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not surprising .. Judging from the ambitiousness and ambiguities of the task 

description and the rather small budget for expenses, it seems apparent 

that the description never had represented a thought-out work description 

for a single professional.) 

Faculty member Rob Knapp summarized the disagreements in a memo to 

the committee: 

..... There are several things we seem to want to know about 
education at Evergreen. In no particular order: 

1) Are our students any good when they leave? (Or, as 
good as the University of Washington? Good enough 
for graduate school? Good by our own standards? etc.) 

2) Are our modes basically the most effective? Or could 
we be more effective in other modes? 

3) Why is it that our present efforts at evaluation 
don't seem to improve things as much as we'd like? 
Why don't they answer questions 1) and 2) to our 
satisfaction? 

•••• How would an evaluator help ..• answer these que~tiQns£~. 
Several different answers were voiced (in the meeting): 

11 We (a team or an individual) could consult with 
him/her as programs unfolded to see whether we 
were meeting our goals ... 

11 We (team or individual) could consult with him/her 
initially to see if our plans or initial goals were 
consistent, realistic, etc., or to establish criteria 
for achievement ... 

11 We could get advice on the organization of the 
learning modes to save ourselves time, effort, etc." 

11 He/she could compare our students' abilities with 
those at other colleges, on their terms or on ours." 

11 He/she could tell us (whole college) whether ours 
working well, in some average sense." 

"He/she could help with other parts of the RULE 
grant." 

The decision, apparently, was to hire a good person and let the person 
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decide what to do exactly, and how. It was also agreed to set back the 

deadlines so as to be able to interview more candidates, even though this 

meant abandoning the plan of having the Evaluator begin work as a teacher 

for a quarter. 

Getting Hired 

With no specific training in evaluation or educational research1,, 

I placed little importance on such formal education. When a respected 

colleague heard about the job and expressed the opinion that I would be 

perfect for it, I believed him. 

My own first attempt at giving some definition to the task was the 

essay I wrote as part of my job application. 

My priority was 1) an evaluative scheme that would provide clues to 

causal mechanisms, not just outcomes, so that where change.was needed, 

action would be stimulated instead of defense, 2) a scheme that would 

begin with some attempt to describe the activity being evaluated. 

(This second item turned out to be even more of a problem than anti

cipated. The charge was focused on science education, yet Evergreen had 

no (science) departments, no formal science majors, and few programs that 

were purely in the natural or social sciences; almost everything seemed 

to be interdisciplinary and to include some science. The question of how 

to evaluate a science program that didn•t exist, per se, remained unan

swered in my essay.) 

1My formal higher education took place entirely at MIT: bachelor•s de
grees in astronautical engineering and urban studies; university politics; 
doctoral program in management and higher education. My prime interest 
was and is in helping people get better results from their own organiza
tions over the long haul. 
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My treatise ended with the statement that this was .. a menu rather than 

a meal plan. The scale, direction and detail of the design all depend on 

the desires of the community, the findings of the initial studies, and the 

extent to which faculty and students get involved with the process ••• The 

important thing is that the process works well enough to be tolerable and 

to provide information necessary for Evergreen to improve itself ... 

I was invited for an interview, and spent two days nosing around campus 

talking to people and reading. My interview 'speech' consisted of listing 

things I'd noticed: people's worries about departmentalization, how grad

uates do on GREs, 'do we measure up to the University of Washington?'; 

.. academic standards; 11 11 inefficiency of setting up labs that have tQ be torn 

down again quarterly or yearly; 11 "not enough time to try, fail, and improve; 11 

11 hard··to teach because it's difficult to know when you're doing well. 11 

After listing changes that appeared to be occurring at Evergreen and 

briefly describing the theory of evaluation, I talked briefly about how I 

might begin work. 

