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FINAL CONSULTATION: FEEDBACK ABOUT EVALUATION
BENEFITS, OUTPUTS AND KNOWLEDGE ELEMENTS

We Welcome Your Feedback
Y our feedback about ths draft report will help ensure that it reflects state-of-the-art practice and
encompasses the diversity of the field.
Please send your feedback to Rochelle Zorzi:
by email : rochelle.zorzi @sympatico.ca
by fax: (416) 761-1609.

We welcome feedback until Tuesday October 8, 2002, at which time we need to finaize the
report for presentation to the CES Nationa Council.

Areas of Emphasis

While we welcome your comments on any aspect of the report, the following are some areas that
are of speciad interest:

List of Outputs: Isthislist complete? What other outputs should be included? Consider: Are
there approaches to evaluation that produce different types of outputs? Do some evaluation
activities produce less tangible outputs that may be more difficult to define?

List of Knowledge Elements: Does this list reflect the knowledge, skills, and best practices

that you think are needed to conduct program evaluation? What other knowledge elements
should be included?

Resour ces Associated with Knowledge Elements: What other resources provide useful

guidance for specific knowledge elements? In particular, what good resources are available
for those knowledge elements that have no resources listed?

Thank you for your feedback.
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Canadian Evaluation Society Project in Support of
Advocacy and Professional Development

INTRODUCTION

Background

A number of years ago, the Canadian Evaluation Society (CES) Council participated in a
strategic planning process. Two broad areas were confirmed as priorities:

professional development, and
advocacy on behaf of the evaluation function.

Having an identified Core Body of Knowledge (CBK) was viewed as one means (but not the sole
means) of supporting these two priorities. The CBK comprises “those theories, skills, and
effective practices that peaple, working largely without supervision, must possess in order to
plan, carry out, and report on valid and reliable evaluations of the programst of governments,
other public sector agencies and organizations, not-for-profit organizations, and business.?” The
CBK isto be updated periodicaly to include proven new techniques and approaches.

The CBK will serve as:
aguide for CES members in their self-assessment of their capacity to do an evaluation;

aguide for the Society and its members in the identification of Canadian post-secondary
courses, and possibly texts and other publications, that cover each of the knowledge

elements contained in the CBK;

the basis for the Society’ s design of its own professiona development courses where
these are needed to sypplement those offered by other institutions; and

amajor element in the definition of the concept of evaluation and, thus, a potentially
important element in the CES advocacy program.

Purpose of the Current Project

This project was intended to support the Society’ s advocacy efforts as well as the development
of the CBK by identifying a) the benefits that can be attributed to program evaluation, b) the

For the purposes of this paper, theterm program represents programs, policies, and initiatives. Likewise, the
term programevaluation isintended to be inclusive of program, policy, and initiative evaluation.

Canadian Evaluation Society (2001). Request for proposals: A project in support of the advocacy and
professional devel opment work of the Canadian Eval uation Society. Unpublished document, available from the
Canadian Evaluation Society, Ottawa, ON.
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Introduction

outputs necessary to achieve those benefits, and c) the knowledge and skills needed to produce
the outputs.

For advocacy purposes, the project aimed to demonstrate that the benefits attributed to evaluation
do in fact result from evaluative activities and outputs. For professional development purposes, it
amed to explain why each core knowledge element is essential for evaluation by demonstrating
its link with well-defined eval uation benefits.

The project had three phases. The purposes of each phase are shown in the table below.

Phase Purpose

Phasel | To articulate and describe the benefits that stakeholders can
derive from program evaluation

Phase2 | To explore evaluation outputsin relation to the benefits

Phase3 | Toinvestigate the knowledge and skills needed to produce the
outputs in away that makes the benefits possible

The specific research questions were as follows:

1. What exactly are the benefits that evaluation can offer to governments, other public
sector agencies and organizations, not -for-profit organizations, and business?

2. What exactly are the generic types of output that evaluations can produce that are related
to each benefit?

3. How exactly does each type of output contribute to each benefit?
4. Inwhat ways are the outputs unique to evaluation?

5. What are the knowl edge € ements that are needed to produce the various types of
outputs?

6. For each knowledge element, what sections of which commonly available text or
publication contains a good description of it?

Canadian Evaluation Society 2
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Introduction

The Underlying Model

The underlying model for this project assumes that, like the programs we evauate, program
evaluation has inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes. The modd is deliberately simplified to
provide a manageable framework for the project®. The model has evolved over the course of the
project, but maintains the three original concepts of inputs (knowledge eements), outputs, and
outcomes (benefits). It is shown below.

A Program Evaluation Logic Model

. i Evaluation Evaluation
Evaluation Evaluation
nputs Activities Outputs Outcomes
Ewaluation Information Utilization of Increased
Evaluators  [—fme design, data | concusions, |7 E\(;aultual:;un W orogram
knowledge and collection, partnerships puts efficiency and
skills, amaong analysis, stakehalder effectiveness,
otherthings reporting, etc, irrenlvement, ete. et

Evaluation Context

Social, political, cultural, and economic factors, eteo.

Evauation is conducted within a specific evaluation context. Social, political, cultural,
economic, and other factors influence al aspects of the evaluation.

Evaluation inputs include funding, time, and ather resources. For this project, we are concerned
specifically with the knowledge el ements(knowledge and skills) of the person or group of people
conducting the eval uation.

Evaluation activitiesare what happen in the course of the evaluation, and they are manifested in
evaluation outputs.

Evaluationoutputs are the immediate results of the evaluation process. Typica outputs would
include evidence, conclusions, and recommendations. Outputs can also include manifestations of
stakeholder involvement inthe evaluation process. The latter warrants specific consideration,

3 Themode isnot intended asatool to hel p individual evaluatorsin their work. For those purposes, amore

realistic, multi-causal model would be appropriate.
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Introduction

because it is thought to affect evaluation utilization and to result in benefits independently of the
results of the evaluation®.

Evaluation outcomesare realized when stakeholders use the outputs of an evaluation. Typical
outcomes include increased program efficiency or effectiveness. Other outcomes might include
increased understanding of a problem, or empowerment of a marginalized group. Although
evaluation sometimes produces unintended negative outcomes, the focus of this project ison
benefits or positive outcomes. Evaluators® with appropriate skills and knowledge should bein a
better position to avoid unintended negative outcomes.

For example, see Patton (1997).

Throughout thisreport, when we refer to “evaluators,” we are talking about people who conduct evaluation,
regardless of whether or not that istheir primary role. For example, program managers who conduct evaluation
would be considered evaluators.
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METHODS

The process of conducting a study isoften as important as the results. We elected to use a broad
consultative process with CES members and other evaluators across the world in the hopes that it
would:

ensure that the results represent the diversity of the field,
bring evaluators together in constructive dia ogue about the nature of evauation,
increase the credibility of the results, and

encourage individua evaluators to think more about how to maximize the benefits
offered by their evaluations.

Our methods included a literature review, two Internet consultations with the evaluation
community, two discussion sessions with delegates at the CES 2002 National Conference, and
on-line discussions among the members of an international expert reference pand. These
methods are summarized in thetable on the following page, and described in greater detail in
Appendix A.

Analysis of the Data

The anadysis involved summarizing and synthesizing data from diverse sources and perspectives.
Brief Analysis Notes are included in a footnote at the beginning of each section.

Limitations of the M ethods

The information on which this report is based comes mainly from evaluators. Being close to the
topic, these individuals bring alevel of expertise that is necessary as we begin to lay the
foundation for the Core Body of Knowledge. At the same time, their views about eva uation
related topics are shaped by their own paradigms, training, and practice. How they collectively
See program eval uation may represent only one side of the story. Other stakeholders, such as
program staff, participants, citizens, or directors, might view it differently.

In short, the results of this project present a picture of evaluation as seen through the eyes of
people who do evauation. While it does not tell the whole story, it does provide a starting point
for determining how evaluation can be helpful to various stakeholders, and what outputs and
knowledge elements are required to make evaluation beneficial. The results of this project, once
reframed for different audiences, can be used as a basis for testing our conclusions and exploring

other perspectives.
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Methods used in the project

Method Purposes Description Results
Literature - Identify key issuesand | - Scanned selected texts Appendix C
Review serve asabasisfor . Briefly summarized what we found in
further discussion relation to benefits, outputs, and
knowledge eements
Conaultation #1 | - Solicit ideas aout the | - Interactive on-line consultation form Appendix D
benefits of evaluation | . potential respondents recruited through
CES member broadcast and
internationa evauation listservs
- Respondents could post benefits, view
benefits posted by others, and
comment on benefits posted by others.
Consultation #2 | - Solicit ideas about . Interactive on-line consultation form | APPENAIX E
evaluation benefits, . Potentia respondents recruited as
outputs, processes, and | ghove
knowledge eements . Repondents:
o focused on asingle evaluation
o listed and prioritized the benefits
of the evauation
0 identified the outputs and
processes needed to produce each
of the three most important
benefits
0 identified the knowledge dements
required to carry out the processes
and produce the outputs
Conference . Explorethefactors . Two sessions at the CES 2002 Nationd | Appendix F
di sc_ussi on the_it make evauation Conference in Halifax
SESHons unique from other . Three discussion questions:
activities 1. What is unique about evaluation?
2. What do we mean by the
‘outputs of evaluation?
3. What are the knowledge and skills
that are needed to do evauation?
International - Help complete, - 23 Canadian members and 13 members
expert interpret, and organize | from outsde Canada (see Appendix B)
reference panel | theresultsfrom the . Onrline discussion forum
literature review and | geneits discussion: 2 weeks in April
consultations - )
. . . . Outputs’knowledge discussion: 3
- Raise condderations weeksin May
about the project
Canadian Evaluation Society

Project in Support of Advocacy and Professional Development- DRAFT
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Methods

Reflections

We tried some innovative approacheswith this study. The Internet was a wonderful tool for
linking people and ideas across vast distances. At the sametime, it had a few limitations:

a) Some people were more comfortable with the Internet-based consultations than others, and
the medium may have deterred some people from participating.

b) It wasdifficult for the reference panel to develop a sense of community over the Internet in
the short span of time we had for this project. This may have inhibited reference panel
communications to some degree. Nevertheless, there were a number of high calibre
discussions, along withmany specific suggestions that have contributed to this project.

We were very satisfied with the results of the first consultation, and feel that they reflected a
broad cross-section of perspectives and experiences. Being able to view peopl€'s responses to
others' suggestions was invauable.

With the second consultation, we may have tried to cover too much ground at once Given
resource and time regtrictions, the most feasible approach was a more closed-ended consultation
that turned out to be quite lengthy. In retrospect, an openended consultation process might have
been more suitable, given that we were still a an exploratory stage with outputs and knowledge
elements.

As anticipated, the consultative methods used in the project have been valuable in and of
themselves, forging links between evauators and stimulaing more in-depth thought about the
nature of evaluation.

The project generated considerable interest, both in Canada and internationally. Sessions related
to the project at the CES 2002 National Conference in Halifax attracted large audiences, and we
hed to schedule a second discussion session to accommodate the interest. In addition, evaluators
from around the world (including Australia, the United States, South America, and parts of
Europe) wrote to express their interest in the project and their desire to participate where
possible. The high level of interest suggests that this is an important and compelling topic for
evaluators.

Organization of this Report

This report presents the results of this project in four sections:
Articulation and description of the benefits that may derive from evauation
Articulation of evauation outputs
Articulation of evaluation knowledge elements, with relevant resources
Discussion of relationships between benefits, outputs, and knowledge elements.

We conclude with areview and discussion of what we have learned, and provide suggestions for
actions that CES can take to build on the efforts of this project.

Canadian Evaluation Society 7
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ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

Through the literature review, reference panel, and conference sessions, we identified anumber
of issuesthat should be considered when interpreting and using the results of this project.®

Difficulties in Defining Evaluation

What constitutes a benefit (or output, or knowledge element) of evaluation dependsin part on
how we define evaluation. A number of definitions have been proposed by different authors, but
there is no widespread consensus about which definition most faithfully represents the field.
Reference pand members raised this as a point of discussion, asking, “What distinguishes
evauation from other activities or professons?’

