
findings endeavored to close, drawing on the cqurdse of Turkey. Specifically this
study advances the literature on the context fatuation in two significant ways. One
concerns the juxtaposition of political structuaesl evaluation, and the other takes into

account the field of practice in which evaluati@n e established as a valued enterprise.
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First and foremost, the study findings point oa igsue of what specific role
evaluation can assume in a context where educhésrtraditionally been conceptualized
and materialized as a tool of control and indoetiion of state ideology. While
evaluation’s incorporation into decision makindpaieved to mirror participatory
democracy in the global Northern context (Gree®530drawing on Celik and Gur’'s
(2013) remarks about the Turkish “education sysseemcessively centralized
organizational structure as well as the presencwerfly nationalistic expressions in
school curricula that leaves no room for pluralena seeks to indoctrinate the student
body” (p. 172), it is safe to argue that evaludsanle to promote a diversity of voices,
viewpoints, and realities is likely to be signifitly limited in Turkey. When the
governmental decision agenda seeks to promoteiasendinate particular values in a
society by default, the following questions showmidrit attention in moving forward with
expanding this field of practice into virgin contexWhat value does evaluation
ultimately seek to address in a particular pubtitqy area? What is the ethical warrant
for evaluative judgments when the states establisiiuation systems to aid a particular
vision for decision making? Can evaluation’s valiheere state dogmatism exists ever be
legitimated?

Second, scholars have emphasized the trans-disanplnhature of evaluation
(Scriven, 1994as thoughevaluative thinking and the installment of evaloaisystems
could take roots and prosper in any field of pcgqually. This assumption grossly
treats the governmental decision-making contex laglistic entity — easy to study,
comprehend, and manipulate — whereas experienadyciiggests that it is actually

larger than the sum of its parts, including differne ministries with different policy
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areas. Depending on organizational structure,istpfequirements, and engagement with
domestic and international counterparts and, nraportantly, the degree of

politicization and polarization in its area of gatiction, a governmental body’s likelihood
of internalizing evaluative thinking and activitiedll be immensely different. For
example, while the field of education has beentadwfor evaluative thinking to

flourish and expand in many developed countrieg (e United States, Canada, and the
United Kingdom), given the significance and pol#ation of educational services for
national development and security, the field ofedion in Turkey may not be a
convenient and effective choice for evaluation cpiems to build systems and practice.
Hence, the following questions still beg for anvaesfor which this study provided the
leeway: Which fields of practice — or the areag@fernmental jurisdiction — are much
more welcoming to building and maintaining the eabi evaluation in a country

context? How and why does it make a differencet@duce evaluation through a
particular sector?

On the concept of evaluationMultiple and differentiated meanings of
evaluation as a form of inquiry in the Turkish edlticn sector revealed that the
discussion on the philosophical foundations ofdbiecept of evaluation in the global
South is immature in existing empirical and anealdatcounts. Existing literature treats
evaluation as an exclusive, single-handed phenom#nad essentially exists in a vacuum
and shapes the direction and nature of decisionestlin a unidirectional fashion. The
findings of this study indeed suggest that paradiggrfoundations of any evaluation
system will be grounded and justified on the plufdscal underpinnings of policies that

the very evaluation system is established to addfes an extensive discussion of
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distinct educational philosophies and their reftatd on policies, see Turan, 2008). As a
result, this study advances the literature on treept of evaluation in two unique ways:
the first one relates to the philosophical complgtyibetween policy agendas and
evaluation regimes that may not seem apparentsasfght, as in the case of Turkey; and
the second one, building on the first point, drattention to the difficulties in creating

an indigenous construction of evaluation in anvenare a particular and a relatively
dominant vision for evaluation may already havenbesenstructed.

To begin with, the study findings on the concepéwdluation alert us to the
guestion of why certain conceptions of evaluatian ,(quantification, performance-based
budgeting, and compliance as in the case of Turkepgrsede others in a given policy
context. The argument was made earlier that theskafi educational policies that are
being promoted in Turkey explain the kinds of ea#ilon concepts and systems
envisioned and structured. The pursuit of modetimraand development provide the
rationale for Turkey’s current educational outlo®k. this end, as pointed out in the
previous section, the success of Turkey’s educatisystem is nowadays assessed by the
rate of return in the job market, and this conrwercts facilitated by international student
achievement tests. This signals a need for a péatievaluation regime favoring the
ubiquitous discourse on quantification in the depatent landscape. Thus, this study
invites evaluation scholars and practitioners terapt to answer the following questions:
How and in what ways does the ideological orientatf government policies
(education, health, environmental, etc.) necessdaiarticular vision for evaluation?
How does globalization of national education pelcimpinge on the concept of

evaluation in LMICs?
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At this point, this study aims to redirect scholatsention to the role of
multilateral and bilateral donors in potentiallpstiardizing the value of evaluation for
decision making in a developing country contexteinationalization and globalization
are believed to be the major driving forces bemafdrm agendas across countries (Boli,
Ramirez, & Meyer, 1985; Philips, 2004; Celik, 201@)chestrated by supranational
actors such as OECD, World Bank, IMF, EU, UNICERJ &NDP, as demonstrated in
the case of Turkey. These powerful actors seeleterchine the direction and content of
national educational policies around the world tigto standards and criteria for
educational excellence (Steiner-Khamsi, 2004). Btiocal studies, reports, statistics,
and test scores administered, conducted, compitetipublished by these organizations
may be, at times, treated as theh in education sector, demarcating a zone of aughori
that members are expected to submit (Rinne, 200f&xefore, caution is warranted
because, while scholars in the field of evaluatiame been pushing for more diversity in
evaluation approaches, systems, and practice femigid to utilization, supranational
actors may be pulling towards a more homogenizatuation regime across the world
driven primarily by methodological concerns. Evaioia scholars and practitioners
cannot afford to overlook the terms and conditiohsvaluation that developing
countries are pressured to accept. As a resuétriaglquestion of whether evaluation
systems are reinforcing colonizing assumptionsos¥fgr and authority by their potential
discourse of standard setting should merit attaritiche field of evaluation (Steiner-
Khamsi, March 2014).