The activities I listed included: interviewing graduates, their 

employers, and advisors; reviewing program histories that had already 

been written and writing guidelines for improving them as evaluative mech

anisms; doing concentrated research on people transferring in and out of 

Evergreen; trying to operationalize a concept of 'institutional memory' as 

important for improving 'institutional learning' (i.e. internal evaluation 

and improvement). There were a few others. 

Project Director Byron Youtz told me afterward that people had liked 

my 11 personality" and shortly thereafter I was engaged. 
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Goals and Strategies The First Year 

I was interviewed in April 1975 and by the time I arrived to begin 

work in September, I still had no firm ideas about what the role should be: 

Would I be an evaluator/judge? A helper? What tools would I use? Would 

I work alone or with people? 

In a September talk to the faculty at their first meeting, I stressed 

that my goal was to somehow help them learn from their experience so that 

Evergreen could be a better educational institution, that I didn't know 

How I was going to do that2, but that while I was trying to figure that 

all out, I was available. I would be willing to work with anyone who 

wanted to learn something, to evaluate, to clarify goals, or who had a 

curiosity about some specific aspect of how Evergreen was doing. The only 

criterion was whether it contributed to the overall goal of contributing 

to self-observation for··self-improvement (which I called 11 institutional 

learning. 11
) I could offer my own skills, RULE money, secretarial support, 

materials and so on. I would do no more than 50 percent of the work on 

any given project, I said, so that I could work on a variety of efforts. 

This was meant as a temporary stance that would prevent my being 

trapped in an ineffective role (as I feared I would be if I introduced 

myself as the Judge; initial impressions of me as Evaluator would never 

let me escape from that stance, even if it turned out not to be an effec

tive role). In fact, 11 research partner11 turned out to be successful 

enough that I continued it as my full-time modus operandi for the first 

year and part time for the second year of the work. 

2r said that I had decided to call my office 11 The Office of Educational 
Research and Assistance .. but I still didn't know what my title should be. 
In the interim, my wife had suggested, I should just put up a sign on my 
door, 11Stephen C. Ehrmann, Occupant ... 
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What is actually happening? How does Evergreen look alongside other, 
more traditionally organized colleges of similar size and age? What 
accounts for the differences and similarities? What kind of theories 
of academic organization can be induced from this data? 

STRATEGY: This is wide-open. Some sort of survey methodology would cer
tainly have to be a part of the strategy in order to get comparable 
data; I suspect that some degree of close observation (interviews, 
participant observation) would be needed to get behind this data. 

TYPE OF RESEARCHER NEEDED: Doctoral student in higher education, management, 
sociology, etc. 

8/31/77 
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The Evergreen State College 
Stephen C. Ehrmann 
Office of Educational Research 

and Assistance 

PROBLEM STATEMENT: What are the implications of Evergreen's changing 
enrollment profile? 

OBJECTIVE: The average age of Evergreen students is rising, while the 
number of students coming to the College directly out of high school 
is declining. Growth is coming from transfer students. Do these 
various student groups have different learning styles? Different 
stay times? What do these patterns indicate about admissions policy 
and curriculum planning? 

STRATEGY: Some pencil and paper work with existing records should give 
some first approximate answers to these questions. What are the 
patterns of programs taken and time stayed, when one compares these 
several groups? 

These findings could be augmented by a survey of samples from each 
group. 

One hypothesis that is particularly worrisome is that the older stu
dents are less inclined to take and to stay in the broad, theme
centered coordinated studies, and they tend to more disciplinary 
group contracts and individual contracts. 

If that turns out to be true, then a second study could be launched 
to find out why and indicate what sorts of not-disciplinary, full
time, freedom-emphasizing, group-centered programs might be especially 
attractive to older students. 