After hearing the reference panel members suggestions, we took the question to the discussion
sessions at the Canadian Evauation Society 2002 National Conference in Halifax. The responses
from the two groups suggest that evaluation may distinguish itsalf from other knowledge-based
activities by 1) its purpose, 2) its approach and methods, and 3) its outputs.

Purpose
Evaluation addresses practical questions and feeds into decision making.
Evauation makes judgements about a program’s merit or worth.

Controversial : Some evauators argued that the purpose of evauation is solely to provide the
information needed to make such judgements, not to actually make those judgements.

Evaluation looks for explanations; it tries to determine why things work in different contexts
and for different people. It attemptsto get at the substance of a program rather than just
skimming the surface of processes, or relying on cursory measures.

Approach and methods

Evaluation applies research design principles appropriately in uncontrolled settings.
Evauation datais collected and processed systematically.

In addition to using existing program data, evaluation collects new information to respond to
specific questions about a program.

®  AnalysisNotes: CES members and reference panel members raised a number of issues throughout the project.
Our review of the literature also uncovered some issues deserving of consideration. We summarized the issues,
making note of differences of opinion. We brought some of the issues forward during the discussion sessions at
the Canadian Evaluation Society 2002 Conferencein Halifax, and incorporated the ideas from those sessions.
Where additional information (e.g., feedback from the steering committee) could help clarify or resolvethe
issues, we incorporated it as appropriate.

Canadian Evaluation Society 9
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Issuesfor Consideration

Evaluation tends to be comprehensive, paying attention to many aspects of the program, to
get afull understanding of what’s going on.

Evauation is cross-disciplinary and draws methods from many different fields of study.

Outputs

The evidence provided by evaluation is:
o credible

o reliable

o vdid

0 objective/lunbiased

Evaluation can provide evidence about:
achievement of program objectives
attribution of changes to the program (impact)
the value of a program

what’ s working and what’ s not working

what needs to be done to improve

why aprogram is being conducted

how a program is being conducted

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0Oo

Panel members observed that most of the factors listed above are provided by at least one other
professional group (audit, research, accounting, organizationa development, etc.). While other
professions may share certain characteristics, perhaps it is the combination of characteristics that
distinguishes evaluation from other activities or professions.

A Simple Model vs. the Complexities of Program Evaluation

The model does not reflect the complexities of evaluation

The model on which this project is based (page 3) is deliberately smplified to provide a
manageable framework for the project. It suggests a linear relationship between knowledge,
activities, outputs, and benefits that does not take into account the many complexities of a
program evaluation. Some reference panel members were wary of making a direct link between
evaluation outputs and benefits (as was suggested in the initid version of the modd), or between
knowledge elements and outputs. They felt it would be mideading to attempt to be overly
reductionist in suggesting how evauation might work.

Evaluators cannot guarantee benefits.

Some members of the reference panel had ahigh degree of discomfort with the concept of
evaluation benefits. They observed that evaluation does not automatically provide benefits. The
benefits we have identified will only be realized under certain conditions, which may vary by
benefit type. Many were therefore uncomfortable with the generation of alist of evaluation
benefits.

Canadian Evaluation Society 10
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Similarly, in the conference discussions, participants recognized that, while evauators have
control over outputs, they cannot control benefits (although they can influence them). They

questioned whether eval uators should be held accountable for benefitswhen they are partly
determined by factors beyond their control.

In recognition of these concerns, we have chosen to speak about the benefits that may be derived
from evaluation. While thisimplies that evaluation can offer benefits, it also implies that
stakeholders have to do something to get these benefits; that they are not automatic and may not
occur in al cases. We have also updated the modd to include utilization of evaluation outputs,
which is an intermediate step between outputs and benefits

Difficulties in Defining “ Outputs’

The meaning of the term output is unclear.

The term “evaluation output” is not commonly used in the literature. Some participants in the
conference discussions raised the concern that the term could cause confusion because it has
different meanings in different contexts. They suggested that we use the same terminology asis
used in similar professions such as audit and knowledge management. In those fields, the terms
of choice are “products’ and “services.” “Product” is a broad term that can include tangibles
(e.g., reports) and intangibles (e.g., different types of information). Although participants
favoured this term, its breadth may conflict with the need to be precise. Other possible terms
include results, information, findings, immediate outcomes, or deliverables.

There was a diversity of opinion about this issue among the reference panel members. Some
members of the reference panel preferred the word output over other terms such as products or
results.

The questions raised about this term were vauable in clarifying what we mean by evauation
outputs. The steering committee for the project developed the following definition:

“ For the purpose of the CES Advocacy-CBK project, the "outputs' of evaluation are
what the evaluator, during or at the end of an evaluation process, provides to the client
and possibly other stakeholders. They are the immediate results of the evaluation
Process.

“ Outputs generally comprise: (1) information, conclusions and perhaps
recommendations that are useful for making decisions about a program or policy (for
example, information on the effectiveness with which it achievesits goals), and/or (2)
arrangements for the participation by stakeholders in the evaluation process. In both
cases, outputs, together with factors beyond the evaluator's control, lead to the benefits of
evaluation.

“In the CES Advocacy-CBK project, outputs serve two key purposes. Firgt, for advocacy,
they are the demonstrable link between eval uation benefits and the eval uation function.
Second, for professional development, they are the criteria for the content of the CBK: if

Canadian Evaluation Society 11
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a certain knowledge element or skill isimportant for the production of an evaluation
output, it should be included in the CBK; if it is not important for this purpose, then it
should not be.

“We appreciate that some evaluators may prefer other words, like "product” or
"service", but we have decided to remain with " output”. It hasalong history in
evaluation in Canada, and many, perhaps most, people appear to be comfortable with it.
In any case, we believe that the concept, regardless of the name that isapplied to it, is
essential to this project.”

The concept of evaluation outputs is difficult to isolate.

Going beyond terminology, the very concept of an evaluation output seems to be difficult to
isolate. There seems to be substantial interconnectedness between benefits, outputs, activities,
and knowledge. We found that people often wrote about evaluation outputs as if they were the
benefits of evaluation. Furthermore, when describing evaluation benefits, they often wrote about
knowledge, activities, outputs, and benefits in the same sentence.

The concept of an evaluation output may be new to many people who conduct evaluations.
Nonetheless, it has proved to be a useful concept for organizing our thinking and discussion. It
has caused us to reflect on how we take our knowledge and trandate it into something from
which others can gain some benefits.

We may not be able to capture al important eval uation processes through outputs

One school of thought says that how an evaluation is done can have more impact than its
conclusions or recommendations. Process use of evaluation is thought to increase eval uation
utilization, and to provide other benefits that are independent of the results ” Such benefits might
include increased thought about an issue, culture change in the organization, or changesin
values. Some evaluators fed that these benefits are not as important as those resulting from use
of evaluation conclusions or recommendations but others argue that they are equally important,
or even more important.

Stakeholder involvement is an important contributor to process use, and is tangible enough to be

reflected in outputs. However, proponents of process use have suggested that other processes
may be more difficult to see and measure. We should take care that no important processes are

inadvertently excluded by the modd.

Considerationsin Promoting Evaluation

Reference panel members raised a number of considerations about the promotion or advocacy of
evauation.

" For example, see Patton (1997).
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Benefit isin the eye of the beholder.
Not all of the potential benefits described in this document will be useful for advocacy with al

stakeholder groups. What some people perceive as a benefit, others may perceive as unimportant,
or even as athreat. Context may also play arolein this;, what is a benefit in one situation may not
be a benefit in another.

We identified the following audiences who may benefit from evauation:
Politicians
Program funders
Decision makers (e.g., policy makers, program directors, €tc.)
Program managers
Service ddivery staff
Recipients of a program
Evauators
Theresearch community
Specid interest groups
Disadvantaged/underrepresented groups within a community
Shareholders
Citizens
Society
Humanity/the global community

For advocacy purposes, it will be important to identify which benefits are relevant to which
audiences. Although specific beneficiaries will differ from situation to situation, we believe that
certain audiences are more likely to be interested in some benefits than others. For example,
program funders are more likely to be interested in benefits related to allocation of resources
than are service delivery staff. Where possible, the descriptions of the benefits have specified
which stakeholders are most likely to be interested in the benefit. The advocacy committee may
wish to conduct further research to confirm which benefits are of greatest interest to which
audiences.

Should we acknowledge unintended negative impacts of evauation?
Evauation can have both benefits and negative impacts or costs. When advocating for

evaluation, some panel members felt there was an obligation to address both of these aspects of
evaluation, rather than focusing exclusively on benefits.

Should we be cautious in promoting evaluation?

There was considerable disquiet among some of the reference panel members with focusing too
much on the advocacy of evaluation. Partly because of the negative impacts or costs, some panel
members suggested that we need to be cautious in promoting evauation. They fdt that it might
be better to refer to the “role(s)” of evaluation rather than the benefits. (e.g., what role does

Canadian Evaluation Society 13
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evaluation have to play in improving socia programs? What role does it have to play in
accountability?)

Other pandllists and CES members have disagreed, stating that it isimportant to promote the
benefits of evaluation, aslong as our claims are substantiated and we take care not to over-|
the benefits of evaluation, as was done in the 1960s. Further, it was argued that we have an
obligation to publicize the benefits of evaluation to ensure that this important tool for
accountability and improvement is used well.

At least some of the disguiet seems to relate to the fear that advocacy efforts would be on behalf
of the vested interest of professional evaluators (i.e., drumming up business for ourselves,
“blowing our own horns’) rather than on behalf of the value that evaluation can provide. Some
perellists felt that advocacy as a marketing effort was inappropriate. Others, however, felt that
this form of advocacy was justified. They suggested that, to stay competitive with other
knowledge-based professions, evauation needs to find its market niche, define it precisdy, and
then promote it.

Concerns about Limiting the Field

There is a trade-off between defining the field and accepting its diversity.

The literature review confirmed our beliefs that program evaluation is adiverse and evolving
field. Thisisone of its strengths, asit alows for greater flexibility and adaptation. At the same
time, some evauators have suggested that there is an obligation to define evauation, even if
doing so means that certain activities are excluded by the definition. The enduring question is, of
course, where the line that defines evauation should be drawn, and how inclusive it should be.

There are concerns about evaluator certification.

Some reference panel members expressed concerns that this initiative is a first step toward the
certification of evaluators. They noted that many evaluations are conducted by people who
would not consider themselves “evaluators’ because evaluation is only one part of their role, and
were concerned that these individuals would be prevented from carrying out the eval uation
function if evaluators became certified.

CES Council’ s decision to approve the development of a Core Body of Knowledge in 1999 was
based on a document that stated:

“ The devel opment of the CBK does not imply the CESwill ever adopt some form of
certification. That is an additional step that can be decided quite independently on its
merits. On the other hand, the need for effective professional development and advocacy
does imply the need for a CBK.”

Thus, while certification would ultimately require an articulated core (or basic) set of knowledge
elements (among other prerequisites), that is not one of the purposes of the current project.
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BENEFITSTHAT MAY BE DERIVED FROM EVALUATION

Through the review of the literature, the two consultations with the evaluation community, and
the discussions of the reference pandl, we have identified twelve broadly stated benefits that may
be derived from evaluation. These benefits are grouped into five categories. accountability,
decision making, knowledge and skills, socia change, and cohesion and collaboration. The
benefits are described in this section. A summary is shown on the following page.

Many of the benefitsin this section have been stated in terms of the program being evaluated.
This does not diminish the potential for larger-scale societal benefits that may result from the
widespread use of evaluation. Over the long term, we believe that the local benefits of evaluation
will contribute to more effective social programs, financial savings, and an improved human
condition (better health, higher quality of life, cleaner environment, etc.).

Accountability

Evaluation can support accountability for program performance and spending.

Citizens, shareholders and funders have aright to information about the programs they support.
Evauation can support accountability through its transparent, collective and public nature.