This last point brings us back to one of the eadrguments of this study about

the indigenous evaluation practice in the globaltBowhile the need for ceding control
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over evaluation agendas from donors to the devetppountry people is starting to be
discussed in the literature (Carden, 2007), thetiue of how a locally-relevant
evaluation mindset can be established is stillearclOne the one hand, this study points
out that the notion that evaluation plays a pivodé in every governmental decision-
making process — uninhibited by political systemggeaucratic cultures, and historical
structures — runs the risk of essentializing thecept of evaluation and practice to an
extent that the meaning, margins, and negotiabbesaluation’s value in unadulterated
contexts are overlooked. Decolonizing Methodologie$Smith (2012) pointed to this
essentialist tone in Western practices of reseanchits cognate field of evaluation:

Research “through imperial eyes” describes an gmbravhich assumes that Western
ideas about the most fundamental things are theideas possible to hold, certainly the
only rational ideas, and the only ideas which cakersense of the world, of reality, of
social life, and of human beings. It is an apprdacindigenous peoples which still
conveys a sense of innate superiority and an ovadsmce of desire to bring progress
into the lives of indigenous peoples — spirituaithellectually, socially, and
economically. (p. 58)

Parallel to Smith’s argument, this study also iewitis to be alerted to ethnocentric
assumptions of evaluation practice that may bebbskeed and routinized over time by
institutional and governing structures and dulys$farred to indigenous contexts.

On the other hand, this study did not find any etoal opportunity to further
unpack what an “indigenously” or “authentically” rkish evaluation practice might look
like, other than exposing that there is a needif@. To be specific, the respondents
clearly mentioned that the Turkish culture wouldypde a solid foundation for building
a local mindset for the practice, yet the guidditeachieve an authentic Turkish
evaluation practice were not discussed. The fielevaluation, in the meantime, has been
slow to engage in theoretical and philosophicalvessations about indigenous

evaluation practice in contexts outside of the gldtorth (for an exception see Carden &
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Alkin, 2012). Hence, this study seeks to rejuvetla¢etheoretical conversation by calling
scholars to investigate the following questions:atMifioes the term “indigenous” mean in
a given country context? What do an indigenousuatadn concept and practice look
like in a given country context? What are the irogions of indigenous evaluation for
the field of evaluation beyond a conversation othom@ological choices?

On the need and capacity for evaluationECB in a developing country context
has been advanced and explored in various bookstads (e.g., Boyle & Lemaire,
1999; Segone, 2008, 2009; Tarsilla, 2012), anddtitidy’s findings contribute to this
bourgeoning literature in two significant ways.gEjrthis study partially — and indirectly
— provides empirical evidence for the success d8 BClivities designed and organized
by the aid organizations in the global South. Sd¢time study puts forward an argument
that there might be a hierarchical relationshipveenn the elements of evaluation
capacity identified in the literature.

To begin with, at the outset, this study problemetithe rationale for and the
success of evaluation capacity building (ECB) i ¢gfobal South, orchestrated primarily
by Northern-based aid organizations. It was ext@hgidiscussed in Chapter 2 that these
efforts may serve the needs of donors for a susbé@rassessment of the impact of their
development projects more so than the needs ofa@ag country partners. Given the
study’s conclusion that evaluation still remainseamerging construct in the Turkish
education decision domain (Tirk, Yalgin, & Uns&08) despite the plethora of
educational projects funded by Turkey’s developnpamtners, as well as ECB activities
provided for the education sector (Stout, 2013 ,dbnors’ success in streamlining

evaluation in public sector management in LMICgiggifiably contested. More
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especially, the suggested relationship betweemsesef ownership of policies and the
need for evaluations in a national context is ferrtielling about the success of ECB
efforts. Some participants argued that a needdbcyevaluations, underneath, drives
from a sense of ownership to those policies, wiscin large measure, distorted by the
continuous involvement of international actorsha Turkish education sector. It was
probably this notion that partially caused theicsito speak of the education sector as a
“ligsaw puzzle” or a “project dumpster.” This argem counsels a critical caution: While
donors invest in ECB, working to advance the ev@naagenda, their policy initiatives
may reduce local actors’ feeling of ownership toséh policies that in return discredit the
need to evaluate. Hence, this study invites sch@ad practitioners alike to be critical of
the success of ECB efforts in the global Southestigating the unintended
consequences within the larger context of develaoypnmiatives.