STAFF CONTACT: (none so far; call Dean Rob Knapp, Lib 2207; 866-6521) 

Olympia. Washington 98505 8/11/77 
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The Evergreen State College 
Stephen C. Ehrmann 
Office of Educational Research 

and Assistance 

PROJECT 

OBJECTIVE: Each year since its founding, fewer first year students have 
come to Evergreen straight from high school; the highest enrollment 
of 19 year olds was in the first full year of operation, Their 
numbers have been declining at the same time as growing numbers of 
transfer students have almost constantly boosted Evergreen's total 
enrollment. This year, with a new Director of Admissions, perhaps 
an even more vigorous push was made for high school seniors, yet 
next year's numbers are now projected to reach a new low. 

What is going on? What policy options are open? 

STRATEGY: Four hypotheses seem capable of accounting for this differential, 
and each has a different implication: 

* 

1. Nineteen year olds with no college behind them do not have 
as satisfactory* an experience as transfer students do, The 
dissatisfied students then often tell their friends and 
counsellors, and the net result is declining enrollment from 
those high schools. Policy implication: do research to 
discover why those students have relatively bad experiences, 
and then do something about it: either by changing the 
education or the admissions policy. 

2. The second hypothesis is that no one has a very satisfactory 
experience at Evergreen, as compared with other colleges, 
The only reason transfer students keep coming is that the 
previous, dissatisfied transfer students are not as likely 
to report back to their school of origin as are dissatisfied 
high school graduates. Both groups are unhappy, in other words, 
but only one group squeals. Policy implication: do research 
to discover exactly what is going on, and then make changes 
in the Evergreen education or the admissions policy (very likely 
a different set of changes than if #1 were true,) 

"Satisfactory" of course has nothing to do with the quality of education 
received, just with the student's perception of its quality and of how 
enjoyable the college life is (except that if the student leaves the school, 
the education won't be "received" at all}. 

Olympia. Washington 98505 
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3. Hypothesis #3 is that Evergreen has an unjustifiably bad 
reputation among high school students, their counselors and/or 
their parents, due to rumors, adult prejudices, or the news 
media. If the students do come to Evergreen, they then are 
likely to have good experiences but the message does not get 
back powerfully enough to affect the powers-to-be. Transfer 
students come to Evergreen in increasing numbers because they 
are out from under the parental thumb or because Evergreen is 
known more accurately in other postsecondary institutions. 
Policy implication: publicity and admissions procedures 
targeted to counter-act the specifics of the bad reputation. 

4. Hypothesis #4 states that high school students' values and 
desires are changing and that, increasingly, they do not want 
what Evergreen offers. They discover that Evergreen is not for 
them simply by reading its publicity, listening to Evergreen 
and high school counselors, and so on, Feedback from alumni 
simply reinforces what they already know: Evergreen does not 
offer what they want, Transfer students, on the other hand, 
have different desires and Evergreen tends to be more attractive 
for them, Policy implication: Same as for #1, 

So which of these four is operating here? 

Evergreen already has four bodies of data which promise to be of 
use in deciding which of these four hypotheses is more correct: 
records of how many students come from which high schools over the 
years; records of length of stay and sequences of programs taken by 
students of various ages and admissions backgrounds; student 
narrative transcripts which include the faculty and student evaluations 
of that quarter•s experience; Admissions Office records of visits and 
publicity. 

A. School of origin: if one looks at high school (or college) of 
origin over time for all students, several patterns are possible: 

a. A number of schools send steadily large or increasing 
numbers of students. This pattern would tend to rule 
out Hypotheses #1, #2 and #4 (since no one seems to be 
going back to those schools to tell them how lousy 
Evergreen is). Hypothesis #3 seems to be operating, 
since steady feeder schools are probably the result of 
good feedback; the decline in 19 year old enrollment is 
coming from schools that never sent enough students to 
Evergreen to get that good message back, HYPothesis #3 
would be further strengthened if the feeder schools were 
closer than average to Evergreen, since student feedback 
seems more likely to closer schools, 

b, On the other hand, if few or no schools are steady feeders 
and if the total number of schools is stable or increasing 
each year, that would tend to rule out Hypothesis #3 and 
#4 (presumably bad reputation would result in a declining 
number of schools) and consequently to favor #1 and #2 

, -
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The Evergreen State College 

PROJECT 

Stephen C. Ehrmann 
Office of Educational Research 

and Assistance 

OBJECTIVE #1: Borrow or develop measures of a person's ability to inter
pret intellectual issues from several sides and to develop a personal 
position that is strong enough to form a basis for argument and action. 