Providing information for stakeholders. Evaluation provides stakeholders with information about
program performance, thereby opening the program to public scrutiny and judgement.
Evauation can help stakeholders:

verify that planned programs are implemented as intended;
asess the efficiency of a program, or its components,

determine the extent to which a program is having the intended effects, as measured
against objectives, benchmarks, standards, or targets;

identify any unintended effects of the program; and
judge whether the program is worth the resources that are devoted to it.

AnalysisNotes: A large number of potential benefits were identified through the literature review, consultation
data, and panel discussions. After the first consultation, we listed the benefits from all sourcesin asingle
document, then eliminated duplicates and combined similar benefits. Categorizing the benefits proved to be a
challenge. We began with categories that had been defined in the literature, and revised them as necessary to
accommodate the diversity of benefits. We revised the categories through several iterations, with input from the
reference pand at each stage. New benefits were identified through the second consultation. The categories
were revised again to accommodate these additions.
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POTENTIAL BENEFITSAT A GLANCE

Accountability

Evauation can support accountability for program performance and spending.
Providing information for stakeholders
Meeting the requirements of funders

Decison Making

Evduation can help one make better decisions about program direction.
Setting gods and priorities
Reviewing goals and priorities

Evauation can help one make better decisions about alocation of resources.
Determining the value of programs
Allocating resources to programs

Evauation can help one improve programs.

. Improving program design

Improving program implementation
Improving program cost-effectiveness
Supporting effective management practices
Making more effective use of evauation

Knowledge and kills
Evauation can increase understanding of the program being eva uated

Evauation can build knowledge about socid needs and socid programming.
Increasing knowledge of needs and socia problems
Increasing knowledge of effective practices and programs
Increasing knowledge of socia programming
Evauation can develop capacity for effective program design, assessment, and improvement.
Learning to think more critically about programs
Improving attitudes toward evauation
Developing capacity to understand, use, and/or conduct evauation

Social Change
Evduation can be used to promote, defend, or oppose specific methods, approaches, or programs.
Evaluation can be used to shape public opinion.
Evauation can be used to support plurdism and democracy.
Exploring diverse perspectives
Supporting a more democratic process for program decision-making

Cohesion and Collaboration
Evaluation can increase consistency and communication between departments or organizations.
Evauation can build energy and enthusiasm within the program team.

Building pride and confidence

Building cohesion and enthusiasm
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Benefitsthat May be Derived from Evaluation

Meseting the requirements of funders. When an organization or organizational unit carries out
evaluation, this can meet formal requirements of afunder that evaluation be done. Carrying out
and demonstrating use of evaluation can demonstrate to afunder an organization’ strue
commitment to accountability and to learning and to making improvements where warranted.

Decision Making

Evauation can help one make better decisions about program direction.

There are many issues, socia needs and problems that compete for attention in aworld of limited
resources. If prioritiesare selected arbitrarily, staff may find that they are addressing needs that
do not exit, that do not fit with the organization’s mission, or that just are not important.
Organizations can be more effective when their programs focus on important needs thet are
relevant to their stakeholders.

Setting goalsand priorities. Evaluation can help directors, policy makers, managers and funders
set priorities, goals and objectives that:

reflect the values and ideologies of different stakeholder groups;
reflect the organization’s role in society;

focus on red (not imagined) needs,
focus on needs that are most amenable to change; and/or
focus on more important needs (i.e., those that are prevalent, serious, and/or pressing).

Reviewing goals and priorities. Evaluation can help determine whether existing goals and
priorities are till vaid and/or relevant, enabling the organization to adapt to changing needs,
organizational changes, and vaues shifts.

Evaluation can help one make better decisions about all ocationof resources.

Without some form of evaluation, organizations risk devoting considerable time, money and
effort to programs that are inefficient or even ineffective in meeting specified goals. Evauation
can help directors, policy makers and funders deternine the merit or worth of different programs.
It alows them to compare the costs and effectiveness of different programs to determine which
ones they will support, and to what extent.

Determining the value of programs. Evauation can help:

generate multiple criteriafor judging the program’s value. Program sponsors may have

different opinions than program staff or participants. Va ue judgements based on multiple
perspectives are more relevant than those based on a single perspective.

assess the effects (expected and unexpected) of a program relative to these criteria; and

determine if those effects can be attributed to the program, or if they may be due to other
factors outside the program.
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Benefitsthat May be Derived from Evaluation

Allocating resources to programs. Evaluation can support:
termination of programs that are not effective, are not efficient, or are no longer needed;
expansion of programs that have proven effective;
reduced funding to programs when the additiona funds are not needed;

increased funding for programs when inadequate resources are limiting their
effectiveness.

use of effective prevention to avert potential future costs;
selection of programs that produce a given outcome for the least cost;
selection of programs that produce a better outcome for the same cost;

Evaluation can help one improve programs.

Policy makers, program managers and program staff can use evaluation to make improvements
to their programs. Evaluation can help improve program design, day-to-day implementation,
cogt- effectiveness, management, and eval uation. Sometimes evaluation provides the impetus to
make necessary changes, as can happen when an evaluation confirms what managers or staff

already suspected.

Improving program design. Evaluation can help managers and staff make corrections to the
program design that increase its effectiveness and efficiency. It helps program managers and
staff know what changes to make, and can be useful in communicating the need for these
changes. Using eva uation, managers and staff can:

determine if the program, as designed, is likely to meet its objectives,

set more redistic objectives;

identify and address incorrect assumptions and weaknesses in the design;
determine what components are effective and what are ineffective;
reduce overlap between similar programs,

drop ineffective activities and add more effective ones; and

identify and avoid potential unwanted effects.

Improving program implementation. Evaluation can determine whether or not the program is
being implemented as intended. When implementation is not going as intended, evauation can
help managers and staff understand why. In some cases, it may be appropriate for program
implementation to deviate from the origina plan — for example, if the origina plan is flawed, or
if program staff are being responsive to new opportunities or changes in circumstance. In other
cases, evauation can help managers and staff take steps to improve implementation.
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Evaluation can help managers and staff:

identify and address problems that have arisen, such as glitches in the delivery process,
service gaps, or specific issues such as abuse of power, racism, incompetence, etc.;

implement proven good practices,
avoid unwanted effects; and
correct staff assumptions that impact service delivery or efficiency.

Improving program cost-effectiveness Evaluation can help managers and staff select program
methods that produce a given outcome for less cogt, or produce a better outcome for the same

cost.

Supporting effective management practices Evaluation is part of the program cycle. It can
provide managers with tools and systems they can use to increase their effectiveness. Evaluation
helps managers.

explain the program to others: how it works, what its goals and standards are, what
responsi bilities others have, and what role they can play in achieving the program godls,

create and/or improve systematic data collection processes such as management
information systems and performance measurement systems,

improve process and efficiency flows,
use program data more effectively for management decisions; and
manage the change process more effectively.

Making mor e effective use of evaluation. The beginning phases of evaluation can identify
whether or not it is appropriate to evauate a program, and can identify the most appropriate time

to conduct an evaluation. These beginning phases can aso help managers and staff determine
what they need to measure and how to measure it.

Data systems and whole eval uations can a so be evaluated (meta-evaluation) to assess and
improve their validity, religbility and cost-effectiveness.

Knowledge and Skills

Evaluation can increase understanding of the program being eval uated.

One of the most immediate benefits that stakeholders can derive from evauation is a clearer,
more objective understanding of the program, including:

what the program is expected to accomplish;

the context of the program (political, ideological, organizational);
the role the program plays in society;

the program’s logic and assumptions;
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the roles of individuals or groups involved in the program,
who the program is serving;

the program’ s day-to-day activities;

the program’ s strengths and weaknesses, and

the results of the program.

Increased clarity about the program can ensure that al players are pulling in the same direction.
A thorough and objective understanding of the program aso serves as the foundation for
improvement, accountability, and the allocation of resources.

Evaluation can raise questions and increase awareness of issues that are in need of more
attention. For example, evaluation might identify that some stakeholder groups are doing better
than others, or perhaps that one program location is serving twice (or haf) as many as others
with seemingly no difference in other aspects. Even if an evauation cannot answer these
questions, it isimportant to bring these questions and issues out into the open where they can be
dedlt with.

Evaluation can build knowledge about social nheeds and socia programming.

Evauation can build incremental knowledge, awareness, and understanding of socia problems,
effective practices, and social programming that can ultimately contribute to the devel opment of
more relevant, effective, and efficient programs.

Increasing knowledge of needs and social problems Evaluation can increase awareness of the
types of socia needsthat exist, aswell astheir prevalence and severity. It can aso help
stakeholders understand the origins and context of the needs. A thorough understanding of socid
needs enabl es the devel opment of more relevant and effective programs, and helps establish
program priorities.

Increasing knowledge of effective practices, programs. Evaluation can increase awareness of
specific programs or practices that are known to be effective in addressing a particular socia
need, enabling those programs or practices to be considered for use in other settings with smilar
conditions and needs. Evaluators can facilitate this cross-fertilization by sharing effective
practices and lessons learned from other programs that they have evaluated.

With the incremental accumulation of knowledge about effective practices, evaluation can
provide insightsinto what typicaly works and what typically does not work when addressing
particular social needs under specific conditions. Stakeholders can also develop a better
understanding of why something is working or not, again resulting in better and more
appropriate programming.

Increasing knowledge of social programming. Evaluation can help us understand where and why
programs arise. It can explore factors that affect organizational learning and innovation.
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Evauation can build capacity for effective program design, assessment, and improvement.
Evauation can help managers, staff and other stakeholders think more critically about their

programs, place increased importance on eval uation, and devel op skills to continue evauation
activities. Because they impact stakeholders' thinking, these benefits extend beyond the program
being evaluated to other programs.

Controversal : Some evaluators consider this to be one of the most enduring benefits of
evaluation. Others consider it a side benefit, arguing that it is only useful to the extent that
evaluation provides other benefits as well.

Learning to think more critically about programs. Evauation helps foster a more thoughtful
approach to planning that can extend beyond the program being evaluated. Thisis closdly related
to the concept of continuous quality improvement, where managers and staff are constantly
asking themselves how things are going and what can be done differently or better. Specificaly,
evaluation can help managers and staff learn to:

develop clear objectives,

critically analyse program design;

collect data systematicaly;

incorporate formal and informal processes for reflection, discussion, and review;
visudize implementation and consider how it will be monitored;
ask difficult questions about the program;

focus on improvement;

strategically allocate resources to maximize impact;

visualize possible results and consider how they will be assessed;
be more critical about claims of effectiveness and causal links; and
rely on evidence in their decision-making.

Improving attitudes toward evaluation. Evaluation can foster an organizational culture that
values accountability and evaluation, and focuses on quality and continuous improvement. It can
help staff become committed to addressing the strengths and weaknesses of the program. Staff
and other stakeholders can come to view evaluation as a useful tool for improvement.

Developing capacity to understand, use, and/or conduct evaluation. Stakeholders who
participate in the evaluation process can learn how to understand evaluation and to use it
knowledgeably and appropriately. In some cases, stakeholders may develop skills to continue
evaluation activities.
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Social Change

Evauation can be used to promote, defend, or oppose specific methods, approaches, or

programs.
Proponents of a program can use evaluation findings to:

promote the program godls;

secure funding for the program;

gather public support for the program;

gather political support for the program; or

lobby for organizational or legidative changes that are favourable to the program.

Opponents can likewise use evaluation findings to gather opposition to the program, argue
againgt funding, and block organizational or legidative changes that are favourable to the
program.

Both proponents and opponents can use evaluation to provide credibility or support for
politically difficult decisions.

Concern: Thereisa possibility that evaluation canbe misused for persona or political gain. For
example, evaluation could be used as a privileged resource for those with high statusin a
program, without giving voice to other important stakeholders.

Evaluation can be used to shape public opinion.
Individuals can use evaluation to argue in favour or against certain views. For example,
evaluation information is sometimes used to advocate for the rights of marginalized groups.

