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Abstra t: The Program  valuation Standards call  or “rigorous documentation o  
evaluations” and emphasize evaluators’ responsibility to make explicit the key 
values that shape evaluations. Clear, complete, values-attentive evaluation report-
ing is necessary so constituents can understand, learn  rom, critique, improve, and 
take action based on evaluations. Yet, scholars have documented gaps in reporting 
that can limit understanding o  evaluations. In this practice note, we provide gui-
dance  or reporting a central, value-laden component o  evaluations: lines o  
inquiry. An evaluative line o  inquiry is a linked set o  an evaluation question, 
associated criteria or constructs/variables, data collection or analysis method(s), 
 indings, and evaluative conclusion(s) that addresses a speci ic dimension o  qual-
ity. We draw on a recent empirical analysis to outline the elements evaluators 
should include when reporting lines o  inquiry and share exemplars that illustrate 
ways to communicate the links among these elements. We o  er this guidance to 
assist evaluators in documenting their evaluations and making key values explicit 
to ensure meaning ul understanding o  evaluations. 

Keywords: evaluation reporting, values, lines o  inquiry, criteria, evaluation 
practice 

Résumé : Les Normes d’évaluation de programmes exigent la documentation 
rigoureuse des évaluations et mettent l’accent sur la responsabilité qu’ont les éva-
luatrices et évaluateurs d’expliciter les valeurs clés qui orientent leurs évaluations. 
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350 Teasdale, Moore, and Strasser

Une documentation claire, complète et consciente des valeurs est nécessaire pour
que les intervenants visés puissent comprendre le rapport, en tirer des leçons, for-
muler des critiques, mettre en œuvre des améliorations et prendre des mesures fon-
dées sur les évaluations. Pourtant, les érudit.e.s ont documenté des lacunes en
matière de déclaration qui peuvent limiter la compréhension des évaluations.
Dans la présente note de pratique, nous donnons des conseils relatifs à la déclara-
tion d’une composante cruciale des évaluations : les champs d’enquête. Un champ
d’enquête, en évaluation, est un ensemble de questions d’évaluation, de critères
associés ou variables/construits, de méthodes de cueillette de données ou d’ana-
lyse, de constatations et de conclusions d’évaluation qui répondent à une dimen-
sion précise de qualité. Nous nous inspirons d’une analyse empirique récente
pour faire le survol des éléments que les évaluatrices/évaluateurs devraient
inclure au moment de déclarer des champs d’enquête et donnons des exemples
qui montrent les façons de communiquer les liens entre ces éléments. Nous offrons
ces conseils pour aider les évaluatrices/évaluateurs à documenter leurs évalua-
tions et expliciter leurs valeurs clés pour faire en sorte que leurs évaluations sont
bien comprises.

Mots clés : champ d’enquête, critères, déclaration d’évaluation, pratique de l’éva-
luation, valeurs

The Program Evaluation Standards (Yarbrough, Shulha, & Hopson, 2011) out-
line attributes of high-quality evaluation that are relevant across settings and
disciplines. These standards are advanced by the Canadian Evaluation Society
(2024) and the American Evaluation Association (n.d.) as key guidance for eva-
luation practice. Within them, Standard E1: Evaluation Documentation (Yar-
brough et al., 2011, pp. 231–236) calls on evaluators to rigorously document
the focus, process, and results of evaluations, ensuring sufficient scope and
detail to meet the needs of the people who are involved with, affected by, or
interested in the program. We refer to these people as evaluation constituents.
Standard U4: Explicit Values (Yarbrough et al., 2011, pp. 37–45) reminds evalua-
tors that values lie at the heart of each decision they make and charges them with
clearly articulating the values that underpin evaluation purposes, processes, and
conclusions. This clear, complete, values-attentive evaluation reporting is neces-
sary so constituents can understand, learn from, critique, improve, and take
action based on evaluations (Montrosse-Moorhead & Griffith, 2017b; Torres,
Preskill, & Piontek, 2004). Yet, scholars have documented gaps in reporting that
can limit understanding of evaluations (Fu et al., 2016; Roorda, 2020).