Second, and parallel to the previous point, thdystuas premised on the
argument that ECB is context specific (King, 200i@nce the warrant of contextual
variations of a broader set of elements relatezl/&duation capacity. Although ECB at
the meso (organizational) level was not the prinfacys of this study — the attention
was rather directed towards the macro level okthgcation domain incorporating more
than the Ministry of National Education as the fquaint — these findings may provide
an opportunity for a more critical outlook for umsi@nding and differentiating ECB
efforts across domains, sectors, or organizatiBpgutting the individuals at the center
of ECB conceptual or practical frameworks and glings, the Turkish case suggests that
there is perhaps an order to building capacity éortext where evaluative thinking or

culture is historically underdeveloped. The exigtiterature on ECB treats all elements
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of evaluation capacity equally important, implyitmngt all need to be eventually in place
for evaluation to be cemented in an organizatiog. (&ielsen, Lemire, & Skov, 2011;
Stockdill, Baizerman, & Compton, 2002). This studg,the contrary, requests a
systematic, empirical investigation of the speaifite of evaluation champions in a
developing country context in building a valuedlaation enterprise in the public sector
guided by the following questions: Who is an evabrachampion in a developing
country context? How does one become a champiarcontext where an evaluation
culture is historically missing?

To sum up, drawing on social science literaturenftbe fields of evaluation,
comparative education, public policy, and interovadil development, this study revisited
the origins of evaluation practice in the globalktiern context, traced its expansion into
the global South across a number of sites, ancedrthat context matters in transferring,
borrowing, negotiating, establishing, practicingdaising the concept and practice of
evaluation. By suggesting that evaluation is a madk a country’s quest to modernize
and Westernize, this study sheds light on the tioe®©f cross-cultural expansion of the

field of evaluation.
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Epilogue

Turkey’s historic image as a bridge connecting Ea$Vest, fusing the global
South and North in its unique landscape, will hardlever, get old. A year does not pass
by without domestic or foreign players finding aywa demonstrate different derivatives
of this image, and this study is only one of thé&®m.a country that has long set one eye
on the West, evaluation’s potentially fleeting stain Turkish governmental life upsets
the global knowledge economy’s authority and lo§icice the advent of good
governance, a particular structure for educatigoakrnance has been promoted for the
sake of efficiency and effectiveness, and Turkeylbeen called on to commence a series
of political and administrative reforms. Establigtimhof monitoring and evaluation units
at the Ministry of National Education was a symbgditrategic response to that call.
However, the country’s established political stames and cultural outlook justifiably put
evaluation under a dimmed light, mirroring the piasdacal nature of development the
country has comfortably fallen into. Turkey wardsetit her cake and have it, too.

Evaluation’s value is bounded by time and spaceurkey, significantly
mediated by the political ideologies of its timelahe modernizing assumptions it
advances, hence it remains unattended at worsta@nitblled at best. Turkey’s strategic
refrainment from fully materializing the value ofsduation for governmental decision
making invites evaluation scholars and practitisiterwrestle with normative questions
of development, modernization, and decolonizatiwh t# assemble to bear evidence
with theoretical and empirical rigor on discussisasrounding the cross-cultural

expansion of our practice.
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Appendix A. Interview Protocols
Semi-Structured Interview Protocol for Government (fficials

In English. Good afternoon. Thank you for agreeing to parétegn this
interview. My name is Hanife Cakici, a Ph.D. caradedfrom the University of
Minnesota in the United States. This interview sa& of my doctoral research study that
aims to explore educational decision-making prastiand determinants of effective
educational programs and policies. First, let maaar that | will take notes during the
interview. Second, may | record our interview waiiaudio recorder? You are free to
say “no” now or at any point in our conversatioheTpurpose of an audio recording is
only to aid in note-taking; any recording made wit be included with the report or
shared with anyone. Is this acceptable? Pleasdréseto share your point of view
honestly. Both negative and positive comments aleamed; sometimes the negative
comments are the most helpful. Do you have anytmunssfor me before we start?

Part One Educational decision making practices

1. Can you briefly describe your job/position withiretMinistry?
a. How does your role—directly or indirectly—related@ducational
programs and policies?
How would you describe the culture of this Mini&try
Can you explain how decisions are made regardingagtbnal programs and
policies at the Ministry?
a. How are tasks typically structured?
b. Who holds power in educational decision making pss€
4. What factors (values, politics, personalities eaff¢ct educational decision
making?

a. What values, cultural issues, traditions, persdiraliexpectations in the
educational decision making context are cruciairtderstand how policy
and programmatic decisions are made and executed?

b. Are there any topics that are simply off-limits fliscussion in this
Ministry?

5. What are some of the most current educational progrand policies?

How long have they been in operation?

What do you think these programs or policies intendchieve?

How do you know that they are achieving their igketh outcomes?
To what extent are these programs’ and policiealgyand objectives
specified?

wn

apop

Part Two Experience with evaluation

1. What data is currently collected on educationafpamns and policies?
a. How is it used?
b. To what extent do people here routinely use dafsesof ongoing
educational activities?
2. When you think about program evaluation, what wazothes to your mind?

248



. What previous evaluation experiences have you had?
a. What are the examples of evaluations that you densiseful? What
made them useful?
. To what extent has Ministry staff received trainingprogram evaluation,
whether formal or informal?
a. Has the Ministry engaged in evaluation capacityding or continuous
improvement processes?
b. How would you characterize staff's experiences?
How would you say program evaluation is viewed fAere
a. Are there any evaluation champions in the Ministry?
b. To what extent is there potential resistance tduat@n?