Controversial : Some evauators argue that advocacy is essentia to fair evaluation, particularly
when it compensates for an existing power imbalance. Others are opposed to this use of
evaluation in principle. Again, there is a concern that evaluation can be misused for persona or
politica gain.

Evauation can be used to support pluraism and democracy.

Exploring diverse perspectives. Evauation can provide a forum for listening to and sharing the
perspectives of all stakeholders, including front- line staff, program participants, and
marginaized groups, whose views are not dways heard. In doing S0, it can legitimate pluraism
and foster a greater appreciation of inclusiveness and diversity.

Supporting a more democratic process for program decision-making. Evaluation can increase
the involvement of service delivery staff and participants in future design and dedlivery decisions.

Thus, it can empower those who traditionally have had little influence on programs.

Evauation can reform organizations through the free flow of information, and foster a greater
appreciation of democracy.
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Cohesion and Collaboration

Evaluation can increase consistency and communication between departments or organi zations.

Evauation can provide a common framework for understanding, delivering, monitoring and
evaluating a program among different departments or organizations. It can facilitate the sharing
of knowledge across systems. Evaluation can aso help develop a supportive network of
individuals participating in similar but different processes.

Evaluation can build energy and enthusiasm within the program team.

Building pride and confidence. Evaluation can help provide afeeling of pride and satisfaction
among managers and staff. Staff may be gratified that they have systematically explored
questions about the value of the program rather than just relying on assumptions. They may also
feel good about identifying ways to better serve their clientele and meet their objectives. Also, in
many program areas, such as where staff are working constantly with people who have severe
problems, there can be avery real risk of burnout. Evaluation can provide away for staff to step
back and to redlize that they have made a difference.

Building cohesion and enthusiasm. Evaluation can provide an opportunity for al staff to view
themselves as part of ateam that is dedicated to achieving shared goals. It can increase morae,
buy-in, and commitment to the program.
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EVALUATION OUTPUTS

It isuseful at this point to revist the reasons we studied evaluation outputs. The model shown on
page 3 indicates that outputs are an important link between the knowledge elements (inputs) and
the benefits (outcomes) of evaluation. Specifically:

1. For the purposes of advocacy, outputs should help us determine if the benefits we have
attributed to evaluation do in fact result from evaluation activities.

2. For the purposes of the Core Body of Knowledge, outputs help us determine which
knowledge and skills people need to make certain evaluation benefits possible.

Outpuits, then, are concepts that allow us to conscioudy reflect on how we take our knowledge
and trandate it into something from which others can gain some benefits. Of course, this process
israrely as smple or straightforward as the model makes it seem. It can happen in many direct or
indirect ways, often interacting with other factors, some of which are beyond the control of those
conducting the evaluation. Exploring outputs is nonetheless useful to give us a better
appreciation of how evaluation knowledge and activities can ultimately lead to benefits

Evaluation activities can manifest in many and varied outputs. Through the review of the
literature, the two consultations with the evaluation community, and the discussions of the
reference pandl, we have identified 27 evaluation outputs.® The outputsare articulated in this
section grouped by evauation type. A summary is shown on the following page.

Needs Assessment Outputs

Description of unmet needs, for example:

Specific needs of existing clients

The type, magnitude, and distribution of a socia problem
Trendsin socia problems

Clients strengths and assets

Existing programs that serve identified needs

Gapsin service

OO0 OO0 O0O0o

AnalysisNotes. A number of evaluation outputs wereincluded in the submissions for the first consultation. We
listed these and combined similar ones, then used some of the more common ones as a starter list for the second
consultation, deliberately keeping the list brief. However, few new outputs were identified through the second
consultation. Those that were suggested were incorporated into thelist.

Rossi, Freeman & Lipsey (1999) provide one of the few comprehensive taxonomies of outputs, which appears
to include thoseidentified el sewhere and al so through our consultations. We consulted their text to identify
examples of the outputsin our list, aswell as to add to the list. Because evaluation outputs are manifestations of
activities, we found that most of the outputs could be grouped easily into categories reflecting the types of
evaluation described in the text.
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OUTPUTSAT A GLANCE

Needs Assessment Outputs
Description of unmet needs

Evaluability Assessment Outputs
Description of program design and logic
Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success
Description of the context of the program
Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation

Process Evaluation Outputs
Description of program implementation
Comparison of actua events with the program plan or performance standards
Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan

Outcome/l mpact EvaluationOutputs
. Description of program outcomes
Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes
Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions
Identification of factorsthat affect the effectiveness of an intervention
Determination of merit or worth

Efficiency Assessment Outputs
Description of program costs
Estimation of the vaue of program outcomes
Comparison of vaue for money

Outputsof Stakeholder Involvement
. Involvement of stakeholdersin some or dl evauation activities
Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders' or the program’s culture
Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the program
Sharing of results with stakeholders
Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program stakeholders
New partnerships
On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and other stakeholders

Outputs Spanning all Typesof Evaluation
Evaudtion tools
New gquestions about the program
Suggestions of good practices
Recommendations
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Evaluation Outputs

Evaluability Assessment Outputs

Description of program design and logic, for example:
Its goals and objectives

The target group

Identification of stakeholders

Anticipated resources

Intended activities

Expected outcomes
Linkages between activities and expected outcomes

OO OO0 OoOO0Oo

Articulation of criteria for success, for example:
o0 ldentification of the values of different stakeholder groups

0 Specific standards for performance

Description of the context of the program, for example:
0 Organizationa context

0 Communication channels

o Thefunding environment

0 Other related programs

Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evauation, for example:

0 Identification of the stage at which the program is

0 Identification of steps that should be taken prior to evaluation

o ldentification of the most appropriate types of evaluation for the program

Process Evaluation Outputs

Description of program implementation, for example:

0 Who the actua participants are

0 What resources (human, monetary, etc.) are available and expended
o What activities are occurring

o0 How the attivities are carried out (quality, timeliness, etc.)

Comparison of actua events with the program plan or performance standards

Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan
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Outcome/l mpact Evaluation Outputs

Description of program outcomes, for example:

o

O OO0 0O OO0

Change in condition (e.g., hedth)

Change in status (e.g., employment status)

Change in behaviour (e.g., frequency of alcohol use)
Change in functioning (e.g., level of mohility)

Change in attitude (e.g., attitudes about eating vegetables)
Changein fedling (e.g., fedings of belonging)

Change in perception (e.g., perceptions of young people)

Identification of unexpected or unwanted program outcomes, for example:

o

o
o

A program has the opposite effect than was intended
A program has positive side effects that were not anticipated or planned
A program has negative side effects that may or may not have been anticipated

Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions, for example:

o

O O 0O

Changes in outcomes over time

Comparing outcomes with comparison groups

Identification of confounding factors that might obscure or enhance apparent effects
Identification of effective practicedactivities

Identification of ineffective practices/activities

Identification of factors that affect the effectiveness of anintervention, for example:

0]
o
0]
0]
0]
o
0]

Population demographics
Generd economic conditions
Staff enthusiasm

Leadership

Organizationa context
Political/socia context

Available resources

Determination of merit or worth, for example:

o
o

Comparison of actual outcomes with performance standards or criteria for success
Comparison with other programs that have similar goals

Efficiency Assessment Outputs

Description of program expenditures and other costs, for example:

0]
0]

Direct, monetary costs
Indirect costs such as time, effort, lost opportunities

Estimation of the value of program outcomes, for example:

0]
0]

Monetary value of specific outcomes
Relative vaue (in norr monetary terms) of specific outcomes
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Comparison of value for money, for example:
o0 Payoff per dollar of expenditure
o Cost of achieving a given outcome

Outputs of Stakeholder Involvement

The literature on evaluation utilization suggests that how evauation is done (i.e. the process) can
be at least as important to its ultimate impact as what exactly it says or concludes® For example,
process use of evauation is thought to generate interest in continuous quality improvement,
increase commitment to the program, and increase knowledge and awareness that staff members
maintain and use.

Outputs relating to stakeholder involvement in the evaluation, at various levels, include:

Involvement of stakeholdersin some or al evaluation activities, for example:
0 discussionsabout program

designing the evaluation

developing instruments

collecting data

interpreting data

action planning

0 communicating results

OO OO0 o

Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders' or the program’s
culture

Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the program
Sharing of results with stakeholders

Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program stakeholders, for example:
0 A levd of trust
0 Respect for one another’s skills'responsibilities

New partnerships
Ontthe-project training in evaluation for program managers and other stakeholders

Outputs Spanning All Types of Evaluation

Evaluation tools, for example:

Evaluation questions

0 A description of the evaluation methods
o Data collection frameworks and tools

0 Analytical frameworks

(@)

10 See, for example:

Patton, M.Q. (1997). Utilization-focused evaluation: The new century text (21d Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
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New questions about the program, for example:
o Why one program site seemsto produce better outcomes than others
0 Why some clients seem to be doing better than others

Suggestions of good practices, for example:
0 Alternate service delivery modds
0 Methods used by smilar programs to overcome smilar problems

Recommendations, for example:

o0 Ways to improve program design

0 Waysto improve program implementation

0 Recommendations about program expansion, continuation, or termination
0 Recommendations about resource alocation
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EVALUATION KNOWLEDGE ELEMENTS

Knowledge elements are the knowledge, skills, and effective practices that are required to
conduct evaluation activities Beforearticulating the knowledge elements, we would like to
emphasize four points:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Knowledge and skill requirements vary from evaluation to evaluation. While some
knowledge and skills might be important for amost any evaluation, others are only
applicable in certain situations. For example, we believe that ethical conduct, being able to
focus the evauation, and interpersonal and communication skills are likely to be useful in
every evaluation, whereas survey methods, questionnaire development, and quantitative
analysis would be useful in some evauations but not in others.

It may be helpful to view the list of knowledge elements as a toolkit from which evaluators
can sdlect the tools that are most appropriate for the specific evaluation, taking into account
the context of the evaluation and the desired benefits.

Thisisnot alist of what every evaluator should know. Evauation has awide range of
methods and approaches. It is not possible, or even desirable, for any one person to have an
in-depth knowledge of everything. Evaluators need to be:

a. aware of the different methods and approaches
b. ableto redisticaly assesstheir own capabilities, and

c. ableto assemble teams of people with the knowledge and skills needed for a
specific evaluation.

It may in fact be possible to define a set of core skills and knowledge that all evaluators
should know. We were unable to do so based on the results of this project, but this list may
provide a starting point for further exploration.

“ Soft” skills may be particularly important. Skills such as effective listening, questioning,
and negotiation were emphasized in the consultations, and also by participants of the
conference discussion sessions. Because of the agpplied nature of evaluation, these skills are
important across al stages of the evaluation process. In the words of one conference session
participant, “You can have the strongest academic credentials, but if you don’'t have the skills
on the peopleside, they'reno good.” It will be important to consider these soft skillsin
professional devel opment planning.

Thislist will change. Thislist of knowledge elements and resources is intended to be
dynamic, not definitive or exhaustive. There are certainly other good resources in existence
now, and others will become available in the future. New approaches and methods will also
be developed. Thelist will need to evolve aong with the profession.

Canadian Evaluation Society 31
Project in Support of Advocacy and Professional Development- DRAFT September 16, 2002



Evaluation Outputs

This section articulates the 23 general knowledge elemerts that were identified through the
course of the project. For each general knowledge element, we have identified more specific
knowledge, skills, or practices, whichare shown in the tables in this section We have dso
suggested relevant resources that have good discussions of each item?  The generad knowledge

elements are summarized on page 33.

In some instances, respondents commented on the necessity of the knowledge elements

Disparate views among respondents may indicate areas of controversy, or may simply indicate
that different evaluations have different knowledge requirements.

Ethics
Ethical conduct

S| P| Items Resour ce(s)
4 Knowledge and application of ethical guidelines
Respect the human dignity and worth of the
v'| people involved in the program and in the CES Guidelinesfor Ethical Conduct
evauation
AEA (1994)

Behave with sengitivity to the cultural and social
environment of the program and its stakeholders | AfrEA (2000)

| Ensure the honesty and integrity of the Sanders (1994)

evaluation

Act in the best interest of the program Newman & Brown (199)
v : CIDA (2000)

stakeholders and the general public

| Disclose biases, conflicts of interest, any
limitations in approaches or skills, etc.

