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ABSTRACT
Three evaluators with different backgrounds and
interests vere involved in a program evaluation at Cornell
University's Center for International Studies, where two of the
evaluators had serious conflicts and the third served as an in-house
mediator. The third evaluator questioned why he had credibility with
" the first two, looked at -how he developed professional and
interpersonal skills, examined how he reinforced a task-oriented
atmosphere, analyzed how 'he worked, assessed his role effectiveness,
and summarized how the entire process helped him. He saw his role as
that of a facilitator/consultant/problea solver. (BJG)
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IMPACTS OM A SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGIST-CONSULTAM RATIONAL IS s Re ‘

EDUCATION
THIS OOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO

_ David B. Macklin : THE PERtON O DA ECEIVED FROM

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN -
ATING iT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE

SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EQUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

You have a pfﬁture of overlapping spﬁeres of action -- the
Center of International Studies (CIS),-the faculty of the courses, and

Brown, Paine and Brock as the5%$§§f? the second as Center for Improve-

ment of Undergraduate Education (EéyE), featuring Brock, Paine and me.
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in the period of my concern; Bfowh-was mostly intra-CIS, and~Il-was . .
strictly intra-CIUE.
You've heard the problems Paine and Brock had. I was brought
in as in-house consultant, translator, mediator, etc., at a prett& early
stage of the Brock-Paine conferences, say, late September.
Question 1. How did I f{trfh? I had some credibility in both
men, based on: é
a) My general béckground in research and teaching various
social sciences (saocial psychology, anthropology, socio- —7‘
logy, ebonomics,‘éVén‘a concentration and inter-
disciplinary research on rural development);
b)"Fisau%ntErmittent instances and the summer togetherﬁ?%
C;U » Brock and I shared re;pect for each other's
;fi;rests and abilities;
c) Paine had a need for fgafriend-in-camp" at CIUE, and
_my background made me easily relevant. This was

accepted because Paine found he could trust me -- no

tales behind his baék, no two-faced dealings, etc.
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d) Finally, the contént area of the study, plus my re?a-

t1onsh1p with Brock, gave me confidence in my é%%%%ﬁgr
}? -
d‘ﬁ1]1ty - for th1s was ,a quite new kind of ro]e for
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Questioniif What féé]ings did I bring to the task of mediator

and collaborator? (
a) I had a }otiof sympathy/empéfh&iYegarding Paine's being
somewhat "at sea" v%s-a4vis the questigzigérockiwas try-

ing to ask. 1I've been there too: And in this situatiom

Brock had to educate me some to understand’the meanings -

of his project interests; s Sy

bl
N
b) There were some feelings I had to control. I felt I

had a strong background (learning, research, teacﬁ?ng)”
- in the’content of the first coursé.to be evaluated., As
Paine reflected the main professor's. performance and

theory, I had feelings I could do a better job. It's
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entirely possible this is an endemic problem for evaiua-
tors -- namely to respect the performance as given,
when the evaluator may or may not think shé/he knows
more than the performer. Moreover, as I camé to under-
stand Brock's conceptual concerns, linked with my re-
search abilities, I had some feelings I could do the
research more efficaciously than Paine.

c) ButS; didn't let these dominate. Why?

i) This research/evaluation was not my formal

} ég;iggment and Paine had been specially hired on
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ey grant to do it. -1 was on more "general" money;
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ii) I had p]ent 3 oejearn to prove myse]f within my
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Educat1ona1 Eva]uat1on -position. - A]so, my pre-
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since it was my first

ference is very‘much for direct,” systeﬂat1c com-

parative analyses -- I didn’ £ want gp have Paine's
# ———

responsibilities for so "nebulous” a program.
g

Speaking of my preference, I think it may be useful

av % ® \*‘
N.s to character1ze the I‘3¢ir;)i’e.'~‘,s1om;ﬂ preferences" of
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us three:
Brock -- principally interested in new con- -
ceptual knowledge, with method sort of

"philosopitical™ qué?t%oni%ﬁ% exploring

%-s‘i‘

assumptzons,gusages, mean1ngs.
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Paine ;—weva4%at1on ana]y51s of emp1r1ca1

B V: & «” = -

reald ty %gth an un- mechan1ca7= ]ess cate-

gorical. “systems" viewpoint to” find "natural"”

elemenss and thair interreﬁationships. =
N Macklin -- hypothes1s specification and de~
£ . e*v ’f;: 4 -
. duct1ve #rchy predict the important
- rese P p oy
b . questions and-answers and test them by
é extraction from reality, creating thereby ;

an "artificial reality".
A11 these can strengthen one another -- as ve have
have indeed found. However, our natural lines of"
thinkfﬁg accentuated the differences and lack of

undrrstanding. ’ . ) .
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a)

b)

c)

d)

*

One of the genuinely positive impacts has been to
Tearn more fully what each orientation can do for the
others, and to understand ﬁgﬂlnoie cTearly.
}ii) I respected Paine's ability to deal with and advise
the 1ess-than-gooperative faculty of Rﬁra] Develop-
ment course. He had more know]edge‘of teaching

techniques and ways to interact than I .did.

e Question 3. I took, and reinforced, the group's (Brock-Paine-

— me) priority as fask-oriented, not affective. Why?