Part ThreeEvaluation’s perceived influence on decisions

1. What role do you see for evaluation in educatiaiegision making context?

a. How much influence do you expect evaluation to haveducational
decisions?

b. How much do (would) evaluation results affect tbatmued work of the
educational programs and policies?

c. What ethical, cultural and political issues requitntion to understand
the role of evaluation in educational context?

. What needs to be done to achieve the desired déwefluence?

a. What structure exists to use the results?

. What kinds of barriers exist for utilizing evaluats to support educational
decision-making?

. What kinds of opportunities exist for utilizing évations to support educational
decision-making?
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In Turkish. GoOrGsme istgimi geri gcevirmedginiz icin gok tgekkur ederim.
Halen Amerika Birlgik Devletlerinde Minnesota Universitesi’nde devatmekte olan
doktora gitimim kapsaminda yurutfiiim tez ¢cakmasi icin bu goérimeyi yapmak
istedim sizinle. fzleme/Dgerlendirme Cagmalarinin Turkiye’de Eitim Kararlari icin
Deger Onermesi” bgikli bu doktora tezi tilkemizdeg@imde karar alma
mekanizmalarinda izleme/gerlendirme camalarinin rolind ve 6nemini atamayi
amaclamaktadir. Bulungunuz konum itibariyle, tecrtibe ve bilgi birikimimmzbu
calismaya buyuk bir katki ggayaca@ini disinmekteyim. Bu ¢cagma Milli Egitim
Bakanlgl ve Kalkinma Bakangi'nda calgan Ust diizey birokratlar ilgiém
fakiltelerinde argtirma yapan deneyimli akademisyenleri icermektefliastirmanin
size ve bulundgunuz kuruma hicbir risk getirmesi beklenmemekteir.bilimsel
arastirma kapsaminda §sel bilgilerinizi gizli tutulacaktir. Daha fazlalgi icin ekte
Katilmc! Bilgi ve Onay formunu bulabilirsiniz. Bargtirma Minnesota Universite’sinin
Etik kurulu tarafindan onaylangtir. Baslamadan 6nce sormak istguohiz bir soru var
mi1?

Birinci Bélum: Egitimsel faaliyetler ve uygulamalar

1. Kisaca Milli Egitim Bakanlgi'ndaki gérevinizden bahseder misiniz? Ne tur
sorumluluklariniz var?

a. Bakanliktaki gorevinizin (direk ya da dolayli ol&yaegitim politikalari ve
projeleri ile b&lantisi nedir?

2. Egitim sistemini etkileyen kararlarin ggim politikalari ve projeleri ile bakargin
yapisal gleyisini etkileyen hukimlerin) normahrtlarda nasil alingini
anlatabilir misiniz?

a. Kararlar kim nasil bicimlendiriyor?

b. Bu surecte bakanlik birimlerine ne gibi rolsdror?

3. Egitimde karar alma surecini etkileyen faktérler gizelerdir?

a. Hangi dger yargilari, kiltarel, ekonomik ve sosyal olgulgelenekler,
yasam tarzlari, toplumsal ya da bireysel beklentilgtim politikalari ve
projelerinin yapilanmasina ve uygulanmasina etkice@ Ornek verebilir
misiniz?

b. Tecriibenize dayanarajy anki mevcut diizendegim kararlari
kapsaminda korgulmasi, karara @anmasi ya da uygulanmasi mamkin
olmayacak, yasak-bolge olarak adlandipmeer konu baliklar var mi?

4. Bulundyunuz birimi yakindan ilgilendiren giincetigm politikalari ve
projelerinden bazilari nelerdir?

a. Ne zamandir bu politika/projeler yarurlikte?

b. Bu politika ya da projelerin (herhangi biri ya deplsi) hedefleri nelerdir?

c. Bu politika/projelerin hedefleri ne derece belireg, tanimlanmy ve
sekillenmistir?

d. Bu politika ve projelerin hedeflerine gl@ ulasmadgini biriminiz (ya da
bakanlik) nasil anliyor?

ikinci Bolim: izleme / Dgerlendirme Alani Hakkinda Tecriibe ve Birikimler

6. Genelde gitim politikalari ve projeleri ile ilgili ne tur astirmalar yapiliyor?
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a. Ne tur veriler toplaniyor?

b. Bu veriler/aratirma sonuglari nasil kullaniliyor?

c. Bakanlik calsanlari bu verilere/asairmalara politika uygulama ve
gelistirme surecinde ne siklikla pairuyorlar?

7. Politika ya da proje izleme/derlendirmesi deyince akliniza ne geliyor (bir
kelime, bir resim ya da figur olabilir). Lutfen glindi(gtintiz kelime ya da figurt
anlatir misiniz?

8. Izleme/dgerlendirme ¢cafmalari ile ilgili gecm§ deneyim ve kazanimlariniz
nelerdir?

a. TecrlUbelerinize dayanarak ne tugddendirme cagmalarini faydali
buldunuzsimdiye kadar? Bunlari faydali yapan faktorler néiet

9. Bakanlik personeliyle birlikte ya da siz bireyskrak politika/proje
izleme/dgerlendirme gitimi (degerlendirme kapasitesi gglirme ya da kalite
iyilestirme sureci vb.) aldiniz mi?

a. Egitimi kim ne zaman verdi?
b. Calisma arkadglarinizin (ya da sizin) buggime olan tepkisi nasildi?
10.Bakanlikta, politika/proje izleme/@erlendirmesi genel olarak nasil algilaniyor
(goralayor)?
a. Bakanlik bunyesinde politika/proje izlemeggelendirme konusunda oncu
olan kki ya da birimler var mi? Hangileri?