Freedom of information and protection of

privacy Provincial legidation

L egend

K = Knowledge
S=Skill

P = Practice

1 AnalysisNotes: A number of evaluation knowledge elements were mentioned in the submissions for the first

consultation. A good many otherswere listed in King et al.’s (2001) taxonomy of essential evaluator
competencies. We used some of the more common ones as a starter list for the second consultation, deliberately
keeping thelist brief. While some new knowledge elements were suggested in the second consultation, we still
did not feel that the list was comprehensive. We therefore reviewed numerous eval uation texts and articles to
identify additional knowledge elements and associated resources.
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KNOWLEDGE ELEMENTSAT A GLANCE

Ethics
Ethical conduct
Competence and quality assurance

Evaluation Planning and Design
Undergtanding the program
Assessing readiness for the evaluation
Focusing the evauation

Systems theory, organizationa development, and change

Specific types of evaluation

History of evauation, evauation theory, and evauation models

Research design
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Effective practicesin applied research

Data Collection
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Reporting kills
Other communication skills

Pr oject Management
Managing evaluation projects
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Evaluation Knowledge Elements

Competence and quality assurance

K[S|P]|Item Resour ce(s)
Awareness of the steps in conducting an CES Essential kills Series(#2)
evaluation Any introductory evauation text
SAf-assessment of competency to perform the .
v
evaluation (knowing own limits) King (2001)
v S&‘\?\,‘(’)‘rﬁ‘g'mmo"emmt of skills, knowledge, CES Guidelines for Ethical Conduct
CES Guidelines for Ethical Conduct
4 Application of standards for evaluation Sanders (1994)
Newman & Brown (1996)
Cook & Gruder (1978)
v Meta-evaluation Scriven (1969)
Stufflebeam (1981)
Evaluation Planning and Design
Understanding the program
K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
Owen, with Rogers (1999)
4 Become familiar with the program TBS (1998)
Mogt introductory evaluation texts
Andyze the socid, palitical, and cultural TBS (1998)
context of the program (Iegslatlon, s mllar Owen, with Rogers (1999)
v programs, culture specific understandings, CIDA (2000)
relationships, communication patterns, Petton (1997
agendas, etc.) on ( )
4 Develop a program description CES Essential kills Series(#2)
Ross, Freeman, & Lipsey (1999)
Smith (1989)
Rutman (1980)
v Deveop alogic mode Wholey (1977)

Wholey, Hatry, & Newcomer (1994)
Wong-Rieger & David (1995)
W K. Kdlogg Foundation (2001).

Respondents indicated that it was important to understand various aspects of the program,
including the context and the need being served. Without this knowledge, the evaluators may
evaluate the wrong thing or misinterpret the results.
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Evaluation Knowledge Elements

Assesdang readiness for the evaluation

K{S|P]| Item Resour ce(s)
Determineiif it is appropriate to evaluate Wholey (1977)
the program Wholey (1994)
Focusing the evaluation
K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
% Obtain the cooperation of stakehol der %2?1 (v;gg??ogers (1999)
groups CIDA (2002)
v Be clear who isthe client
v | dentify stakeholders Owen, with Rogers (1999)
Identify the goals and values of the Kellogg Foundation (1998)
stakeholders Cresswell (2002)
Identify program objectives Porteous et a. (1997)
Identify information needs Any introductory evaluation text
4 Specify evaluation questions

Respondents felt that knowing how to focus the evauation was key, and that no evaluation
should be conducted without this first step.

Systems theory, organizational development, and change

K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
Knowledge of organizational development Senge (1990)
and change
Knowledge management Harvard Business Review (1998)
_ . Weiss (1999; 1977)
Y Ergz\nl\glzegt?snglf Sle\?lelljt?gr?lner?tgg I(?hange Chelimsky & Shadish (1997)
Cousins & Earl (1995)
% Knowledge of evauation uses (e.g., Scriven (1991)
formative, summative) Patton (1997)
v Understanding of how decisonsare made | Weiss (1999; 1977)
inapolitical context Chelimsky & Shadish (1997)
_r Flood (1999)
v
Systems approaches, systems thinking Williams (Work in progress)
. . Axerod (2000)
v
Chaos and complexity theories Stacey, Griffin, & Shaw (2000)
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Having an understanding of organizational systems and change alows the evauators to help
managers introduce and manage change, and to design recommendations that are likely to have

maximum impact.

Specific types of evauation

K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
Ross, Freeman, & Lipsey (1999)

Needs assessment CES Essential Skills Series (4#2)

Ross, Freeman, & Lipsey (1999)
Smith (1989)
Rutman (1980)

4 Evauability assessment Wholey (1977)

Wholey, Hatry, & Newcomer (1994)
Wong-Rieger & David (1995)
Hudson et a. (1992)

Process eval uation/implementation
evauation

Ross, Freeman, & Lipsey (1999)
CES Essential <kills Series(#3)
Hudson et a. (1992)

v

Outcome eval uation/impact assessment

Efficiency evaluation/Cost analysis

Mohr (1995)

Hudson et a. (1992)

Ross, Freeman, & Lipsey (1999)
Posavac & Carey (1997)

CES Essential <kills Series(#4)

Ross, Freeman, & Lipsey (1999)

Respondents indicated that the evauators should be familiar with, or even have athorough
knowledge of, many types of evaluation.

History of evaluation evaluation theory, and evaluation models

Some respondents felt that people who conduct an evaluation should be familiar with basic
evaluation models However, others suggested that knowledge of modelsis irrelevant for most
evaluations, since they are eclectic.
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Evaluation Knowledge Elements

K|S|P|[Item Resour ce(s)
v - Various theories of evaluation Shadish, Cook, & Leviton (1995)
Chelimsky & Shadish(1997)
. . Shadish, Cook, & Leviton (1995)
v
History of evaluation House (1993)
Segsworth (2001)
v Utilization focused Patton (1997)
v Empowerment Fetterman, et d. (1996)
- Cousins & Earl (1995
4 Participatory CIDA (2002) ( )
v Goal-free Scriven (1991)
v Realistic Evaluation Pawson & Tilley (1997)
v Other models Stufflebeamn (2001)
Research design
K| S|P|Item Resour ce(s)
. . . Campbdll & Stanley (1966)
v EXXP; 'r;“;'?ttala" quask-experimertal, nor | = o Campbell (1979)
P Posavac & Carey (1997)
v Longitudinal Pedhazur et al. (1991)
4 Case study Yin (1989)
v Ethnography Fetterman (1989)
e Denzin (1971
Y Naturdlistic inquiry Guba &(LinC()JIn. (1981)
4 Phenomenology and epistemol ogy Campbell (1988)
4 Program review
Santo Pietro (1983)
4 Survey research Dillman (2000)
Fink (2002)
Cook & Campbell (1979)
. Datta (1997)
v :
Mixed method Cresswell (2002)
Mertens (1997)
. . , Campbell & Stanley (1966)
v :
Ruling out alternative interpretations Cook & Campbell (1979)

Some respondents indicated that it is helpful to understand many types of evaluation design
However, others suggested that knowledge of one or more types of research design is not usualy

possible in the real world.
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Constructing meaning

K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
Evauation paradigms (e.g., positivism, -

v constructivism, collaborative gﬁg’gt ﬁ\ncccl)l N (15358 (1380)
interpretation, hermeneutics)

v Human construction of meaning Gilovich (1991)

Guba & Lincoln (1989)

Some respondents indicated that having a conceptual framework is helpful . Others thought that
the people conducting the evaluationshould understand how participants and staff construct
redlity in the program being evaluated. Still others felt that a knowledge of paradigms was not
important in simple evaluations, because academic rigour is not required.

Selecting appropriate data collection and analysi's methods

K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
Owen, with Rogers (1999)
: . : Campbell (1988)
% Selecting appropriate data collection and Chelimsky & Shadish (1997)

analysis methods

Patton (1997)
Cook & Reichardt (1979)

Some respondents felt that this skill was important to alow the evaluators to select among a
variety of methods and sources for quality, reliability, etc. They dso fdt that it was important to
tailor methods to different respondent groups and evauation activities. Other respondents felt
that this skill was not essential.

Effective practices in applied research

Respondents indicated that this knowledge element was critical to conducting a good evaluation.
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K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
Triangulation, multiple methods, multiple | Campbell and Stanley (1966)
perspectives, multiple lines of evidence Cook and Campbell (1979)
Cousins & Earl (1995)
Fetterman et al. (1996)
vl
Involvement of stakeholders Patton (1997)
CIDA (2002)
- - Cousins & Earl (1995)
v
Incorporate consultation as appropriate Petton (1997)
% Able to design the evaluation to minimize | Patton (1997)
intrusiveness Wehb . d. (1966)
Able to adapt the evaluation to Situationa
needs/constraints Petton (1997)
Able to adapt/change study as needed Patton (1997)
% Attentl on to cross-cultural, gender, or age CIDA (2002)
issues
Data Collection
Sampling
K| S|P|Item Resour ce(s)
. . Dillman (2000)
v :
Probability sampling Fink (2002)
. Patton (2001a)
v :
Purposeful sampling Marshall & Rossman (1999)
Patton (2001a)
% E?fowletdge of then to Il_Jrs]e/not to use Marshal & R an (1999)
Ierent types of sampling Fink (2002)

Respondents noted that, in some cases, the population is too smal for sampling. However, even
in these cases, the people conducting the evaluation may still find useful to have a knowledge of
sampling issues so that they can address stakeholder questions about sampling.

Canadian Evaluation Society 39
Project in Support of Advocacy and Professional Development- DRAFT September 16, 2002




Evaluation Knowledge Elements

M easurement issues

K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)

Campbd| and Stanley (1966)
4 - Reliability Pedhazur et a. (1991)

Patton (2001a)

Campbd| and Stanley (1966)
v - Vadlidity Pedhazur et d. (1991)

Patton (2001a)
v - Psychometric theory, including factor Pedhazur et a. (1991)

analysis Nunndly & Bernstein (1994)

Some respondents felt that a knowledge of measurement issues was not relevant for al
evaluations. However, others indicated that such knowledge was key to accurate assessment of
program effectiveness They felt that the absence of this would result in impressionistic
evaluation with poor data reliability. They further noted that the applied nature of evaluation
makes this particularly important since it is even more vulnerable to the many threats to
reliability and validity (e.g., sampling bias, measurement bias, research design bias).

Data collection methods

Respondents noted that a range of data collection methods may be required for a given project,
and that the relative importance of each method would depend on the specifics of the evaluation
However, they felt that knowledge of at least some data collection methods was essential,
because evaluation is about research, which requires data collection.
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K|S|P|Item Resour cg(s)

v Literature review Coaoper (19998)

v - Program records, documents Guba & Lincoln. (1981)
Mayne (1999)

v - Performance measurement systems, program Montague (1997)

information systems Perrin (1998)

Hatry (1999)
Dillman (2000)

v - Quegtionnaires Marshdl & Rossman (1999)
Fink (2002)
Marshal & Rossman (1999)
Denzin & Lincoln (1994)

v - Interviews Fink (2002)
Petton (20014)
Guba & Lincoln. (1981)
Krueger & Casey (2000)

’ + Focusgroups Morgan & Krueger (1997)
Marshal & Rossman (1999)
Santo Rietro (1983)

v - Observation Petton (20014a)
Webb et d. (1966)
Guba & Lincoln. (1981)
Marshdl & Rossman (1999)

v - Participant observation Santo Pietro (1983)
Petton (20014)

v ggoup concept development, braingtorming, Santo Pietro (1983)

4 Town hal mestings and other group processes | Santo Pietro (1983)

v Expert opinion (e.g., delphi) Dick (2000)

% Experientiad methods (games, classroom Santo Pietro (1983)

activities) Hart (1994)

v Projective techniques and psychologica tests | Marshal & Rossman (1999)

v Narrative inquiry, logs, journdls, ora histories Ssg]twsaljc?(;((xl)i?g)

v Using physica evidence gﬁtﬁlﬁﬁﬁnﬁn (1999)
Webb et d. (1966)

v - Unobtrusive evidence Marshal & Rossman (1999)
Guba& Lincadn. (1981)

For overviews/discussions of many of these, see: Love (1991b), the CES Eva uation Sourcebooks, or

most generd texts (e.g. Owenwith Rogers, Worthen, Mertens, Ross & Freeman).
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Data Analysis and Interpretation

Quadlitative analysis

K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)

v Narrative review

% dcact)gtent analysis, quantifying qualitative Mﬁgzl It—&l ugﬁ;a?lgg;g)
Patton (2001a)
Marshdl & Rossman (1999)

v Identifying and verifying emergent themes | Miles & Huberman (1995)
Patton (2001a)

v Grounded theory Glaser (1992)

v Flow diagrams

Respondents indicated that a certain level of knowledge is important to ensure the appropriate
type of datais collected.