Brock's request for my assistance concerned "things"

and activities", not some kind of statement of "we can't -

. get along".

There. was a strong fﬁp]icit assumption among all of us
that we are "mature people", able to work out our differ-
ences while being productiVe.

Contribﬁting to this was the fact that we all conceived
of CIUE as a work group. Paine Qtresses pre-existant
regarding this -- even though our Center is smalls, so each
individual has a highly visible effect, it's still an
ongoing organization one has to "fit into".

As stated, the time pressures were felt very strongly
right at the start -- the firgt course to be evaluated
was underway; our mistaken idea of what was required -~
some thorough, lengthy statement -~ for the first OE

Progress Report at the end of the first three months.
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e) Each of us, when faced with an interpersonal problem
prefers to approach it intellectually, ana]ytical]y. Pro-
bably there's a centinuum here, from prob1em-so]vin§ to
unconscious defense -- so a consistent retreat into de-
fensiveness would be available potentially. Academic
selection and training reinforces this sort of pérsona1
"style. For us, this contributed to the coﬁseqﬁénce*that
there was an img}icit agreement on "how to define the-
problem", i.e., it was mainly a cognitive one.

(Some questioning of one another's competence éxisted,
but no one permitted it to predominate in his ;ercep-x

tion.)

f) Brock and I lacked direct experience with the possi-
bilities and 1imitations of an emotionally focused
(e.g., "encounter") coﬁfrontation and resolution. There-
fore, we weren't about to experiment with it under severe
time pressures. i
g) Paine had signifiéant human relations training. I didn't
vant to inexpertly invade his turf -- whiech would result
in my losing any effectiveness and not advance solution to
the problem either.
Question 4. How did 1 work? ‘
a) I was "on cail" in effect, as we had a §ma}1‘office, a

high priority task, and my time allocations were flexible.

b) Each could "ventilate" to me separately, so meetings of
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the three of us didn't Eave to-be "heavy" emotional
confrontations. We talk out ééme differences, find some
possible convergences or "better ideas". But I always
took care not to align myself to either person. Also,
if T thought an idea was being pushed on me in a I:I
situation that I believed the other persoﬁ would qu¢§tion/
disagree with, I deliberately and explicitly resisted
closure -~ so it .could be discussed by the three of usi
I noted the intellectualizing bent of all of us -- the
danger that seemed most probable in the process was both
i) instances of polarization, and
ii) the accretion of these into strong, antagonistic
general positions. (Each of these people, Brock
and Paine, had a strong, not necessarily latent,
"need to be right".
I tried to help the cognitive t;sks forward --gihey ac-
ceptedrme as an equal in our discussions, in seeking clari-
ty, agreable compromises and syntheses, defini?g choices,
etc. Typically, I took as given, or relied on asking
them "the facts". Only in recent mon;hs -~ as we're
putting the Final Report together -~ have I developed a

comprehensive view of the courses, the International

Studies Center, the faculty, etc. The need to do this

comes from the more active and independent content-related

role I've assumed. -- Going back to Paine's distinction

Al
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of "lumpers vs. splitters”, I'm working on the Tumping

side. -
. Question 5. Did the role I played, and the fit of that ro]gh
into the whole nexus have a qggggg'.ggg on our Q;rk that could be Tabelled
"loss-minimization", as opposed to a gain-maximization, via confrontation?
Briefly, the answer would have to be yes -~ but in the Tight of so many
powerful factors pushing us in this same direction, its questionable the
alternative was a possibility.

However, we have also worked in a way that moves us from the
extreme of mere "loss-minimization" -- namely, by extending the amount
—-- —--——----of time we've put into the entire project and by gaining added leverage
from what we've learned from each ochr.

Question 6. What ha;e'been the main outcomes or "impacts" for
me?

a) I've been fortunate in not experiencing any crises or
incipient crises in relation to this study. That we're
reaching the end, with a final product, reflects well
on us all -- and that has to include me.

b) I've gained in my interpersonal/listening §ki]1s, with
probably the biggest conscious aspect an increase in my
confidence to undertakg such,

c) Also, I:m more aware of what it means to do heavy con-
ceptual "work" and how you can go about®it. This use-
fully supplements the tigjcaj social science ability to
analyze into parts and to ‘generalize a Tittle.

d) The biggest impact has been as a major experience in the
iwhole process 1've gone through since join%ng CIUE: of

T ERR S,

- 57 moving frem my previous definition of my professional
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self as a producer of identifiable products (research,
teachiné), which provide a form of proving-oneself, to
the more nebulous, no-final-product-identifiability
role as facilitator/consultant/problem-solver. I'm
getting more comfortable with this, but I still want

some of the other.

i)

2.