Ucuinci Bolum izleme/dgerlendirmenin karar alma stirecinde roli

11.Su anki mevcut durumda, politika/proje izlemetddendirme cabmalari,
Turkiye'de gitimde karar alma sirecinde ne tarz bir rol oyn@yor

a. Bu konuda gelege donuk beklentileriniz nelerdir?

b. Turkiye'de, dgerlendirmenin gitim alaninda roltind anlamak icin ne tarz
etik, kulturel, siyasi ya da ekonomik faktorlerizgéniinde bulundurmamiz
gerekiyor?

12.izleme/dgerlendirme cabmalarinin gitim kararlarinda etkili olmasi icin neye
ihtiyag var (neler yapilmasi gerekiyor)?

c. Bakanlik bunyesinde bu etkiyi yaratabilecek nesiétemler ya da yapilar
mevcut?

13. Egitimde karar alma slrecinde izlemegddendirme sistemlerini ve
uygulamalarini kullanmada ne tur engeller var?

14.Egitimde karar alma surecinde izlemegddendirme sistemlerini ve
uygulamalarini kullanmada ne tir firsatlar mevcut?
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Semi-Structured Interview Protocol for Nongovernmenal Respondents

In English. Good afternoon. Thank you for agreeing to parétggn this
interview. My name is Hanife Cakici, a Ph.D. caradedfrom the University of
Minnesota in the United States. This interview sa& of my doctoral research study that
aims to explore educational decision-making prastiand determinants of effective
educational programs and policies. First, let maaar that | will take notes during the
interview. Second, may | record our interview waiiaudio recorder? You are free to
say “no” now or at any point in our conversatioheTpurpose of an audio recording is
only to aid in note-taking; any recording made wi be included with the report or
shared with anyone. Is this acceptable?

Please feel free to share your point of view hdpeBbth negative and positive
comments are welcomed; sometimes the negative catsraee the most helpful.

Do you have any questions for me before we start?

Part One Educational decision making practices

1. Can you briefly describe your research interestsnigsion of your
organization)?

a. How do your research interests—directly or indiyeetrelate to
educational programs and policies?

2. To what extent are you involved with educationalisien making?
a. Have you worked with a governmental agency before?
i. If yes, what did you do?
3. What are some of the most current educational progrand policies that you are
aware of or conduct research or evaluation on?

a. What do you think these programs or policies inteEndchieve?

b. How do you think they are achieving their intendeticomes?

4. In your opinion, how decisions are made regardohgcational programs and
policies in Turkey?

a. Who holds power in educational decision making psse

5. What factors (values, politics, personalities ea€f¢ct educational decision
making?

a. What values, cultural issues, traditions, perstiealiexpectations in the
educational decision making context are crucialrtderstand how policy
and programmatic decisions are made and executed?

b. Are there any topics that are simply off-limits fliscussion in the
educational context?

Part Two Experience with evaluation

1. What data is currently collected on educationagprms and policies?
a. To what extent do educational officials routinebewdata as part of
ongoing educational activities?
2. When you think about evaluation, what word comegotar mind?
3. What previous evaluation experiences have you had?
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a. What are the examples of evaluations that you densiseful for
educational policies and programs? What made tresful?
4. To what extent have the educational officials erglag evaluation capacity
building or continuous improvement processes?
5. How would you say evaluation is viewed at the etional decision making
setting?
a. Are there any evaluation champions in educatioralsion making
setting that you are aware of?
b. To what extent is there potential resistance tduat@n in educational
decision making?

Part ThreeEvaluation’s perceived influence on decisions

1. What role do you see for evaluation in educatiolegision making context?
a. How much influence do you expect the evaluatiohawe on educational
decisions?
b. How much do (would) evaluation results affect tbattmued work of the
educational programs and policies?
c. What ethical, cultural and political issues requtention to understand
the role of program evaluation in educational cette
2. What needs to be done to achieve the desired déwelluence?
a. What structure exists to use the results?
3. What kinds of barriers exist for utilizing evaluais to support educational
decision-making?
4. What kinds of opportunities exist for utilizing éwations to support educational
decision-making?
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In Turkish. GoOrGsme istgimi geri gcevirmedginiz icin gok tgekkur ederim.
Halen Amerika Birlgik Devletlerinde Minnesota Universitesi’nde devatmekte olan
doktora gitimim kapsaminda yurutfiiim tez cakmasi icin bu goérimeyi yapmak
istedim sizinle. fzleme/Dgerlendirme Cagmalarinin Turkiye’de Eitim Kararlari icin
Deger Onermesi” bgikli bu doktora tezi tilkemizdeg@imde karar alma
mekanizmalarinda izleme/gerlendirme camalarinin rolind ve 6nemini atamayi
amaclamaktadir. Bulungunuz konum itibariyle, tecrtibe ve bilgi birikimimmzbu
calismaya buyuk bir katki ggayaca@ini disinmekteyim. Bu ¢cagma Milli Egitim
Bakanlgl ve Kalkinma Bakangi'nda calgan Ust diizey birokratlar ilgiém
fakiltelerinde argtirma yapan deneyimli akademisyenleri icermektefliastirmanin
size ve bulundgunuz kuruma hicbir risk getirmesi beklenmemekteir.bilimsel
arastirma kapsaminda §sel bilgilerinizi gizli tutulacaktir. Daha fazlalgi icin ekte
Katilmc! Bilgi ve Onay formunu bulabilirsiniz. Bargtirma Minnesota Universite’sinin
Etik kurulu tarafindan onaylangtir. Baslamadan 6nce sormak istguohiz bir soru var
mi1?