Quantitative analysis

K| S|P|Item Resour ce(s)
4 Database construction and manipulation
v Handling missing data
% eDtscri ptive statistics (frequencies, means, JKaggg) 8888;
) Any social science statistics text
Knapp (1996)
v M u_Iti ple regression and analysis of Jaeger (1990)
variance Pedhazur (1997)
Any social science Statistics text
v Meta-analysis Glass (1977)
4 Trend analysis
v Structura equation modeling Kenny (1979)
v Cogt-effectiveness analysis, case costing, Posavac & Carey (1997)
financial analyses etc. Kee (1994)
Development of regular analysis and
v reporting systems (to go with MIS, Nutter (1992)

performance measures)

See d 50 the CES Evaluation Method Sourcebooks
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Respondents indicated that a certain level of knowledge is important to ensure the appropriate
methods are used at the appropriate times Some respondents indicated that there are some
instances where knowledge of quantitative analysis methods are not required.

Determining merit or worth

S

P

ltem

Resour ce(s)

Grading

Ranking

NIRIRNENES

Setting criteria (e.g., based on specific
program experience and perceptions)

Making judgments

Respondents indicated that this knowledge element is helpful for determining an agreed- upon
standard for assessing effectiveness. They suggested that caution was warranted when dealing

with and acknowledging various value systems and socia groups involved in the program.

Critical thinking skills

K| S|P|Item Resour ce(s)
4 Anayss
4 Synthesis
v Problem solving Block (2000)
4 Conceptua thinking Block (2000)
~| - Opennessto unintended impacts and Sanders (1994)
effects
v'| - Neutraity Sanders (1994)
v'| - Courage to question the system Kushner (2000)
v'| - Inquisitiveness, curiosity
v'| - Thinking outside the ox Senge (1990)
- : CIDA (2002
v Drawing conclusions PorteOL(Js o al) (1997)
CIDA (2002)
. . Porteous et a. (199
v Making recommendations Patton (1997) (1997)
Sonnichsen (1994)

Some of these are touched upon in Perrin (2000).

Respondents suggested that critical thinking skills were important for looking at the big picture,
which may go beyond immediate issues Some respondents felt these skills were useful ways for
externa evaluators to add value to the study.
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Communication and I nter personal Skills

Interpersona skills

K|S[P|[Item Resour ce(s)
v Facilitation Kaner et a. (1996)
. Fisher, Ury, & Patton (1991)
v
Negotiation Barrington (1992)
v Diplomacy Carnegie (1981)
4 Group processing Kaner et d. (1996)
v Collaboration, team player
v Motivating others Carnegie (1981)
v Confllct_ r@l ution; Dealing with Brounstein (2001)
antagonistic people
v Political astuteness, perceptiveness Barrington (1992)
v Ability to work within amulticultural Jennings (1992)
environment
v Adult education principles and techniques | Knowles, Holton, & Swanson (2000)

Respondents indicated that interpersonal skills are essential on a day-to-day basis; because
evaluation occursin an applied setting, evaluators have to work with others. Negotiation skills
were deemed particularly important to for getting access for the evaluation, obtaining resources,
getting appropriate participation, and building support for the final report

Reporting skills
K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
. Torres, Preskill & Piontek (1996)
Presentations Carnegie (1977)
Torres, Preskill & Piontek (1996)
v Report writing CIDA (2002)

Cresswell (2002)

Preparation of cabinet documents and

v presentations See requirements for each jurisdiction

4 Graphical displays Henry (1992)

v Media communications Torres, Preskill & Piontek (1996)
Presenting negative/lukewarm evauation . :

v :
results constructively Torres, Preskill & Piontek (1996)

v Regular and timely communications Barrington (1992)
v Development of acommunication strategy | Torres, Preskill & Piontek (1996)
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Respondents indicated that reporting skills were essential for decision- making, and for ensuring
that the evaluator has thought it through. They noted that there is not much point to corducting

an evauation if the results are not presented to program stakeholders effectively.

Other cmmunication skills

K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
v — Broungtein (2001)
— gecrt:ve I|.sten| ng Hunsaker & Alessandra (1980)
Stivity Lewis (1999)
v Probing, obtaining clarification Block (2000)

Respondents indicated that these communication skills were essential on a day-to-day basis for
involving stakeholders, data collection, and disseminating results.
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Project Management

Managing evaluation projects
K| S|P|Iltem Resour ce(s)
v Be clear who is the client Sanders (1994)
Sarders (1994)
4 Fiscal responsibility, budgeting Marshall & Rossman (1999)
Lewis (1999)
4 Scheduling, time management Lewis (1999)
4 Risk management Lewis (1999)
v Assembling an evaluation team
Making use of outside expertise (e.g., Bell (1994)
4 advisory committees, specidistslexperts, | Sanders (1994)
subcontractors)
v Managing a team; supervising Bell (1994)
’ Hunsaker & Alessandra (1980)
v Proposal writing, competitive proposal
process (for contracts and/or grants)
Accessing needed resources, including
v personnd, information, instruments,
funding
Organizing resources, maximizing use of
v available resources, doing evduationona | Favaro & Ferris (1991)
shoestring
v Writing formal agreements Sanders (1994)
v Computer skills
Good documentation practices Sanders (1994)
Systematically reviewing data_\, analyses, Sanders (1994)
and reports for accuracy/quality
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RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN KNOWLEDGE ELEMENTS,
OUTPUTS, AND BENEFITS

We had initially hoped to be able to describe how each output contributes to each benefit, and
which knowledge elements are needed to produce which outputs. While the consultations
provided interesting information about benefits, outputs, and knowledge elements, we were
unable to draw conclusions about the relationships between them.

In retrospect, our initial hopes were likely unredlistic. The review of the literature the
consultations, and the discussions of our reference panel all underscored the incredible diversity
and complexity of evauation practice. Reference pand members, in particular, cautioned us
againgt getting too linear and specific, and questioned the initial assumptions that this would be
possible. Evaluation interacts with many other factors within a complex environment. In redlity,
outputs are only able to produce benefits if they are applied in the right way to the right situation.
No single output is going to be appropriate for al stuations or al purposes. Likewise, the
knowledge required to conduct an evauation will depend on the purpose of the evauation, the
approach of the evaluators, and the specific circumstances in which the eval uation takes place.

In sum, we believe that there are no smple answers to the research questions:
How exactly does each type of output contribute to each benefit?
What are the knowledge elements that are needed to produce the various types of outputs?

It is nonetheless important to think about these questions and we compliment CES (as have
others) for daring to tackle this ambitious project. Although smple answers may be beyond our
grasp, the quest for understanding will contribute to the development of the field.

To stimulate further thinking and determine if this avenue is worthy of further sudy, we have
conducted some preliminary explorations of the relationships between benefits and outputs, and
between outputs and knowledge elements While our explorations are at this point subjective,
they have resulted in additiona insights. The results of this activity are annexed to this report.

In our explorations, we found that it was quite difficult to define the relationships in the abstract.
There were often many possible routes to the same benefit, depending on the evaluator’s
background and the specifics of the program being evaluated. It may be helpful to think of
evaluation outputs and knowledge elements as atoolkit. Evauators must select the tools that are
most appropriate for the specific evaluation, taking into account the context of the evaluation and
the desired benefits.

That said, there may be areas of agreement and commonality, where evaluators agree on the
elements required to make a given benefit possible. In this report, we have attempted to provide a
comprehensive, although not perfect, list of benefits outputs, and knowledge elements, upon
which future explorations can build.
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DISCUSSION

This project undertook to answer a set of challenging questions about the essence of program
evauation Not surprisingly, we found no simple answers. There were some questions we were
unable to answer within the resouce and methodologica constraints of this project, and to some
extent we are uncertain that they even can be answered. However, the process of thinking them
through is enormously valuable, even if no definitive answers exist. The Canadian Evauation
Society should be applauded for taking the initiative to explore this topic.

This section reviews what has been accomplished over the course of this project, and suggests
steps that CES can take to use and build on the results.

Evauator engagement in the process

One of the most exciting aspects of this project was getting evaluators engaged in discussing the
nature of evaluation. The links that were forged between evaluators, and the thinking that was
stimulated, were valuable in and of themsalves. It is worth considering how CES can encourage
continued discussion of these issues nationally, as well as on a globa scale.

Some of the best Canadian thinking about the implications of this project has been done by the

L a Soci été québécoi se d'éval uation de programme (SQEP), who have devoted substantial time to
the consideration of these issues We suggest that CES work with SQEP to encourage dialogue
about these issuesboth between and within the various CES chapters.

To date, most aspects of the project have been made public through the project website, member
broadcasts, listserv postings, and word of mouth. Descriptions of the methods and interim results
have been posted on the Internet, and have attracted attention in Canada and around the world.
CES should be commended for having the courage to take such an open process to awork in
progress It will be important to maintain transparency and credibility by making the final report
available to interested parties.

Suggestions for CES:
» Pogt the report on the CES website.
Publish significant parts of the report in the Canadian Journa of Program Evaluation.

>
> Provide a mechanism for commentary and input, such as an interactive website.
>

Use the project as a means of engaging the internationa evaluation community in future
collaborative work.

A\

Present the results at the conferences of CES chapters and other national evaluation
associations.

> Encourage dialogue about specific questions of interest both between and within the various
CES chapters.

» Collaborate with other evaluation associations when following up on specific questions of
interest.
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» Take aconsultative approach when following up onspecific questions of interest.

Benefits that may be derived from evaluation

The study identified a broad range of benefits that may be derived from evauation. The benefits
were identified through the first consultation and confirmed and improved through the reference
panel discussions and the second consultation In the upcoming months, we will follow up with
evaluators who have volunteered to provide examples of evaluations that have resulted in certain
benefits. The benefit descriptions and examples can be used for advocacy and professional
development.

Suggestions for CES:

» Using the benefit descriptions and the examples, develop advocacy materials tailored to
specific audiences. The materials can be reviewed by evauation stakeholders with two
simultaneous goals. advocacy and refinement of the list.

> Develop acheckligt or other assessment instrument thet individual evaluatorscan use prior to
an eval uationto determine what benefits their project stakeholders hope to derive from an
evauation.

» Develop a measurement tool to assess the benefits stakeholders actually derived from
evaluation. Encourage evaluators to use thistool for meta-evaluative purposes, in
conjunction with the above-mentioned checklist. CES may aso want to collect Canadawide
data using such an instrument.

Evaluation outputs, knowledge elements, and resources

The study identified a number of evaluation outputsand knowledge elements. Some were
identified through the consultations and others through a brief review of the literature. CES
members and other evauators will have an opportunity to provide feedback about the outputs,
knowledge e ements, and resources in September 2002 when the draft report is posted on the
project website.

The lists of outputs, knowledge elements, and resourceswill be a valuable guide for:
Designing curriculum for evaluation programs and courses;

Designing professional developme nt workshops to be offered by CES and other
organizations;
Providing evauators with ideas about aternative methods and approaches; and

Developing a self-assessment guide for use by evaluators.