STRATEGY: I suspect that several types of measures are available, re
presented by the work of Perry (INTELLECTUAL AND ETHICAL DEVELOPMENT 
IN THE COLLEGE YEARS) and Heath (many books and articles, the most 
recent of which is "What the Enduring Effects of Higher Education 
Tell Us About a Liberal Education," J HIGHER ED, XLVII:2,1976,173-190). 

OBJECTIVE #2: Test the hypothesis that the Evergreen coordinated studies 
program is an exceptionally effective mode for fostering this type of 
capability. 

OBJECTIVE #3: Test the hypothesis that the possession of this capability 
enables more, and more types o~self-directed learning after college. 
My hunch is that there is a correlation between these two things but 
that the relationship is complex and interesting, not simple. 

TYPE OF RESEARCHER NEEDED: Doctoral student with interests in developmental 
psychology. 

FACULTY CONTACT: Don Finkel, LAB I 1008; 866-6726 

Olympia. Washington 98505 
9/1/77 
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The Evergreen State College 

PROJECT 

Stephen C. Ehrmann 
Office of Educational Research 

and Assistance 

OBJECTIVE: Test the hypothesis that a significant number of students 
either do not come to Evergreen because they systematically 
misunderstand what the school is about, or leave the school after 
a quarter or two for the same reason, and, further, to test the 
hypothesis that the reason for this misunderstanding has to do 
with the fundamentals of how they interpret the educational setting. 

TYPE OF RESEARCHER NEEDED: Graduate student or advanced undergraduate 
interested in quantitative methods and developmental psychology. 

STRATEGY: The hypotheses are based on Perry's work on stages of intel
lectual and ethical development in the college years. Briefly, 
Perry and others have shown that college students progress through 
a sequence of ways of understanding the world, from a right/wrong 
dualism through multiplicity ("everyone has a right to his own opinion") 
to a balanced relativism in which several perspectives can be employed 
for learning and action. A person at a lower stage may systematically 
misperceive situations if the situations can only be correctly under
stood from a multiplistic viewpoint. 

A typical Evergreen coordinated study for entering students is about 
as far as one can get from the situation where an authority tells 
students what is right and true. On the contrary these programs are 
interdisciplinary, emphasize the different ways of examining issues, 
and so on. The purpose of the project is to devise and use an inter
view technique capable of discriminating between Evergreen leavers 
(or non-comers) according to whether they are understanding what 
Evergreen is about, and whether cognitive structures are responsible. 

FACULTY CONTACT: Don Finkel, LAB I 1008; 866-6726 

9/1/77 
Olympia, Washington 98505 
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PROLOGUE 

This document was written because a number of people have asked me 

what I've learned about the College. 

I'd told quite a few uneasy minds that I wouldn't be writing a report 

--that I was here to help, not to evaluate--but since we're all friends 

now, I've changed my mind. I owe it to the College, and to myself, to 

try to make some sense of the things that I've learned in the course of 

doing my job here. 

The Argument, Summarized 

Evergreen, a college without many of the traditional external and 

internal supports, cannot exist with integrity unless it has 

* a shared vision of its aims, central values and practices 

* an equally vital diversity out of which that vision can be 
renewed 

Evergreen is strong on the diversity-of-aims side, but needs help on 

the shared vision. 

The first section of this chapter will suggest a partial shape for. 

that vision: a model of what has been most fundamental about the College. 

It will be argued that Evergreen has been changing, almost invisibly, away 

from that central vision. The model is used to suggest some simple evalu-

ative tests of whether 11 Evergreen works ... 