We conceptualize evaluation as a process of examining the quality (i.e.,
value, merit, significance) of a program, policy, intervention, or other initiative
(Schwandt & Gates, 2021). Collectively, we refer to these initiatives being evalu-
ated as programs. In this practice note, we provide guidance for reporting a cen-
tral, value-laden component of evaluations: lines of inquiry. An evaluative line of
inquiry is a linked set of an evaluation question, associated criteria or constructs/
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variables, data collection or analysis method(s), findings, and evaluative conclu-
sion(s) that addresses a specific dimension of quality (Teasdale, 2022). Dimen-
sions of quality reflect constituents’ values about which program characteristics
or results should be prioritized as the focus of evaluative inquiry (Davidson,
2005; Schwandt & Gates, 2021).

For example, an evaluation of an education program might focus on partici-
pants’ knowledge or skills related to focal content. The evaluator would pose an
evaluation question, specify relevant criteria or constructs/variables, implement
appropriate methods, and reach one or more conclusions related to the focal
knowledge or skills. The same evaluation might also examine the relevance of
the content to participants’ interests and circumstances or the ways in which
program participants are (or are not) treated with dignity and care. These three
dimensions of quality—educational outcomes, program relevance, and partici-
pants’ experience—represent different values regarding the program characteris-
tics or results that matter most. These values may reflect the priorities of
program leaders, funders, participants, or other constituents (Teasdale, 2021).
Each dimension of quality directs attention to different evaluation questions, cri-
teria or constructs/variables, and methods and may yield different findings and
conclusions. Clear, complete reporting of the selected lines of inquiry enables
constituents to understand which dimension(s) of quality were prioritized and
follow the logic that connects the elements that make up each line of inquiry.

We recently analyzed 141 evaluations published in Evaluation and Program
Planning from 2016 to 2019 (Teasdale et al., 2023) and found that many evalua-
tions pursued multiple lines of inquiry within a single evaluation study. It
was often challenging to follow evaluators’ lines of inquiry, understand which
constructs/variables or methods were linked with which evaluation questions,
or connect methods and conclusions to specific evaluation questions. We noted
how evaluators’ decisions about what information to report and how to present
that information helped or hindered our understanding of the lines of inquiry
they pursued and the values that shaped those lines of inquiry.

Here, we draw on that analysis and our team reflections to provide recom-
mendations about reporting evaluative lines of inquiry. We share exemplars
from our data that illustrate ways to organize and present the needed informa-
tion to explicitly link the elements that make up a particular line of inquiry. Our
dataset is composed of journal articles and does not include evaluation reports.
Yet we believe our recommendations are relevant for all types of written report-
ing, as they can be adapted for varying lengths, formats, and constituents. Thus,
we offer this guidance to assist evaluators in rigorously documenting their eva-
luations and making key values explicit to constituents.

EVALUATION REPORTING
The goal of reporting is ensuring evaluations are “understood in a meaningful
way” (Torres et al., 2004, p. 13). Such understanding provides the basis for
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building awareness and support for the program, fostering improvement, and
fulfilling accountability requirements (Torres et al., 2004). Further, well-written,
“rock-solid” reporting increases the likelihood of action based on findings and
recommendations (Grob, 2015, p. 739). Clear, complete reporting is also critical
for understanding the quality of evaluation processes and findings (Montrosse-
Moorhead & Griffith, 2017b). As Montrosse-Moorhead and Griffith (2017b)
explain, “a lack of consistent, complete, and transparent reporting threatens the
credibility of evaluation” (p. 580).

A growing body of resources provides guidance on reporting processes and
style (e.g., Alkin, Christie, & Rose, 2006; Torres et al., 2004) and the content to
report (e.g., Montrosse-Moorhead & Griffith, 2017a; Robertson & Wingate,
2017). Among the recommendations for content, evaluators are urged to report
the questions they investigated and the criteria they used to distinguish a high-
quality program from one of lesser quality (Robertson & Wingate, 2017), as well
as the sources of criteria and procedures they used to prioritize criteria and ques-
tions (Montrosse-Moorhead & Griffith, 2017a). Evaluators are also urged to
report the indicators employed for each question or criterion, methods used to
gather and analyze data, and how findings were interpreted to answer the eva-
luation questions and reach conclusions (Robertson & Wingate, 2017).