Once working lists of outputs, knowledge elements, and resources have been refined, they will
need to be kept up-to-date. One efficient way of keeping them up to dateis to post the lists on the
CES website and allow members to suggest new outputs, knowledge elements, and/or resources,
and to suggest that outdated knowledge el ements and resources be removed.
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It isinteresting that, in talking about knowledge elements, evaluators emphasized the importance
of “soft skills’ such as interpersonal, communication, and project management over skills that
are more specific to program eva uation, such as data collection and analysis This may reflect a
particular need for professiona development in the softer skills.

Suggestions for CES:

> Publish checklists of evauation outputs, knowledge elements, and resources that can be used
by individual evauators for the purpose of salf-assessment, continued competence, and
evaluation planning.

> Pogt the lists on the CES website and alow evaluators to submit comments and make
suggestions to add new items and/or remove obsolete or outdated items.

» Usethelist to develop workshops for CES members.

> Ensure the ligt reflects the diversity of the field by seeking verification from evaluatorsin
different positions (academic, consulting, internal) and sectors, and with different approaches

(particularly those who have less mainstream approaches to evaluation).

» Assess members need for training in interpersonal, communication, and project management
ills.

Rel ati onships between eva uation knowledge e ements, outputs, and benefits

We were not able to describe how eva uation outputs contribute to each benefit, or what
knowledge elements are needed to produce each output. Members of the reference panel were
unsure that it would even be possible to identify definitive relationshipsin al cases.

In our preliminary explorations of these relationships, we have found that in many cases, the
relationship depended not only on the background of the evauator, but aso on the specifics of
the evauation situation In other words, the relationships between knowledge el erments, outputs,
and benefits do not appear to be direct and linear. The model on which this project was based
may therefore not be appropriate for future work in this area. A more complex, realistic model
would help researchers identify the various routes by which an evaluation can produce benefits,
and the various factors that help or hinder ong the way. In our review of the literature, we did
not come across any other explicit models of how program evaluation works, so the development
of such amodd could be amgor contribution o the field in and of itsdlf.

If the relationships can be better defined, CES may be in a better position to define a Core Body
of Knowledge for program evauation. This would have implications for CES-gponsored
workshops and training, and for postsecondary education of evauators. It would aso make it
easer for evaluators to determine the knowledge and skills required for a given evauation, and

to assess their capacity to conduct it.

In the meantime, the process of thinking through the relationships between benefits, outputs, and
knowledge elements may be a useful activity within the context of a specific evaluation It can
help evaluators focus their thinking by guiding them through the following questions:
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What benefit is the client trying to gain? What other benefits are possible?
What outputs does the client require? What other outputs are possible?
What knowledge and skills are required to provide the benefits and outputs?
Do we have the required knowledge and skills, or can we get them?

Suggestions for CES:

>

When training evauators, provide exposure to a variety of approaches and build awareness
of the strengths and weaknesses of each. Also train evauators in how to deal with difficult
choicesard trade-offs.

Develop atool that evaluators can use to explore the benefits, outputs, and knowledge
elements required for a specific evaluation.

Seek funding for futureexploration of the relationships between benefits, outputs, and
knowledge elements.

Begin the research by developing a more complex, realistic model of how program
evaluation produces benefits.

Ensure that evaluators with diverse backgrounds and approaches are involved in the process
of exploring the relationships.

Conclusion

Evaluation isa developing field that will continue to evolve. Thisis one of the strengths of the

field, placing evauators in a position where they must constantly review and improve their
practices. This document identifies some important issues for evaluators, and perhaps evaluation
clients, to think about. Implementing the further steps suggested in this section will carry on the

dynamic process started by thisinitiative.
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Advocacy and Professional Development

ANNEX: EXPLORING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BENEFITS,
OUTPUTS, AND KNOWLEDGE ELEMENTS

Under the guidance of the steering committee, the project team conducted some preliminary
explorations of the relationships between benefits and outputs, and between outputs and
knowledge elements. The purpose of this effort was to stimulate further thinking and to

determine if this avenue is worthy of further exploration.

To explore the relationships we selected three of the benefits, and used an outputs x knowledge
elements matrix to determine &) which outputs were required to make the benefit possible, and b)
which knowledge elements were required to produce the necessary outputs.! Each project tesm
member undertook this activity separately, and then we reviewed each other’s work. One of the
steering committee members also participated in this activity. The resulting matrices, plus one
text-based exploration, are shown at the end of thisannex A blank matrix is aso included, and
can be used as a worksheet for those who would like to try to replicate our efforts.

Each of the explorations presented in this section represent the views of asingle evaluator. As
such, they are quite subjective, and thus should not be viewed as a definitive determination of
what knowledge elements are required to make a given evaluation benefit possible

' Theinstructions for this activity were asfollows:
1. Select abenefit for exploration.
2. Typelprint the name of the benefit in the appropriate place.
3. Refer to the descriptions of the ben efit, and the outputs, in the report.
4

Determine how important each output is in making the benefit possible. Rate the output 2 if it is"highly
likely to be essential for agiven evaluation,” and 1 if it is"somewhat likely to be essential for agiven
evaluation." Leavethe box blank if the output is not likely to be essential for making the benefit possible.
Burt found he needed to add a category of "?" to indicatethat it would depend on how the output was used.

Next, focus * only* on those outputsto which you have given a"2" rating.

For each of these outputs, determine how necessary each knowledge element would be in producing the
output. Refer to the report for more detail ed descriptions of the knowledge elements. Rate the knowledge
element 2 if it is"highly likely to be essential for agiven evaluation,” and 1if it is"somewhat likely to be
essential for agiven evaluation.”

7. Asyou complete the matrix, keep in mind that we are trying to determine what knowledge and skills are
required to carry outthe evaluation - it does not matter who has the skill. For example, one member of an
evaluation team may have expertise in data collection methods, another may have expertise in a specific type
of evaluation, and they may contract out the data analysis to athird party; nonetheless, all of these elements
might be necessary for producing the output, and should be reflected as such in the matrix.
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Reflections

The purpose of this exercise, as previoudy mentioned, was to stimulate further thinking and to
determine if this avenue isworthy of further exploration. The project team and steering
committee reflected on the process of completing this, and made the following observations.

We felt as though our ratings were arbitrary.
In completing the matrices, we felt that each rating we made was arbitrary. When some of us
repested the exercise twice for the same benefit, we came up with somewhat different results

We also produced different results when trying to replicate each others' matrices. In the words of
one project team member, completing the exercise felt “much the same asrolling dice.”

Much of the time, we felt that our rating should be “it depends.” We made the following
observations:

There can be multiple routes (including outputs) to a given benefit, requiring a range of
potential skills.

Much depends on the specifics of the program being eval uated.

One's background, beliefs, and approach to evaluation have a significant impact on which
outputs and knowledge elements one deems essential.

Implicatiors for professiona devel opment.

Given that “it depends,” perhaps people conducting evaluations really need agood basisin
understanding the rationale of a variety of adternative approaches, in order to know which to
apply when In other words, being too speciaized, or overly focused on a specific approach or
methodology, can be a problem When training people to conduct evauations, CES should
therefore ensure exposure to a variety of approaches, and build an awareness of their strengths
and limitations. Evaluators would a so benefit from training in how to deal with difficult choices
and trade-offs.

We are ill struggling to achieve a balance between specificity and manageability.

The benefits, outputs, and knowledge elements were interpreted differently by different people,
in spite of the descriptions in the report. Thisis likely because they were stated in general terms.
More precision in delineating the benefits, outputs, and knowledge elements would make it
easer to determine the relationship between a given benefit and a given output, or between a
given output and a given knowledge e ements. For an example of this, see the last example in
this annex, which shows a text-based exploration.

However, making the terms more precise would aso result inalarger number of benefits,
outputs, and knowledge elements The sheer number of items would make the delineation of
relationships a huge task. Finding a balance between specificity and manageability remains a
chalenge.
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There are some knowledge e ements that are important, even if they do not contribute to outputs.
Some knowledge elements seemed to be crucial to an evaluation, but did not contribute directly

to the outputs (for example, ethical behaviour or project management). We added arow at the
bottom of the matrix where these knowledge el ements could be recognized.

This exercise may be a useful planning tool within the context of a specific evaluation.

We believe that this exercise has some promise as a means of conducting a preliminary
assessment of what is required for a particular evaluation Indeed, at this stage, thisis how we
would recommend that it be used. Going through this exercise could help evaluators focus their
thinking by guiding them through the following questions:

What benefit is the client trying to gain?

What other benefits are possible? (value-added)

What outputs does the client require?

What other outputs are possible? (va ue-added)

What knowledge and skills are required to provide the benefits and outputs?
Do we have the required knowledge and skills, or can we get it?

CES may be able to adapt the matrix as atool for evaluators. Applied to specific evaluation case
studies, the tool could also be useful in training new evaluators This use of the matrix is
consstent with what one of the reference panel members had suggested during the last phase of
the reference panel discussions:

“ All of the above purposes would seem to incline one to a more comprehensive list with
encouragement to select fromwithin the list according to purpose rather than a more
limited, and dare | say, ‘precious list.”
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Analysis of Relationships Between Outputs and Knowledge Elements

Prepared by Bud Long

Output under consideration: Recommendations on increasing cost effectiveness, i.e.,
reducing the cost of producing any given amount of any given type and quality of desirable
outcome while reducing or holding constant the amount of any (unintended) undesirable
outcome.

Benefit under consideration: More of the good outcomes AND/OR less of the undesirable
outcomes produced by the program AND/OR dollar savings (which of course permit the
purchase of more of other types of good outcomes).

Required Knowledge Elements:

Ability to organize and facilitate QI improvement project teams (interpersonal skills, reporting
skills, other communication skills, managing evaluation projects )

Flow diagrams (critical thinking skills, understanding the program, systems theory etc.)

Cause and effect diagrams (critical thinking skills, understanding the program, systems
theory etc.)

Pareto Analysis (critical thinking skills, understanding the program, systems theory etc.)
Histograms (critical thinking skills, understanding the program, systems theory etc.)
Scatter diagrams (critical thinking skills, understanding the program, systems theory etc.)
Control charts (critical thinking skills, understanding the program, systems theory etc.)