The second section is a brief, complementary view of Evergreen's di

versity, as seen through the eyes of this itinerant consultant. 

The third section makes some specific policy recommendations that may 

be of some he1p in attaining the dual strength that Evergreen needs. Each 

section, however, is meant to stand on its own, and each has 

contribution to make to organizational renewal. 

a different 
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Some people will see this vision as a limited one; my contacts have 

been mainly with the faculty and students, and these pictures of Evergreen 

center on the organized practices of the academic program. 

Others, not familiar with the College, may find it confusing. For you 

I have enclosed two appendices, the first of which is a brief overview of 

Evergreen (drawn along the lines of the model I'm recommending), and the 

second a lexicon of local jargon. The table of contents for this chapter 

should be a useful outline of the total argument of the paper. 

In addition to those people acknowledged in the introduction to my 

total report, I'd like to thank the people who've read the drafts of this 

paper and given me very valuable feedback: Carla Jackson and Daniel Kegan 

at Hampshire College, Don Williams at the University of Washington, Bill 

Brown, Jovana Brown, Jim Gulden, Rob Knapp, Ed Kormondy, Tom Maddox, Patty 

May, Polly Newcomb, Carl Slawski, Fred Tabbutt, Greg Vermillion, Karen 

Vialle, and Byron Youtz at Evergreen. 
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This fundamental (and the other two) can each be seen as opposed to . 

some traditional and opposite position. 

Of course it is a myth that Evergreen is or was totally devoted to 

not-disciplinary learning, just as it is a myth that other institutions 

are totally disciplinary. In fact the meaning of all these phrases is a 

little slippery because 11 disciplinary 11 itself is a term without clear 

reference. 

So this 11 axis 11 (between poles of complete disciplinarity and complete 

non-disciplinarity) is mythical, as is the popular view of Evergreen•s 

position on the axis. But it is also real, because people act on what 

they believP. to be true. 

Because not-disciplinarity is essentially a negative vision, it 

encompasses several different positive goals: 

1. The first is simply the negative: don•t do anything 

that might be labeled disciplinary (or narrow or 

traditional). 

2. Second is the goal of helping students learn how to 

learn: to become people who will continue to learn 

and make use of their new knowledge and skill after 

they leave college. (It sounds like helping students 

to become "i nte 11 ectua 1 s. 11
) 

3. Third is the goal of learning things in terms that 

transcend disciplines: seeing connections; seeing 

things from several ang.les; using disciplinary tools 

to solve interdisciplinary problems. {See 11 What 

Kinds of Not-Disciplinary Learning Do Evergreeners 

Care About" for a more detailed discussion.) 
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4. Going right along with these things is an intense 

ambition and optimism. I felt it soon after arriving 

here: I was reading more and more sorts of things, 

talking and listening about a variety of topics, and 

I found myself thinking, 11 My gosh, maybe I really can 

learn everything that is important 11
: a kindergarten 

dream revived (and Evergreen, with its lack of depart

ments and devotion to learning skills, has been 

compared to a kindergarten). 

This spirit is reflected in Evergreen success 

stories that tell of students arriving with hope but 

no apparent talent and who bloomed, found new dreams, 

and began to achieve them. 

5. It is possible (but not appropriate for this paper) to 

subdivide this goal into different families, each of 

which has different definitions for tenns like 11 inter-

disciplinary 11 and 11 learning how to learn, 11 and somewhat 

different notions about what is important in education~ 

5This Evergreen taxonomy and an earlier version of this model are described 
in one of my working papers entitled 11 The Fundamentals of The Evergreen 
State College. What and Why, 11 dated April 1976. 
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Fundamental #2: The Value of Freedom to Control Learning 

"Freedom" is the concept buried in the "liberal" of "liberal arts": 

learning to set people free. 