Despite this guidance, evaluation reporting has been found to be incomplete
and needing improvement. In their analysis of evaluation reports, Hurteau,
Houle, and Mongiat (2009) found many reports were missing evaluation ques-
tions, and Roorda (2020) and Teasdale (2021) found many did not include expli-
cit criteria. Fu, Kannan, Shavelson, Peterson, and Kurpius (2016) “often grappled
with missing information and tried to tease apart the linking logic” (p. 32) of eva-
luation questions and methods during their analysis. Grack Nelson and Tranby
(2015) also found gaps in reporting, which Fu et al. (2016) argued presented
challenges to “understand and interpret what happened in a given evaluation”
(p. 32). Thus, these gaps can prevent reporting from fulfilling its goal: ensuring
meaningful understanding of the evaluation.

MAKING VALUES EXPLICIT
Reporting is one of the avenues through which values can be made explicit (Mon-
trosse-Moorhead & Griffith, 2017b). Values permeate evaluation (Greene, 2012;
Gullickson & Hannum, 2019). Therefore, Greene (2012) urges evaluators to
explicitly engage with values throughout the evaluation process: “We need to
identify, name, and justify these values” (p. 196). This includes the values that
determine which program characteristics matter most for the focal context and
constituents and which lines of inquiry are pursued (Greene, 2012; Teasdale
et al., 2023). Making these values explicit is essential for reaching clear, defensible,
credible evaluative conclusions (Gullickson & Hannum, 2019; Roorda & Gulli-
ckson, 2019), as evaluative conclusions are generated by synthesizing empirical
evidence with values-laden criteria (Fournier, 2015). Thus, the Program
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Evaluation Standards outline evaluators’ responsibilities regarding explicit
engagement with values (Standard U4) and explicit evaluative reasoning (Stan-
dard A7) (Yarbrough et al., 2011). Nonetheless, values are rarely made explicit
in evaluation practice (Greene, 2012; Gullickson & Hannum, 2019; Roorda,
2020). In this practice note, we seek to help evaluators engage more clearly and
directly with values in their reporting.

REPORTING LINES OF INQUIRY: ELEMENTS
Through our analysis of published evaluations, we identified six linked pieces of
information that are important for clear and complete reporting of evaluative
lines of inquiry (Table 1). Communicating the connections among these ele-
ments is essential for constituents to understand the logical links that made up a
particular line of inquiry and which values guided the inquiry. The articles we
analyzed did not address all six elements. Nonetheless, our sample included nota-
ble exemplars that illustrate the elements that make up evaluative lines of inquiry.
In this section, we present one of those examples: an evaluation by Nielsen et al.
(2018) of a school-based physical education program in Denmark. The evalua-
tion reports we analyzed used varying terminology to refer to the elements that

Table 1. Elements for reporting evaluative lines of inquiry

Element Description

Dimensions of Overall focus of evaluative inquiry. Categories of program
quality aspects, characteristics, or results deemed important or

desirable for the focal program, context, and constituents.
Related terminology: criteria domains, dimensions of success,
quality domains

Evaluation High-level questions study sought to address.
questions Related terminology: hypotheses, research questions

Program-specific Specific definitions of quality for the program. Define or
criteria exemplify the desired state for the focal program, in

consideration of its specific context and constituents.
Related terminology: indicators, measures, variables,
constructs, desired outcomes, standards, benchmarks,
performance targets

Evaluation methods Procedures used to gather and/or analyze information to
address associated evaluation questions and criteria.
Related terminology: data collection methods, data sources,
methods of analysis

Findings Results derived from the analysis of evaluation data.
Related terminology: results

Evaluative Interpretations of findings in relation to associated evaluation
conclusions questions and criteria. Related terminology: determinations of

merit or worth, judgments
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make up evaluative lines of inquiry. For clarity and consistency, we use the termi-
nology advanced in this practice note when presenting exemplars. At times, this
terminology differs from the terminology used in the example articles.

