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At present, adult education is gaining recognition and garnering interest as a field of 
education. This is true, first and foremost, for the teaching profession itself. In Kyrgyzstan, 
teachers have an opportunity to update their professional training by participating in 
workshops and training sessions on various educational programs, among which the RWCT 
program (Reading and Writing for Critical Thinking) holds a special place. Its popularity 
remains undiminished even now, ten years after its introduction, and every year more and 
more teachers express the desire to attend RWCT workshops. We can attribute this ongoing 
demand, in particular, to the fact that RWCT trainers always rely on the principles of 
interactive teaching, and help trainees actually to experience the ideas and values of 
progressive pedagogy by providing practical opportunities for them to try out all of the new 
teaching methods and techniques. A highly qualified national team of trainers has been 
established in this country. 

When activities in any field expand, and become a large-scale enterprise, the question of 
evaluation of quality tends to become especially acute. In our case, the quality of our 
training is measured by the depth of understanding of the new approaches that workshop 
participants take back to their schools, and by their capacity to promote the new ideas and 
implement them in their own contexts. Trainers bear responsibility for all these things. 

We should note that quality evaluation of a training workshop is a complicated and 
multidimensional process. Therefore, we will take a risk here and focus on only one of its 
components: the quality evaluation of one particular workshop module, and the creation of 
a trainer’s report on this module. 

Obviously it is necessary to plan the goals and forms of evaluation in advance (Chikurov, 
2001). These need to be simple and clear to everyone, but at the same time they should 
provide as much information on the achievements and results as possible. In addition, they 
should correlate with the goals and objectives of the workshop as a whole, and provide the 
information necessary to compare predicted results with actual outcomes. 

Problems in conducting evaluations 

The two authors of this article have been working together as a trainers’ team for a number 
of years, delivering RWCT workshops for teachers. In the course of this work, we applied 
various methods to evaluate the quality of our workshops, processed the results, and drew 
conclusions. At some point, we began to notice that our own judgments about what had 
worked successfully were not always supported by the subsequent practices of our 
participants. For example, although at the end of a workshop we felt that our trainees were 
achieving good results in formulating questions in accordance with Benjamin Bloom’s 
taxonomy (Bloom, 1956), our analysis of the lessons we visited subsequently showed that 
these teachers still experienced considerable difficulties with questioning students “a la 
Bloom.” This finding was quite unexpected, as our positive evaluation of the workshop 
outcomes was based on procedures recommended by renowned experts, people with 
enormous practical experience (Kibardina & Alexeyeva, 2001; Chikurov, 2001; Soldatova, 
Shaigerova, & Sharova, 2000). This contradiction became a source of concern in our work as 

                                                           
1
 This article was initially published in Thinking Classroom, Volume 9, Number 2, April 2008 

 



trainers, and we had to resolve it. We decided to go about this collaboratively, with our 
colleagues. 

Evaluation of quality: Collective reflections 

It has become a valued tradition of the national RWCT trainer team in Kyrgyzstan that 
members get together from time to time to share their experiences, exchange ideas, and 
discuss hot topics. For such meetings, trainers usually prepare model lessons to demonstrate 
interactively a particular area of expertise that they would like to share with colleagues. At 
one point we offered a master class called Teacher Trainers’ Secrets: How to Evaluate a 
Workshop and Prepare a Trainer’s Report. When conceiving this work, we set the following 
goals for ourselves: 

- to present some of the methods that we use for evaluating the quality of a workshop; 

- to evaluate the potential advantages and drawbacks of the suggested methods; 

- to consider and evaluate our current practices for preparing a trainer’s report. 

A brief description of our master class follows. 

First, we asked the participants to respond to the following question: What methods for 
evaluating the quality of training workshops do you know and use in your practice as a 
trainer? 

Next, participants were divided into teams, and each team chose one method from a list of 
strategies for evaluating workshop quality. The teams were asked to 

- discuss the suggested method of evaluation; 

- point out its advantages and drawbacks; 

- answer the question: How can the data received through such evaluation be used in 
compiling a trainer’s final report? 

- prepare a flip-chart presentation. 

Brainstorming helped participants not only to recollect approaches to evaluation with which 
they were familiar, but also, to a certain extent, to develop common terminology for 
describing methods of evaluation. As they had come to know these methods from different 
sources, trainers frequently used different terms for the same evaluation techniques (e.g., 
what some called a criteria evaluation, others referred to as an evaluation chart). 

We then divided all participants into five teams, with six people on each team. For this step 
in the process we had prepared cards with the description of the most common methods for 
evaluating the quality of workshops (practically all of which were mentioned by our 
colleagues during the brainstorming). These methods were: 

1. Differentiate and evaluate. Participants point out the most valuable things they did or 
learned during a workshop, ask questions, and provide their comments. 

2. Free write. Participants write an essay about the work done. 

3. My face after the workshop. Results of a workshop are evaluated by diagrams of facial 
expressions (“smiley faces”). 

4. Criteria evaluation. A chart with specified criteria is filled out. 

5. The achievements coat of arms. Each participant creates his or her own “coat of arms” 
indicating various aspects of personal achievement resulting from the workshop. 

6. K-W-L. Evaluation is carried out with the help of the formula: Know–Want to Know–
Learned (Ogle, 1986). 



7. Analysis of workshop products. Evaluation is carried out on the basis of the materials 
created by participants during the sessions, such as models, tables, crafts, photos, etc. 