It is actually a set of concepts that imply one another: freedom, 

uniqueness, flexibility, person-centeredness, escape, opposition to regi

mentation and regularity. (Since any learning or planning or acting 

require some notion of repetition, "freedom'' is a concept at war with 

itself.} 

It too is a reaction against a myth of the traditional: that other 

colleges are dominated by rules. 

Evergreen was to be as free as possible from rules and other con

straints that might prevent people from reaching their full potential. 

The College was meant t~ give people more power and more responsi

bility (it hasn't always been successful. That will be described, too). 

This value is based on the assumption that people (or at least most 

of them) are good, not evil, need carrots more than sticks, self-control 

more than external constraint. 

Fundamental #3: The Structure of a Full-Time Program Scheduling System 

There were many competitors for the honor of "most important 

structure" and some, like "no departments" were tough to eliminate. 

Full-time programs (i.e. having one student responsible to only one fac

ulty member at a time} were selected because they relate to more facts 

about Evergreen. 

Evergreen has been moving away from its reliance on full-time, long

term, large programs, just as it has been moving away from the other two 

fundamentals (my evidence for that will be discussed after the model 



IV-20 

itself has been described). 

The full-time scheduling system is still in place, however, along with 

many other practices and values to which it is linked. 

The Fundamentals Assembled 

These three fundamental elements, the goal of not-disciplinary learning, 

the value of freedom to control learning, and the structure of full-time 

programs, together form a structure. 