Dimensions of quality
Dimensions of quality are broad categories that describe the program aspects,
characteristics, or results that (a) are deemed particularly important or desirable
for the focal program, context, and constituents and, therefore, (b) provide the
overall focus for the evaluation. Evaluation reports may also refer to these as
dimensions of success, criteria domains, or quality domains. Examples include
program outcomes or impact, program design or implementation, resource use,
and sustainability. A particular evaluation could focus on multiple possible
dimensions of quality that each reflect different visions of a high-quality pro-
gram. Directly stating which dimensions of quality were investigated makes
explicit the values about program quality that underpinned the evaluation. For
example, Nielsen et al. (2018) employed the RE-AIM framework in their evalua-
tion. This framework directed attention to five dimensions of quality: Reach,
Effectiveness, Adoption, Implementation, and Maintenance.

Evaluation questions
Evaluation questions are the overarching questions a study seeks to address.
Reports may refer to these as research questions or present study hypotheses
that serve a similar purpose. Specifying evaluation questions and indicating
which dimension of quality they address helps constituents understand how
inquiry was focused on the program aspects, characteristics, or results deemed
most important. While the Nielsen et al. (2018) article did not include evaluation
questions, it clearly communicated the focus of the evaluation within each
dimension of quality.

Program-specific criteria
Program-specific criteria define or exemplify the desired state for the focal pro-
gram, in consideration of its specific context and constituents. Evaluation
reports may refer to these as variables or constructs, and they may be operatio-
nalized as indicators, measures, or desired outcomes. Levels of performance on
the selected criteria can be specified using standards, benchmarks, or perfor-
mance targets. Clearly articulating program-specific criteria enables constituents
to understand what quality “looks like” for the focal program, context, and con-
stituents. For example, Nielsen et al. (2018) specified the following criteria for
the Adoption dimension of quality: “The commitment of participating schools
regarding their decision to install the programme and factors influencing that
decision to become an integrated part of daily practice” (p. 3). This was operatio-
nalized as two measures: (a) commitment of participating schools and (b) factors
influencing school engagement.
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Evaluation methods
Evaluation methods are the procedures used to gather and analyze data. Reports
may also refer to these as data collection methods or methods of analysis.
Explaining which methods were used to address which evaluation questions and
criteria can help constituents track the links between the selected dimensions of
quality and the data generated. For example, Nielsen et al. (2018) specified three
methods used to investigate Adoption: interviews with program managers,
interviews with school heads, and analysis of program documents. The evalua-
tors also gathered data through teacher questionnaires and archival records of
school statistics but clearly indicated these data did not address Adoption.

Findings
Findings are the results derived from analysis of the evaluation data. For exam-
ple, within the Adoption dimension, Nielsen et al. (2018) determined that parti-
cipating teachers became highly committed to the program, largely due to a
co-development process that engaged teachers and school leaders in a “bottom-
up” approach. Presenting findings in the context of each line of inquiry enables
constituents to follow the link between the empirical data and resulting evalua-
tive conclusions, which are discussed next.

Evaluative conclusions
Evaluative conclusions are interpretations of findings that provide answers to the
evaluation questions. Evaluative conclusions may also be referred to as evaluative
judgments or determinations of merit or worth. Articulating which evaluative
conclusions are associated with which lines of inquiry enables constituents to
understand the descriptive findings about the program in the context of the
values that informed the study. For example, within the Adoption dimension,
Nielsen et al. (2018) concluded that the bottom-up approach was a successful
strategy that contributed to the contextual fit of the program and its successful
implementation.