Birinci Bélum: Egitimsel faaliyetler ve uygulamalar

1. Kisaca argtirma yaptginiz alanlardan/konulardan bahseder misiniz?

a. Arastirma yaptginiz alanlarin — direk ya da dolayli olarakgitien
politikalari ve projeleri ile bgantisi nedir?

2. Ne derece @timde karar alma surecine dahil oldunuz bundare8nc

a. HukOmetle ya da bakanlikla 6nceden galiz mi (argtirma ya da
aratirma dsl baglamda)?

i. Evetize, ne tarz bir ¢caina yaptiniz?
3. Uzerindesu an argtirma yaptginiz ya da argirma alanlarinizi yakindan
ilgilendiren son donemlerdeki baziiem politika ya da projeleri nelerdir?

a. Sizce, bu politika ya da projelerin (herhangi lyaida hepsi) hedefleri
nelerdir?

b. Bu politika/projelerin hedefleri ne derece belineiy, tanimlannmy ve
sekillenmigtir?

c. Bu politika ve projelerin hedeflerine gla ulasmadgini sizce ilgili Kkiler
nasil anliyor?

4. Sizce, gitim sistemini etkileyen kararlar ggim politikalari ve projeleri ile
bakanlgin yapisalgleyisini etkileyen hiukimlerin) normahrtlarda nasil aliniyor?

a. Kararlar kim nasil bicimlendiriyor?

5. Egitimde karar alma surecini etkileyen faktorler gzelerdir?

a. Hangi dger yargilari, kiltarel, ekonomik ve sosyal olgulgelenekler,
yasam tarzlari, toplumsal ya da bireysel beklentilgtie politikalari ve
projelerinin yapilanmasina ve uygulanmasina etkice@ Ornek verebilir
misiniz?

ikinci Bolum: izleme / Dgerlendirme Alani Hakkinda Tecriibe ve Birikimler

1. Genelde gitim politikalari ve projeleri ile ilgili ne tur astirmalar yapiliyor?
a. Ne tur veriler toplaniyor?
b. Bu veriler/argtirma sonugclari nasil kullaniliyor?

254



c. Bakanlik calsanlari bu verilere/asairmalara politika uygulama ve
gelistirme sirecinde ne siklikla pairuyorlar?
Politika ya da proje izleme/gerlendirmesi deyince akliniza ne geliyor (bir
kelime, bir resim ya da figur olabilir). Lutfen glindi(gtintiz kelime ya da figurt
anlatir misiniz?
Izleme/dgerlendirme cagmalari ile ilgili gecm§ deneyim ve kazanimlariniz
nelerdir?
a. TecrlUbelerinize dayanarak ne tugddendirme cagmalarini faydali
buldunuzsimdiye kadar? Bunlari faydali yapan faktorler néiet
Bakanlik personelinin politika/proje izlemefdlendirme gitimi (degerlendirme
kapasitesi gejtirme ya da kalite iyilgtirme sireci vb.) konusunda ne
disindyorsunuz?
Turkiye'de gitimde karar alma surecinde, politika/proje izledegerlendirmesi
genel olarak nasil algilaniyor (goérultyor)?
a. Bakanlik bunyesinde politika/proje izlemeggelendirme konusunda oncu
olan kki ya da birimler var mi? Hangileri?

Ucuinci Bolum izleme/dgerlendirmenin karar alma stirecinde roli

1.

Su anki mevcut durumda, politika/proje izlemeZddendirme camalari,
Turkiye'de gitimde karar alma sirecinde ne tarz bir rol oyn@yor

a. Bu konuda gelege donuk beklentileriniz nelerdir?

b. Turkiye'de, dgerlendirmenin gitim alaninda roltind anlamak icin ne tarz
etik, kulttrel, siyasi ya da ekonomik faktorleriz;géniinde bulundurmamiz
gerekiyor?

Izleme/dgerlendirme ¢akmalarinin gitim kararlarinda etkili olmasi icin neye
ihtiyag var (neler yapilmasi gerekiyor)?

a. Bakanlik bunyesinde bu etkiyi yaratabilecek nesiétemler ya da yapilar
mevcut?

Egitimde karar alma sirecinde izlemegddendirme sistemlerini ve
uygulamalarini kullanmada ne tur engeller var?

Egitimde karar alma sirecinde izlemegddendirme sistemlerini ve
uygulamalarini kullanmada ne tur firsatlar mevcut?
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Appendix B. Consent Forms
In English

You are invited to be in a research study of expipthe role and utility of evaluation in
educational decision domain in Turkey. You weresteld as a possible participant
because of the formal position you occupy and tieMedge you have related to
Turkish educational decision making, research,evauation. | ask that you read this
form and ask any questions you may have beforeeagy¢o be in the study.

This study is being conducted by: Hanife Cakici,dRPfCandidate, Department of
Organizational Leadership, Policy, and DevelopmeEniyersity of Minnesota.