8. Blitz-interview. Participants prepare brief summaries of the workshop in two or three 
sentences. 

9. Letter. Each participant writes a letter to him- or herself (or a friend, a colleague, future 
generations, etc.) outlining the most significant results of the training session. 

10. Positives/Negatives/Possibilities. A large three-column table identifies positive and 
negative moments and outcomes of the workshop, as well as ideas for improving future 
workshops. The table is a collective product of all participants. 

11. Feedback circle. Participants orally state their opinions of the workshop. 

12. Self-portrait. Participants draw themselves before and after the workshop; the “gallery” 
is displayed. 

A representative from each team drew out one of the cards, thus choosing a task for the 
team. For 20 minutes, each team discussed features, advantages, and drawbacks of their 
selected type of evaluation. The discussions were quite lively; we confirmed that the 
problem of evaluation was genuinely important to many of our colleagues, and it seemed to 
us that everyone was grateful for the opportunity to talk about this hot topic. After their 
discussions, the teams spent seven to ten minutes preparing a flip chart and an oral 
presentation.  

Each team had three minutes to present their results. In each case, these presentations 
developed into a general discussion. The audience noted any points that, in their opinion, 
had been neglected by the presenters. Discussions were animated, and facilitators had to 
direct the stream of questions to ensure that everyone stayed focused on the main theme. 

Table 1 on p. 32–33 presents descriptions of the evaluation methods chosen by the teams, 
and some comments made by our colleagues. 

Recommendations derived from reflection 

What has this teamwork given us? The responses we obtained from our colleagues— RWCT 
trainers—revealed a serious problem: When choosing a technique to evaluate a workshop, 
the trainers on our national team did not typically give consideration to the potential of the 
method selected, its advantages and drawbacks. Many of us had not given serious thought 
to which methods might be most effective in this or that case, and as a result, we often 
failed to get the information we needed. 



 

 



 

 
 

At the end of this part of our master class, participants came to some important conclusions 
that we later formulated as recommendations: 

1. Evaluate in advance the potential advantages and drawbacks of the methods that you 
might use to assess the quality of the workshop. This will create a “bank” of evaluation 
methods, which can be drawn upon in the future. 

2. Choose an evaluation method that best corresponds to the content and goals of your 
workshop, and most importantly, that gives you the information you need. 

3. From time to time, carry out an inventory of your “bank.” It may open up new potential 
applications of the methods you are using. 

 

Reporting your work 



In most cases, upon completion of a workshop, trainers prepare a report for the organization 
for which they work. In Kyrgyzstan, the Laboratory of Critical Thinking in the American 
University in Central Asia coordinates the work of all RWCT trainers. Rigid requirements have 
not been set for workshop reports, but our own experience has shown us that we need to 
structure these reports in a more orderly way, and make them more informative, so that the 
reports provide a more complete picture of the quality of the session and of the professional 
level of the trainer. The value of the report is dependent upon the quality of the information 
gathered from the workshop participants. Thus, the second part of our master class, a logical 
follow-up to the first part, was a discussion of how to prepare a trainer’s report using 
evaluation data. 

The reporting model we offered for discussion originated from ideas we had developed at 
one of the trainers’ meetings. We wanted to receive feedback from our colleagues about 
this reporting model, and we also wanted to contribute to the improvement of our 
colleagues’ reports. 

First, we suggested that they read the following recommendations on “How to write a report 
on the workshop you conducted,” and that they respond by using the INSERT method. 

How to write a report on the workshop you conducted 

A trainer’s report should reflect all the data necessary to make a conclusion about the event 
itself, about the trainer’s work, the reactions of participants, etc. Thus, it is expedient to 
develop the report according to the criteria in Table 2. 

As always, the collective discussion helped us look at our own achievements from a new 
perspective. Our colleagues shared their opinions and comments on the suggested report 
model. Below are those that seemed to us most important: 

- It is probably necessary to add a separate item to this list of recommendations that would 
address trainers’ self-evaluation during the workshop. 

- It may be a viable idea to clarify some points, in order to avoid duplication and possible 
ambiguity—for example, to clarify the distinction between “Participants’ reaction to the 
workshop” and “Participants’ evaluation of the workshop.” 

- It makes sense to include an evaluation of what changed in participants’ behavior during 
the workshop (according to the trainer’s opinion), and whether there seem to have been any 
shifts in their thinking and general outlook. 

What did our colleagues’ comments show? On the whole, our recommendations for drawing 
up the report were considered to be an effective trainer’s tool, but a tool that demands 
further “sharpening” in terms of making the points more precise. One more obvious 
conclusion is that, as trainers, we need to learn to observe participants attentively during the 
workshop, to analyze changes in their behavior (which can reflect changes in thinking and 
outlook), to interpret these observed changes competently and cautiously, and also to 
evaluate our own work deeply and comprehensively. 

At the end of our master class our colleagues, the national RWCT trainers, expressed the 
opinion that, in addition to certain direct practical results (for example, help in how to 
evaluate a workshop and compile a trainer’s report), the discussion of these issues enabled 
all of us to reconsider the potential value of trainers’ reflections on evaluating quality. Thus, 
by means of this master class we not only achieved the goals we had set for ourselves, but 
also gained a powerful impetus to work on this issue further. 

 



 

 

 

 
 

In summing this all up, we want to note that we do not regard our ideas as unique. However, 
we hope that the experience described here may help our colleagues reflect on how to 



evaluate the quality of their workshops more effectively. We see this as a sound step 
towards increasing the efficiency and impact of the work that trainers do. 
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