REPORTING LINES OF INQUIRY: ORGANIZATION AND
PRESENTATION
The articles we analyzed included notable exemplars that illustrate strategies for
clearly presenting the logical connections among some elements that make up
evaluative lines of inquiry (Table 2). In reporting an evaluation of biotechnology
research experience for African American high school students, Boyce et al.
(2019) organized and labelled their evaluation questions with the dimension of
quality each question addressed. For example,

Impact: What outcomes are associated with participation in the program? What is
the value-added of participation in the Project ENGAGES program? What is the
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Table 2. Strategies for communicating evaluative lines of inquiry

Strategy Exemplars

Organize and label evaluation Boyce et al. (2019)
questions
Create diagrams Lucas et al. (2017), see Figure 2

Include tables Tran et al. (2017)
Pawlowski, Schmidt, Nielsen, Troelsen, &
Schipperijn (2019), see Table 3
Nielsen et al. (2018)

Organize and label findings and Pawlowski et al. (2019)
conclusions Nielsen et al. (2018)

quality and magnitude of program outcomes and accomplishments, both intended
and unintended, for all participants?

Sustainability and Institutionalization: How and to what extent are elements of
the program becoming institutionalized? What efforts are in place to ensure program
sustainability? What opportunities and barriers exist? (Boyce et al., 2019, p. 165)

Labelling and organizing the evaluation questions in this way makes explicit
which dimension of quality and which values each question addressed.

Lucas et al. (2017) reported an evaluation of a teacher training workshop in
the Philippines that focused on information and communication technology.
They presented a diagram that illustrated the dimensions of quality they investi-
gated and the program-specific criteria for each dimension (Figure 1). The dia-
gram enables constituents to understand which dimensions of quality were
prioritized and how those were operationalized as program-specific criteria.

In reporting an evaluation of a physical activity and nutrition program in
Vietnam, Tran et al. (2017) included a table that presented the dimensions of
quality that directed their inquiry, the program-specific criteria that defined
each dimension, and the methods used to investigate them. Pawlowski et al.
(2019) employed the RE-AIM framework in their evaluation, focusing on five
dimensions of quality: Reach, Effectiveness, Adoption, Implementation, and
Maintenance. They presented a table that included each dimension of quality, its
definition, associated program-specific criteria, and data collection methods
(Table 3). Nielsen et al. (2018) also used a table to present the lines of inquiry
they investigated. Similar to an evaluation matrix (Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, n.d.), these tables clearly and succinctly summarize the evalua-
tors’ lines of inquiry, enabling constituents to understand and follow the logical
links among the elements of the evaluations.

Finally, some articles linked their findings and evaluative conclusions with
the dimensions of quality they investigated. For example, Pawlowski et al. (2019)
organized their findings by the RE-AIM dimensions. Each section begins with a
statement of conclusions, followed by a discussion that references dimension-
specific data tables. The article also included a summary table that presented the
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Figure 1. Example diagram for reporting lines of inquiry
Source: Lucas et al., 2017. Reprinted with permission from Elsevier.

dimensions of quality that were investigated along with the associated program-
specific criteria and findings. Nielsen et al. (2018) structured and labelled their
findings and conclusions in a similar way. Organizing evaluative conclusions by
dimensions of quality and then linking those conclusions to program-specific
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Table 3. Example table for reporting lines of inquiry

RE-AIM Definition Outcome measure Data source
dimension

Reach Neighbourhood Characteristic of Survey data
information and children
characteristics of the participating in the
children whose active intervention
living behaviour we
would like to
influence positively

Effectiveness The children’s 1. Change in the Pre- and post-
change in use of the participating accelerometer and
intervention site is children’s time GPS data
used as the measure spend on the Post survey data
of effects on their intervention site
active living before and after
behaviour the intervention

2. Change in the
participating
children’s PA level
on the
intervention site
before and after
the intervention

3. Participating
children’s attitude
towards the
intervention site
after the
intervention

Adoption The initial 1. Initial commitment Pre-intervention
commitment of key of the interviews with
stakeholders participating teachers
involved regarding teachers who
their attentiveness to agreed for the
participate in the children to
intervention and participate in the
potential factors project
influencing the initial 2. Factors influencing
engagement initial engagement

(Continued )
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Table 3. (Continued)