Figure 2. The Fundamentals Assembled 

~~~!;~~~~iplinar~ 

Freedom to ( Full-Time 
Control Long-Term 
Learning ) Programs 

The fundamentalness of each of these elements depends on your 

interests. 

A person interested in policy-making might see the educational goal 

of not-disciplinary learning as the most fundamental and unchanging of the 

three, and if evidence showed that the other two did not promote it, would 

discard one or both of the other two and try something else to help students 

learn. 

Many of the people attracted to Evergreen were probably at least as 

drawn by "freedom to control 1earning 11 and might be more incltned to hold 

on to that. 

The only tangible element, however, is full-time, long-term programs 

and because it can be seen and easily measured Evergreeners may hold to it 

most tightly of all. 
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Present Evergreen theory says that these three reinforce one another. 

Freedom, exercised through the instrument of full-time contact between 

students and a faculty member, is supposed to promote various forms of not

disciplinary learning. 

Active, transcendent learning (rather than packages of facts passed 

to passive pupils) helps to maintain an atmosphere of student freedom and 

initiative. And active students free faculty to be active teachers. 

The full-time program system helps to maintain student and faculty 

freedom by giving them more room to maneuver (e.g. students can leave 

campus on field trips), and fewer masters to satisfy. 

The emphasis on student freedom and responsibility is necessary to 

maintain full-time programs; the alternative is one faculty member giving 

the equivalent of four or five courses worth of lectures per week to twenty 

passive, more-or-less receptive students. 

An ideal of not-disciplinary learning is necessary for a College 

structured around full-time programs. Full-time programs mean that a few 

students see a given faculty member a lot, but most have no chance to use 

her at all. That•s acceptable if the faculty are interchangeable parts 

(e.g. all of our faculty can help a student learn to be a not-disciplinary 

problem-solver). On the other hand, if each faculty member represents a 

different unique strand of the cobweb of knowledge, complaints about faculty 

inaccessibility would probably render full-time programs impractical, par• 

ticularly if student initiative is emphasized. 6 

The basic model of Evergreen is of three elements, each supporting 

the other two. The relation of the fundamentals to other Evergreen facts 
6Evergreen•s reactions to this problem, specialty areas, is discussed in 
Appendix III, p. A.III-13. 
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One way or another, the adjustments are made: 

* People concerned with admissions or publications writing 
stress that disciplin~ry as well as not-disciplinary 
objectives can be pursued here, that Evergreen is for 
everyone (and perhaps it is); students enter with tradi
tional expectations and make traditional demands; 

* Faculty begin to get tough with students, to raise standards, 
to insist on hard work if credit is to be earned. ( 11 What 
would my colleagues elsewhere think if they could see me in a 
seminar, not really knowing what I was talking about? 11

) (
11 The 

students want more direction, more structure ... ) 

* Shorter, smaller, narrower programs are offered to attract 
more students so that enrollments won•t decline, and to 
service demands for disciplinary learning. 

* Specialty areas are invented to enable hard, advanced inter
disciplinary learning to take place, and to reduce the 
unpredictability of the curriculum that had been frustrating 
student efforts to plan their programs. 

* Public listings of Evergreen faculty and staff begin to 
separate one from the other, to list faculty disciplines, 
and whether they have Ph.D.s. 

So, on the one hand there is pressure to become more traditional in 

order to deal with mismatch problems and on the other there is evidence 

that the College is actually becoming more traditional. 

What is the linkage between the two? Is such change inevitable? The 

answer to the first should supply an answer to the second. 

As indicated above, mismatch problems can simply be ignored (at some 

cost) or they can be solved but without changing Evergreen fundamentally. 

The third option, conceding to the traditional demand, is probably 

the easiest way out, however. 

Each of these concessions, though small, can have a large and cumula

tive effect in two different ways: 

1. The changes simply add up, since most forces on the 
College today are probably toward the traditional. 

2. They also multiply. Each one potentially increases 
the pressure to make the others; that kind of chain 
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reaction was described in the discussion of modules 
(

11 Using the Model. How One Element can Influence 
Others, 11 on p. 24) 

IV-39 

This is still not the full linkage between the pressures and the actual 

changes. Why don•t people refer to the Evergreen plan when dealing with 

mismatch problems? 

Because there isn•t one. 

More accurately, few people, if any, carry the whole thing around in 

their heads (and this is the fill:t place I know of where it has been put in 

writing). 

Evergreeners wanted freedom so that they wouldn•t have to worry about 

anything except what they were learning or teaching; they wanted to be 

free to concentrate on their programs. That means that only a few admin

istrators are charged with trying to see Evergreen whole. But the leaders 

aren•t the only ones who face mismatch problems, and even when administrators 

do encounter such difficulties, they too often haven•t got the time to 

worry about the ramifications of the quick fix. 

So Evergreen•s concentration on its full-time programs tends to frag

ment the College, and isolated people simply aren•t prepared to see the 

larger implications of their actions. 13 

13My job has required me to talk to virtually everybody, and to think 
about Evergreen as a whole. It wasn•t until I served with the Long Range 
Curriculum Planning Task Force last year that I realized that not every
one was capable of seeing the implications 10f particular policy changes. 
I tried to get the Task Force to think in these larger terms, i.e. how 
a particular change might affect other parts of the College, but the 
attempt was basically a flop. I didn•t realize how much knowledge and 
thought is required to keep a complex model in one•s head (whether it is 
the model I propose or one entirely different). When the plan for 
specialty areas was proposed, few of us could see in advance what its 
full implications for the College would be. 
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Secondly, because Evergreen's plan is negative in so many ways, there 

is often disagreement as to what the essence of the plan is. A person who 

came to Evergreen because of the freedom may see no cause for alarm if a 

smidgeon of not-disciplinarity is sacrificed. A person who values full-time 

programs and hard interdisciplinary work may not notice if student respon

sibility is discouraged by a new policy. 

Yet many of these "little" changes eventually affect the entire system. 

Summary of the argument to this point: 

* Evergreen seems to be changing, fundamentally; 

*Such change is predictable because being"different" 
causes problems; 

* Solving a mismatch problem by changing one element 
of Evergreen has implications for the rest of the 
College, too; 

*Accidental, fundamental change is made more likely 
because people are free to only worry about their 
own programs, and do. They are too isolated and 
too busy to notice the larger implications of change. 

* People each have their own "pet" part of Evergreen. 
If each one only reacts when their "pet" is attacked, 
accidental, fundamental change is also made more 
likely. 
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