Background Information

The purpose of this study is to explore the valiuevaluation for educational decision
making in Turkey. Specifically, the proposed reshaeeks to understand (1) the extent
to which evaluation is being used in educationaigien domain, (2) current
conceptualization of evaluation within Turkish cextt (3) the need and capacity to
conduct and use evaluations, (4) the influenceoafextual factors on evaluation
utilization for educational programs and policies.

Procedures

If you agree to be in this study, you will be askegarticipate in a face-to-face in-depth
interview once that will last for about 45 minutesan hour. | will audiotape the
interview and later type up the conversation. Tay | will be better able to remember
what we discussed and the exact words you usedgltire interview.

Risks and Benefits of being in the Study

There are no risks associated with participatindp&interview. A benefit to participate
in the interview will be to share your experienag@inions, and perspectives related to
the utility of evaluation for decision making, apdtentially contribute to the
effectiveness of educational policies and progrmasimpact the lives of Turkish
people.

Compensation

You will not receive any compensation for parti¢gipg in the interview.

Confidentiality

The records of this study will be kept privatealmy sort of report | might publish, I will
not include any information that will make it pdssi to identify you. Research records
will be stored securely and only | will have acctsthe written and audio records. Study

data will be encrypted according to current Uniitgrsolicy for protection of
confidentiality.
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Voluntary Nature of the Study

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your dgon whether or not to participate will
not affect your current or future relations withuymrganization. If you decide to
participate, you are free to not answer any quesirovithdraw at any time without
affecting those relationships.

Contacts and Questions

The researcher conducting this study is: Hanifei€akKou may ask any questions you
have now. If you have questions latgou are encouragedo contact her at,
cakic002@umn.edar at (90) 553 460-9613. You can also contacsthdent’s adviser
Jean A. King at 430F Wulling Hall, 86 PleasantSH, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
USA, 001 (612) 626-1614.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirggtudy and would like to talk to
someone other than the researchey@®), are encouragedo contact the Research
Subjects’ Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 420 DelawareSsutheast, Minneapolis,
Minnesota, 55455 USA, 001 (612) 625-1650.

You will be given a copy of this information to kedor your records.

If you sign this paper, you indicate that you ustiend what this research is about and
you agree to participate in the interviews.

Statement of Consent
| have read the above information. | have askedtipres and have received answers. |

consent to participate in the study.

Signature: te: Da

Signature of Investigator: Date:
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In Turkish

Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde Minnesota Universitesi'ndgigm géren doktor adayi
Hanife Cakici fzleme / Dgerlendirme Cadmalarinin Turkiye’de Eitim Kararlari icin
Deger Onermesi ” tizerine bir doktora giramas yiriitmektedir. Bulungunuz konum
dolayisiyla ve sahip olgwnuz bilgi birikimi sebebiyle sizi bu agrmaya katkida
bulunmak icin davet ediyoruz. Kararinizdan onceataraa hakkinda sizi bilgilendirmek
istiyoruz. Bu bilgileri okuduktan sonra atamaya katilmak isterseniz lttfen bu formu
imzalayip kapali bir zarf icinde bize gtainiz.

Arastirmanin Arka Plani

Bu argtirmanin amaci Turkiye'deggimde karar alma sirecinde izlemegddendirme
calismalarinin roltind ve yararini, anahtar payalan baks acisindan tespit etmektir.
Ozellikle, bu argtirma (1) Turkiye'de gitimde karar alma surecinde
izleme/dgerlendirme cabdmalarinin ne derece ve haggkilde kullanildgini, (2) izleme/
deserlendirmenin bu hdamda nasil kavramsaiiarildigini, (3) izleme/dgerlendirme
calismalarina duyulan ihtiya¢ ve bu gathalan yurutebilecek kapasite, (4) izleme
/degerlendirme ¢abmalarinin uygulanmasi ve kullaniimasingkiin baslamsal etkenlerin
anlagilmasina ve kdedilmesine olanak ggamayi amaclamaktadir.

Prosedirler

Bu argtirmaya katilmayi kabul efiiniz takdirde sizden yak$gk 45 dakika ile 1 saat
surecek olana yiz yuze bir géniieye katilmaniz istenmektedir. Bu g§ime bir ses kayit
cihazi ile kayit altina alinacaktir. Bu yolla gémie sirasinda kogulanlar eksiksiz
kagida dokulebilecek ve gerekirse yeniden gozden idegilecektir.

Arastirmanin Risk ve Yararlari

Bu argtirmanin size risk getirmesi beklenmemektedir.sirmaya katilmanin size direk
bir yarari olacgl saptanmasa da, payaainiz bilgi ve birikiminiz, Turkiye’'de gitim
politika ve projelerinin daha da verimli hale gebmee katkida bulunacaktir.
Arastirmaya katilma bedeli

Sizden Ucret talep edilmemektedir ve size herhbmgideme yapilmayacaktir.

Gizlilik

Bu argtirma bilimsel bir amagla yapilmaktadir ve katilirbdgilerinin gizliligi esas
tutulmaktadir. Ses kayitlarinda katilimcinin ismarigie bir numara kullanilacaktir. Ses
kasetleri argtirma suresince Kilitli bir dolapta muhafaza eddi@gtirma sona erginde

silineceklerdir. Yayinlayagamiz hic bir rapor ya da agiarma belgesinde sizin
kimliginizi ortaya ¢ikaracak herhangi bir bilgiye yer raeyecektir.
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Gonallulak

Bu aragtirmaya katilmak tamamen igeebalidir. Katildiginiz takdirde ¢admanin
herhangi bir gamasinda herhangi bir sebep gostermeden onayakmek hakkina da
sahipsiniz. Katilip katilmama karariniz kurumurualan ilgkilerinizi etkilemeyecektir.