RE-AIM Definition Outcome measure Data source
dimension

Implementation The extent to which 1. The extent to Post-intervention
the intervention was which interviews with
implemented as participating children, teachers
intended design researchers, and design
experienced by key teachers and researchers
stakeholders and children
potential factors experienced the
influencing intervention was
implementation implemented as

intended
2. Factors influencing
implementation

Maintenance Expected Design researchers’, Post-intervention
organisational teachers’ and interviews with
maintenance children’s children, teachers
experienced by key expectations of and design
stakeholders organisational researchers

factors influencing
the participating
children’s use of
the site in future

Source: Pawlowski et al., 2019. Reprinted with permission from Elsevier.

criteria enables constituents to connect the conclusions to the values that under-
pinned the study.

As noted, most articles our research team analyzed did not address all six
elements we recommend. Nonetheless, these exemplars illustrate how evaluators
can use narrative, diagrams, and tables to organize and present those elements
and clearly communicate the links among them. We encourage evaluators to
expand on these strategies by incorporating all six elements described in this
practice note and adapting the approaches to their varying constituents and
reporting contexts and styles.

LIMITATIONS
Our sample consists of Evaluation and Program Planning articles and does not
include evaluation reports or evaluations published in other journals. Evaluators
might find additional guidance by analyzing other samples. In addition, this
practice note addresses elements important for communicating which values
about program quality guided evaluative inquiry. Future work is needed to pro-
vide guidance for reporting how values were selected and which constituents
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held or prioritized those values, as recommended by Montrosse-Moorhead and
Griffith (2017b) and Roorda (2020).

CONCLUSION
The Program Evaluation Standards call for rigorous documentation of evaluations
and emphasize evaluators’ responsibility to make explicit the key values that shape
evaluations. In this practice note, we provide guidance for reporting evaluative
lines of inquiry, a central and values-laden component of evaluations. Drawing on
our empirical analysis of evaluation reporting, we recommend evaluators report
the dimensions of quality, evaluation questions, and program-specific criteria they
investigate, as well as associated evaluation methods, findings, and evaluative con-
clusions. We encourage evaluators to communicate the links among these ele-
ments and share exemplars to illustrate how evaluators can organize and present
this information to maximize clarity. We offer this guidance to assist evaluators in
documenting their evaluations and making key values explicit so constituents can
understand, learn from, critique, and take action based on their evaluations.

REFERENCES
Alkin, M. C., Christie, C. A., & Rose, M. (2006). Communicating evaluation. In I. Shaw,

J. C. Greene, & M. M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of evaluation (pp. 360–383).
SAGE.

American Evaluation Association. (n.d.). The program evaluation standards. Retrieved
from https://www.eval.org/About/Competencies-Standards/Program-Evaluation-
Standards

Boyce, A., Avent, C. M., Adetogun, A., Servance, L., DeStefano, L., Nerem, R., & Platt,
M. O. (2019). Implementation and evaluation of a biotechnology research experi-
ence for African-American high school students. Evaluation and Program Planning,
72, 162–169. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2018.10.004

Canadian Evaluation Society. (2024). Evaluation standards. Retrieved from https://
evaluationcanada.ca/career/evaluation-standards.html

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (n.d.). Putting together an evaluation matrix.
Retrieved from https://www.cdc.gov/std/program/pupestd/pupestd_eval-matrix_
shortguide_final.pdf

Davidson, E. J. (2005). Evaluation methodology basics: The nuts and bolts of sound evalua-
tion. SAGE.

Fournier, D. M. (2005). Evaluation. In S. Mathison (Ed.), Encyclopedia of evaluation (pp.
139–140). SAGE.