Brainstorming (critical thinking skills, understanding the program, systems theory,
interpersonal communication, other communication)

Data collection (research design, selecting appropriate data collection and analysis
methods, effective practices in applied research, sampling, data collection methods,
guantitative analysis, qualitative analysis)

Note: the following pages print on legal-sized paper.
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Outputs x Knowledge Elements Matrix

Benefit: Evaluation can support accountability for program
performance and spending

Knowledge Elements (page 1 of 2)
Prepared by Martha McGuire Ethics Evaluation Planning and Design
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Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success
Description of the context of the program
Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation
Process Evaluation
2 | Description of program implementation 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2
Co i f actual its with th | f
2 mparison of actual events with the program plan or performance 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2
standards
2 Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2
Outcome/lmpact Evaluation
2 | Description of program outcomes 2 2 2 2
2 |Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes 2 2 2 2
2 | Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions 2 2 2 2
2 !dentlflce?lon of factors that affect the effectiveness of an 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2
intervention
2 | Determination of merit or worth 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Efficiency Assessment
2 | Description of program costs 2 2 2 2
2 | Edtimation of the value of program outcomes 2 2 2 2
2 | Comparison of vaue for money 2 2 2 2
Stakeholder Involvement
2 Involvement of stakeholdersin some or al evaluation activities 2 2 L ! 2 L
Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders
2 } 2 2 2 1 2 1
or the program’s culture
2 Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the 2 2 1 1 2 1
program
2 | Sharing of results with stakeholders 2 2 2 1 2 1
Positive relationships between the evaluat d th
2 sitive relationships een the evaluator and the program 2 2 2 1 2 1
stakeholders
2 | New partnerships 2 2 1 2
2 On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and 2 2 1 1 1
other stakeholders
General
2 | Evauation tools 2 1 2 2 2 2
2 |Identification of new questions about the program 2 1
2 | Suggestions of good practices 1
Recommendations
Knowledge elements not associated with specific outputs that
would be important for carrying out the evaluation in a way that
makes the benefit possible
2 = Highly likely to be essentia for a given evauation
1 = Somewhat likely to be essential for a given evaluation
? = It depends on the situation and who makes the decision
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Annex: Exploring Relationships

Outputs x Knowledge Elements Matrix

Benefit: Evaluation can support accountability for program
performance and spending

K nowledge elements (page 2 of 2)
Data Analysis and Communication and Proj
Prepared by Martha McGuire Data Collection Interpretation Interpersonal Skills Mng
=
[2]
2 £ ° 8
= n =
3 -3 I P R s | £
= 218 21522 2 3| 8
< ) =
|3 flsle|c |88l 3 | 2| 5| =
S slgle|e|2|sE] 2| % | E| ¢
x o 5 kel > = = £ =} = IS =)
= sle|3|B|B|E|= z £ 38 £
5 = S| |5 |8 5 5 o)
= (% 8|S |S |3 |2 o g £ 8
o |Outputs s |aoaloleola|b = i 5 s
Needs Assessment
Description of unmet needs
Evaluability Assessment
Description of program design and logic
Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success
Description of the context of the program
Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation
Process Evaluation
2 | Description of program implementation 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2
Co i f actual its with th | f
2 mparison of actual events with the program plan or performance 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2
standards
2 Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan 2 1 2 2 2 2 2
Outcome/lmpact Evaluation
2 | Description of program outcomes 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
2 |Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
2 | Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
2 !dermflca_lon of factors that affect the effectiveness of an 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
intervention
2 | Determination of merit or worth 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
Efficiency Assessment
2 | Description of program costs 1 2 2 1 2 2
2 | Edtimation of the value of program outcomes 1 2 2 1 2 2
2 | Comparison of vaue for money 1 2 2 1 2 2
Stakeholder Involvement
2 Involvement of stakeholdersin some or al evaluation activities 2 2 2 2 2
2 Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders 2 2 2 2
or the program'’s culture
2 Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the 2 2 2 2
program
2 | Sharing of results with stakeholders 2 2 2 2
2 Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program 2 2 2 2 2 2
stakeholders
2 | New partnerships 2 2 2
2 On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and 2 2 2
other stakeholders
General
2 | Evauation tools 2 2 2 2 2
2 |Identification of new questions about the program 2 2 2 2 2
2 | Suggestions of good practices 2 2 2 2 2
Recommendations
Knowledge elements not associated with specific outputs that
would be important for carrying out the evaluation in a way that 2
makes the benefit possible

2 = Highly likely to be essentia for a given evauation
1 = Somewhat likely to be essential for a given evaluation
? = It depends on the situation and who makes the decision
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Outputs x Knowledge Elements Matrix

Benefit: Evaluation can help one improve programs
(Improving program implementation)

Prepared by Rochelle Zorzi

Knowledge Elements (page 1 of 2)

Ethics

Evaluation Planning and Design

Output x benefit relationship

Outputs

Competence and quality assurance

Ethical conduct

Understanding the program

Assessing readiness for the evaluation

Systems theory, organizational
History of evaluation, evaluation theory,
and evaluation models

development, and change
Specific types of evaluation

Focusing the evaluation

Research design

Constructing meaning

Selecting appropriate data collection and

analysis methods

Effective practices in applied research

Needs Assessment

Description of unmet needs

Evaluability Assessment

Description of program design and logic

Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success

Description of the context of the program

Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation

Process Evaluation

Description of program implementation

Comparison of actual events with the program plan or performance
standards

Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan

Outcome/lmpact Evaluation

Description of program outcomes

Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes

Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions

Identification of factors that affect the effectiveness of an
intervention

Determination of merit or worth

Efficiency Assessment

Description of program costs

Estimation of the value of program outcomes

Comparison of value for money

Stakeholder Involvement

Involvement of stakeholdersin some or all evaluation activities

Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders
or the program’s culture

Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the
program

Sharing of results with stakeholders

Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program
stakeholders

New partnerships

On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and
other stakeholders

General

Evaluation tools

Identification of new questions about the program

Suggestions of good practices

NP IN

Recommendations

Knowledge elements not associated with specific outputs that
would be important for carrying out the evaluation in a way that
makes the benefit possible

2 = Highly likely to be essentia for a given evauation
1 = Somewhat likely to be essential for a given evaluation
? = It depends on the situation and who makes the decision




Outputs x Knowledge Elements Matrix

Benefit: Evaluation can help one improve programs
(Improving program implementation)

Prepared by Rochelle Zorzi

K nowledge elements (page 2 of 2)

Data Analysis and Communication and

Data Collection Interpretation Interpersonal Skills

Proj
Mng

Output x benefit relationship

Outputs

Measurement issues

Data collection methods
Qualitative analysis
Quantitative analysis
Determining merit or worth
Critical thinking skills
Interpersona skills

Reporting skills

Sampling

Other communication skills

Managing evaluation projects

Needs Assessment

Description of unmet needs

Evaluability Assessment

Description of program design and logic

Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success

Description of the context of the program

Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation

Process Evaluation

Description of program implementation

Comparison of actual events with the program plan or performance
standards

Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan

Outcome/lmpact Evaluation

Description of program outcomes

Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes

Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions

Identification of factors that affect the effectiveness of an
intervention

Determination of merit or worth

Efficiency Assessment

Description of program costs

Estimation of the value of program outcomes

Comparison of value for money

Stakeholder Involvement

Involvement of stakeholdersin some or all evaluation activities

Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders
or the program’s culture

Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the
program

Sharing of results with stakeholders

Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program
stakeholders

New partnerships

On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and
other stakeholders

General

Evaluation tools

Identification of new questions about the program

Suggestions of good practices

NP IN

Recommendations

Knowledge elements not associated with specific outputs that
would be important for carrying out the evaluation in a way that
makes the benefit possible

2 = Highly likely to be essentia for a given evauation

1 = Somewhat likely to be essential for a given evaluation

? = It depends on the situation and who makes the decision

*One of these two knowledge elements would be essentia




Outputs x Knowledge Elements Matrix

Benefit: Evaluation can be used to support pluralism and
democracy

Prepared by Burt Perrin

Knowledge Elements (page 1 of 2)

Ethics

Evaluation Planning and Design

Output x benefit relationship

Outputs

Competence and quality assurance

Ethical conduct

Understanding the program

Assessing readiness for the evaluation

Systems theory, organizational
History of evaluation, evaluation theory,
and evaluation models

Focusing the evaluation
development, and change
Specific types of evaluation
Constructing meaning

Research design

Selecting appropriate data collection and

analysis methods

Effective practices in applied research

Needs Assessment

Description of unmet needs

Evaluability Assessment

Description of program design and logic

Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success

Description of the context of the program

Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation

Process Evaluation

Description of program implementation

Comparison of actual events with the program plan or performance
standards

Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan

Outcome/lmpact Evaluation

Description of program outcomes

Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes

Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions

Identification of factors that affect the effectiveness of an
intervention

Determination of merit or worth

Efficiency Assessment

Description of program costs

Estimation of the value of program outcomes

Comparison of value for money

Stakeholder Involvement

Involvement of stakeholdersin some or all evaluation activities

Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders
or the program’s culture

Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the
program

Sharing of results with stakeholders

Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program
stakeholders

New partnerships

On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and
other stakeholders

General

Evaluation tools

Identification of new questions about the program

Suggestions of good practices

Recommendations

Knowledge elements not associated with specific outputs that
would be important for carrying out the evaluation in a way that
makes the benefit possible

2 = Highly likely to be essentia for a given evauation

1 = Somewhat likely to be essential for a given evaluation

? = It depends on the situation and who makes the decision




Outputs x Knowledge Elements Matrix

Benefit: Evaluation can be used to support pluralism and
democracy

Prepared by Burt Perrin

K nowledge elements (page 2 of 2)

Data Collection

Data Analysis and

Interpretation

Communication and
Interpersonal Skills

Proj
Mng

Output x benefit relationship

Outputs

Sampling

Measurement issues

Data collection methods

Qualitative analysis

Quantitative analysis

Determining merit or worth

Critical thinking skills

Interpersona skills

Reporting skills

Other communication skills

Managing evaluation projects

Needs Assessment

Description of unmet needs

N

Evaluability Assessment

Description of program design and logic

Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success

Description of the context of the program

Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation

Process Evaluation

Description of program implementation

Comparison of actual events with the program plan or performance
standards

Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan

Outcome/lmpact Evaluation

Description of program outcomes

Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes

Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions

Identification of factors that affect the effectiveness of an
intervention

Determination of merit or worth

Efficiency Assessment

Description of program costs

Estimation of the value of program outcomes

Comparison of value for money

Stakeholder Involvement

Involvement of stakeholdersin some or all evaluation activities

Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders
or the program’s culture

Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the
program

Sharing of results with stakeholders

Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program
stakeholders

New partnerships

On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and
other stakeholders

General

Evaluation tools

Identification of new questions about the program

Suggestions of good practices

Recommendations

Knowledge elements not associated with specific outputs that
would be important for carrying out the evaluation in a way that
makes the benefit possible

2 = Highly likely to be essentia for a given evauation

1 = Somewhat likely to be essential for a given evaluation

? = It depends on the situation and who makes the decision




Outputs x Knowledge Elements Matrix

Benefit:
Knowledge Elements (page 1 of 2)
Ethics Evaluation Planning and Design
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Needs Assessment

Description of unmet needs

Evaluability Assessment

Description of program design and logic

Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success

Description of the context of the program

Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation

Process Evaluation

Description of program implementation

Comparison of actual events with the program plan or performance
standards

Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan

Outcome/lmpact Evaluation

Description of program outcomes

Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes

Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions

Identification of factors that affect the effectiveness of an
intervention

Determination of merit or worth

Efficiency Assessment

Description of program costs

Estimation of the value of program outcomes

Comparison of value for money

Stakeholder Involvement

Involvement of stakeholdersin some or all evaluation activities

Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders
or the program’s culture

Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the
program

Sharing of results with stakeholders

Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program
stakeholders

New partnerships

On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and
other stakeholders

General

Evaluation tools

Identification of new questions about the program

Suggestions of good practices

Recommendations

Knowledge elements not associated with specific outputs that
would be important for carrying out the evaluation in a way that
makes the benefit possible

2 = Highly likely to be essentia for a given evauation

1 = Somewhat likely to be essential for a given evaluation

? = It depends on the situation and who makes the decision




Outputs x Knowledge Elements Matrix

Benefit:
K nowledge elements (page 2 of 2)
Data Analysis and Communication and Proj
Data Collection Interpretation Inter personal Skills Mng
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Needs Assessment

Description of unmet needs

Evaluability Assessment

Description of program design and logic

Articulation of standards for performance or criteria for success

Description of the context of the program

Determination of readiness for/appropriateness of evaluation

Process Evaluation

Description of program implementation

Comparison of actual events with the program plan or performance
standards

Explanations of why implementation has deviated from the plan

Outcome/lmpact Evaluation

Description of program outcomes

Identification of unexpected/unwanted outcomes

Attributions linking outcomes to specific interventions

Identification of factors that affect the effectiveness of an
intervention

Determination of merit or worth

Efficiency Assessment

Description of program costs

Estimation of the value of program outcomes

Comparison of value for money

Stakeholder Involvement

Involvement of stakeholdersin some or all evaluation activities

Integration of the evaluation with the customs of the stakeholders
or the program’s culture

Consultation with stakeholders to solicit their views of the
program

Sharing of results with stakeholders

Positive relationships between the evaluator and the program
stakeholders

New partnerships

On-the-project training in evaluation for program managers and
other stakeholders

General

Evaluation tools

Identification of new questions about the program

Suggestions of good practices

Recommendations

Knowledge elements not associated with specific outputs that
would be important for carrying out the evaluation in a way that
makes the benefit possible

2 = Highly likely to be essentia for a given evauation

1 = Somewhat likely to be essential for a given evaluation

? = It depends on the situation and who makes the decision