Sorulariniz igin:

Bu formu imzalamadan 6nce, gahayla ilgili sorulariniz varsa lutfen sorun. Daluasa
sorunuz olursa, agarmay! yurtuten Hanife CAKICI'yaakic002@umn.eda-mail
adresinden ya da (90) 553 460-9613 nolu telefondigabilirsiniz. Argtirmayla ilgili
haklariniz konusunda Minnesota Universitesi etikukuna su adresten daabilirsiniz:
Research Subjects’ Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 42aWare St. Southeast,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, 55455 USA, 001 (612) 62546

Katilim Beyani:

Ben, (katilimcinin adi) ........ceeieiiiiiiceeeeeeees , yukaridaki metni okudum ve
katilmam istenen ¢aimanin kapsamini ve amacini, goénullt olarak Gzedigen
sorumluluklari tamamen anladim. Gata hakkinda soru sorma imkani buldum. Bu
calismayi istedgim zaman ve herhangi bir neden belirtmek zorundim&dan
birakabilecgimi ve biraktgim takdirde herhangi bir olumsuzluk ile kdasmayacg&imi
anladim.

Bu kosullarda s6z konusu atarmaya kendi ist&mle, hicbir baski ve zorlama
olmaksizin katilmayi kabul ediyorum.

Formun bir 6rngini aldim / almak istemiyorum (bu durumda gramaci bu kopyayi
saklar).

259



Appendix C. Institutional Permission to Conduct Stuly at MONE

o WbiTin g, E.C.
X ; % MiLLi EGITIM BAKANLIGI
» e Yenilik ve Egitim Teknolojileri Genel Miidiirliigi

Say1 : 81576613/605/2237760 28/08/2013
Konu: Arastirma izni

Sayin: Hanife CAKICI
( Ankara)

Tlgi: 26.08.2013 tarihli dilekge.

flgi yazi ile Genel Miidiirliigiimiize bagvurmus oldugunuz "izleme/Degerlendirme
Calismalarinin Tiirkiye'de Egitimde Karar Alma Siirecinde Algilanan Degeri" konulu doktora
tezinizde kullanilacak veri toplama araglari ve arastirma iznine ait talebiniz Genel

Miidiirliigiimiizce incelenmistir.

Onayl bir 6rnegi Bakanligimizda muhafaza edilen, uygulama sirasinda da miihiirlii ve
imzali Ornekten cogaltilan 2 sayfa 15 sorudan olusan Miilakat/Goriisme Sorularinin
goniilliilik esas olmak kaydiyla, Bakanligimizin konuyla ilgili Merkez Birimlerinde

uygulanmasinda bir sakinca gériilmemektedir.
Bilgilerinizi ve geregini rica ederim.

Mustafa KOC

Bakan a.
Genel Miidiir

EK: Veri Toplama Araglar (3 sayfa)

Bu belge, 5070 say1li Elektronik imza Kanununun 5 inci maddesi geregince giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmistir
Evrak teyidi http://evraksorgu.meb.gov.tr adresinden 71be-432-377¢-8f89-7925 kodu ile yapilabilir.

Atatiirk Blv. 06648 Kizilay/ANKARA Ayritil bilgi igin: Ad SOYAD Unvan
Elektronik Ag: www.meb.gov.tr Tel: (0 312) XXX XX XX
e-posta: adsoyad@meb.gov.tr Faks: (0312) XXX XX XX
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1)

2)

3)

4)

Appendix D. NVivo Coding Tree

Educational planning/programming
a) Organizational structure
1) Roles/responsibilities (each unit)
i) Collaboration / Integration across units
i) Sustainability of policymaking
(1) Institutional memory
(2) Stage
IV) Bureaucratic culture
b) Decision-making style
1) Decentralized / Participatory
i) Centralized / Hierarchical
c) Politics
1) Party politics
i) Budgetary constraints
lil) Change in top administration

History of evaluation in educational planning/programming

a) National evaluations
1) Governmental
i) Nongovernmental
b) International evaluations
c) Professionalism / Expertise in the field
d) Turkish culture

Institutionalization of M&E
a) Legal framework
1) Rule of Law
i) Law 652
iiil) PFMC 5018
b) Design
1) Systems approach
(1) M&E role and responsibility
(2) Human Capital
(3) Data management
i) Evaluation silos
Concept of evaluation
a) Inspection and compliance
b) Internal control and audit
c) Performance management
d) Monitoring
e) Research
f) Quantification
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5)

6)

7)

9)
h)
)
i)
K)
)

Competitiveness and materialism
Interpretive / Qualitative

Pilot studies

Procurement

Criticism

Justice

Evaluand

a)
b)
c)
d)
€)

Projects

Pilot programs
Policies

Educational products
Sample studies

Uses and purposes of evaluation

a) Evidence-based (data driven) decision making

b)

1) Improvement / Learning

Il) Accountability / Transparency
iii) Policy development

Purpose

1) Goal attainment / Outcome

i) Process
Marketing

1) Right to information
I) Fear of criticism
i) Institutional image/reputation

External suppliers of evaluation
a) Academia

b)
c)

Civil society
International donors
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