Fu, A. C., Kannan, A., Shavelson, R. J., Peterson, L., & Kurpius, A. (2016). Room for
rigor: Designs and methods in informal science education evaluation. Visitor Studies,
19(1), 12–38. https://doi.org/10.1080/10645578.2016.1144025

Grack Nelson, A., & Tranby, Z. (2015). Reporting with an evaluator audience in mind: A
BISE synthesis paper. Retrieved from https://www.visitorstudies.org/bise

© 2024 CJPE 39.2, 349–362 doi:10.3138/cjpe-2023-0055

https://www.eval.org/About/Competencies-Standards/Program-Evaluation-Standards
https://www.eval.org/About/Competencies-Standards/Program-Evaluation-Standards
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2018.10.004
https://evaluationcanada.ca/career/evaluation-standards.html
https://evaluationcanada.ca/career/evaluation-standards.html
https://www.cdc.gov/std/program/pupestd/pupestd_eval-matrix_shortguide_final.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/std/program/pupestd/pupestd_eval-matrix_shortguide_final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10645578.2016.1144025
https://www.visitorstudies.org/bise
https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/cjpe
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjpe-2023-0055


Reporting Lines of Inquiry 361

Greene, J. C. (2012). Values-engaged evaluations. In M. Segone (Ed.), Evaluation for equi-
table development results (pp. 192–206). UNICEF. Retrieved from http://www.clear-
la.cide.edu/sites/default/files/Evaluation_for_equitable%20results_web.pdf

Grob, G. F. (2015). Writing for impact. In K. E. Newcomer, H. P. Hatry, & J. S. Wholey
(Eds.), Handbook of practical program evaluation ( 4th ed., pp. 739–764). Jossey-
Bass.

Gullickson, A. M., & Hannum, K. M. (2019). Making values explicit in evaluation prac-
tice. Evaluation Journal of Australasia, 19(4), 162–178. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1035719x19893892

Hurteau, M., Houle, S., & Mongiat, S. (2009). How legitimate and justified are judgments
in program evaluation?. Evaluation, 15(3), 307–319. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1356389009105883

Lucas, R. I., Promentilla, M. A., Ubando, A., Tan, R. G., Aviso, K., & Yu, K. D. (2017). An
AHP-based evaluation method for teacher training workshop on information and
communication technology. Evaluation and Program Planning, 63, 93–100. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2017.04.002

Montrosse-Moorhead, B., & Griffith, J. C. (2017a). Checklist for evaluation-specific stan-
dards (Version 2.0). Retrieved from https://chess.uconn.edu/

Montrosse-Moorhead, B., & Griffith, J. C. (2017b). Toward the development of reporting
standards for evaluations. American Journal of Evaluation, 38(4), 577–602. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1098214017699275

Nielsen, J. V., Skovgaard, T., Bredahl, T. V. G., Bugge, A., Wedderkopp, N., & Klakk, H.
(2018). Using the RE-AIM framework to evaluate a school-based municipal pro-
gramme tripling time spent on PE. Evaluation and Program Planning, 70, 1–11.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2018.05.005

Pawlowski, C. S., Schmidt, T., Nielsen, J. V., Troelsen, J., & Schipperijn, J. (2019). Will the
children use it?—A RE-AIM evaluation of a local public open space intervention
involving children from a deprived neighbourhood. Evaluation and Program Plan-
ning, 77, 101706. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2019.101706

Robertson, K. N., & Wingate, L. A. (2017). Checklist for program evaluation report con-
tent. Retrieved from https://wmich.edu/evaluation/checklists

Roorda, M. (2020). Developing defensible criteria for public sector evaluations (Unpub-
lished dissertation). University of Melbourne.

Roorda, M., & Gullickson, A. M. (2019). Developing evaluation criteria using an ethical
lens. Evaluation Journal of Australasia, 19(4), 179–194. https://doi.org/10.1177/1035
719x19891991

Schwandt, T. A., & Gates, E. F. (2021). Evaluating and valuing in social research. Guilford.

Teasdale, R. M. (2021). Evaluative criteria: An integrated model of domains and sources.
American Journal of Evaluation, 42(3), 354–376. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214
02095522

Teasdale, R. M. (2022). How do you define success? Evaluative criteria for informal
STEM education. Visitor Studies, 25(2), 163–184. https://doi.org/10.1080/10645578.
2022.2056397

doi:10.3138/cjpe-2023-0055 CJPE 39.2, 349–362 © 2024

http://www.clear-la.cide.edu/sites/default/files/Evaluation_for_equitable%20results_web.pdf
http://www.clear-la.cide.edu/sites/default/files/Evaluation_for_equitable%20results_web.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1035719x19893892
https://doi.org/10.1177/1035719x19893892
https://doi.org/10.1177/1356389009105883
https://doi.org/10.1177/1356389009105883
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2017.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2017.04.002
https://chess.uconn.edu/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214017699275
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214017699275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2019.101706
https://wmich.edu/evaluation/checklists
https://doi.org/10.1177/1035719x19891991
https://doi.org/10.1177/1035719x19891991
https://doi.org/10.1177/109821402095522
https://doi.org/10.1177/109821402095522
https://doi.org/10.1080/10645578.2022.2056397
https://doi.org/10.1080/10645578.2022.2056397
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjpe-2023-0055
https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/cjpe


362 Teasdale, Moore, and Strasser 

Teasdale, R. M., Strasser, M., Moore, C., & Graham, K. (2023). Evaluative criteria in prac-
tice: Findings from an analysis of evaluations published in Evaluation and Program 
Planning. Evaluation and Program Planning, 97, 102226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
evalprogplan.2023.102226 

Torres, R. T., Preskill, H., & Piontek, M. E. (2004). Evaluation strategies for communicat-
ing and reporting: Enhancing learning in organizations. SAGE. 

Tran, V. D., Jancey, J., Lee, A., James, A., Howat, P., & Thi Phuong Mai, L. (2017). Physi-
cal activity and nutrition program for adults with metabolic syndrome: Process eva-
luation. Evaluation and Program Planning, 61, 128–133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
evalprogplan.2016.12.012 

Yarbrough, D. B., Shulha, L. M., & Hopson, R. K. (2011). The program evaluation stan-
dards: A guide for evaluators and evaluation users ( 3rd ed.). SAGE. 

CONTRIBUTOR INFORMATION 
Rebecca M. Teasdale, Ph.D. is an assistant professor of Educational Psychology at the Uni-
versity of Illinois Chicago. Her research focuses on the role of values in evaluation practice, 
particularly the value-laden criteria that guide evaluations of educational, social, and health 
programs. Her scholarship supports evaluators in systematically identifying, negotiating, 
applying, and reporting evaluative criteria in their work. ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-
0002-1981-7032. Email: rteasd2@uic.edu 

Ceily L. Moore, M.Ed., is a doctoral student in Education Psychology at the University of 
Illinois Chicago. Her work experience in evaluation focuses on supporting funders and 
non-profit leaders in reimagining the ways in which data are collected and reported, shift-
ing from the focus on general outcomes to measuring outcomes that matter most to the 
organization to demonstrate their full impact. Her research focuses on the impact of 
youth-adult relationships on Black youth and adults. ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-
0003-3281-0457. Email: cmoore40@uic.edu 

Mikayla Strasser, M.Ed., is an Educational Psychology doctoral student at the University 
of Illinois Chicago. Her ongoing research focuses on measurement of higher education 
teaching practices, faculty development, and institutional change initiatives. ORCID: 
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-7708-6936. Email: mstras4@uic.edu 

© 2024 CJPE 39.2, 349–362 doi:10.3138/cjpe-2023-0055 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2023.102226
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2023.102226
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2016.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2016.12.012
https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/cjpe
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjpe-2023-0055
mailto:rteasd2@uic.edu
mailto:cmoore40@uic.edu
mailto:mstras4@uic.edu
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1981-7032
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1981-7032
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3281-0457
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3281-0457
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-7708-6936

	Reporting Lines of Inquiry: Documenting Evaluations and Making Values Explicit
	EVALUATION REPORTING
	MAKING VALUES EXPLICIT
	REPORTING LINES OF INQUIRY: ELEMENTS
	Dimensions of quality
	Evaluation questions
	Program-specific criteria
	Evaluation methods
	Findings
	Evaluative conclusions

	REPORTING LINES OF INQUIRY: ORGANIZATION AND PRESENTATION
	LIMITATIONS
	CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES
	CONTRIBUTOR INFORMATION




