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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to link tasks performed by evaluators
to the knowledge required to perform those tasks. It first describes
the role of evaluation and the evaluation process in as general
terms as possible. Second, it classifies the tasks identified in the
process according to the phases of the evaluation process and the
nature of the task roles within an evaluation. This gives two cat­
egories of tasks: technical and strategic. Those tasks are then as­
signed to modules ofknowledge required to perform an evaluation.
Third, a con-elation table is developed showing the links between
the various phases of the evaluation, the task categories, the tasks,
and the knowledge modules. Lastly, a list of courses is suggested
to form the nucleus of a study program in evaluation.

Resume: L'objeetifde cette etude est de faire Ie lien entre les taches executees
par les evaluateurs et les connaissances requises pour les accornplir.
Premierement, l'etude decrit de la manisre la plus generals possi­
ble Ie role de revaluation et Ie processus d'une evaluation.
Deuxiernement, l'etude classifie les taches identifiees dans Ie
processus selon les phases du processus et selon la nature de leur
role dans l'evaluation. Ceci amene a reconnaitre deux categories
de taches: les taches techniques et les taches strategiques, Ces
taches sont ensuite classees en modules de connaissances necessaires
a la pratique. Troisiernement, un tableau de concordance est
developpe ou sont indiques les liens entre les phases de l'evaluation,
les categories de taches, les taches et les modules de connaissance.
Enfin, une liste de cours est etablie pouvant former Ie noyau d'un
programme d'etude en evaluation.

591

The Canadian Evaluation Society (CES) is keenly inter­
ested in the professional training of its members and the skills profile
of evaluation professionals. The lack of a university program specifi­
cally designed for program evaluation makes it difficult to develop val­
ues common to evaluation practitioners and, to some degree, slows the
development of the profession, according to the CES's Standards De­
velopment Committee (SDC, 1990).The committee sees this weakness
as one of the main obstacles to the adoption of evaluation standards.
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In its recommendations, the committee proposes the simultaneous de­
velopment of standards and professional training and identifies the
risks that might arise from a sequential approach to these two issues:

As a professional development strategy, the use of stand­
ards as rules could be unproductive if evaluators do not
have the training or experience required to base their ac­
tions on compliance with the spirit rather than the letter of
the rules. (SDC, p. 17)

The present study was undertaken with the intent of encouraging pro­
fessional development activities in order to establish values shared by
all evaluation professionals. Its objectives are twofold: (a) to establish a
list ofkey tasks carried out as part ofan evaluation; and (b) to establish
a parallel between the tasks identified and the type of training that
might make it possible to better perform those tasks. The study acts as
a collector of the skills and knowledge required for the various forms of
evaluation. It is based primarily on existing literature, on the results of
recent studies, on experience of the community (Schutz, 1987), and on
logical analysis.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The evaluation function encompasses a multitude of definitions, which
fact makes it oneofthe most inclusivefunctions (Gephart, 1981;Haveman,
1987; Patton, 1982). This feature of evaluation is one of the first obsta­
cles to finding common tasks and, by extension, common values. In­
deed, it becomes especially difficult to find a common thread in a process
that covers all disciplines and also covers all phases in the building of a
strategy for action, research, marketing, and so on. Evaluation affects
the identification of needs, the viability of a project, the assessment of
the success of a teaching system, the repercussions of a program, the
effectiveness of a strategy, and operational efficiency. Its scope encom­
passes both a diachronic and synchronic perspective. It is practiced in
both the public and private sectors, and, lastly, it is easily confused
with other types of research (Haveman, 1987).

A second impediment to the search for this common thread stems from
the role of evaluation. What role can and should evaluation play within
an organization? This question raises all sorts of ethical questions­
how far should the evaluator go in searching for the "truth," knowing
that he or she is employed by an organization (Bank, 1985; Hartle,
1976; Weiss, 1975)? What are the measurement tools that will make it
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possible to provide a satisfactory answer to the fundamental issues raised
by an evaluation? Should evaluation define, criticize, or adapt to the
values of the organization? For example, in evaluating the degree to
which a program has met its objectives, we accept as a given the premises
on which the program is based (Weiss, 1975). Is that enough? Should
we systematically question these premises? To some degree, the role of
evaluation is what evaluators wish it to be. This role therefore has an
immediate impact on the practice, the approaches used, the validation
techniques, and the means used to communicate the results. Conse­
quently, the tasks to be performed and the level of difficulty of these
tasks are directly affected by the role of the evaluation.

A further problem is created by the varied backgrounds of evalua­
tion practitioners arising from the wide scope of the field of applica
tion: the heterogeneity of the professional culture of evaluators
(Anderson & Ball, 1978; Coderre, Adamson, Baker, Noelke, & Piche,
1990; Standards Development Committee, 1990). Academic training
instills different values, aims, and practices depending on the disci­
pline studied. Evaluators tend to define themselves according to their
original profession (as psychologists, economists, sociologists, social
workers, and so forth) rather than according to the function they
perform; they will favor the values espoused by their profession rather
than those of the function they perform.' For this reason, studies of
the evaluation function that survey evaluators in order to improve
knowledge ofthe field, of the trends in practice, and oftraining needs,
are often more a reflection of the knowledge acquired and used by
the various professions than a measure ofa professional culture unique
to evaluation.

Lastly, literature on the training ofevaluators has placed great empha­
sis on improving knowledge of assessment tools. This focus has some­
what overshadowed the development of a definition for evaluation and,
more specifically, the development of a community in which a common
culture could grow. This situation reflects the divergent opinions sur­
rounding the evaluator's profession. Some prefer to define it as ajob in
which technical tasks such as statistical analysis and sampling tech­
niques are required; others see it as a profession-s-or at the very least
an emerging profession-in which organized, formal, and rational training
would be more appropriate (Anderson & Ball, 1978; Haveman, 1987;
Morell & Flaherty, 1978).

There are therefore a number of questions the profession has yet to
answer: What is evaluation? What is its role? What are the common
tasks of evaluators? What type of training would be most appropriate
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for evaluators? As was mentioned, the rapid growth of the profession in
response to demand has led it to develop as events occurred, rather
than in a rational, planned manner (Sechrest, 1980). Researchers are
therefore becoming interested after the fact in the training of evalua­
tors, that is, after this topic has been raised increasingly as a field of
study. The conclusions they have reached are normally subject to res­
ervations (Anderson & Ball, 1978; Brown, 1980; Sechrest, 1980). The
profession is seen as, inter alia, a science, an art, a collection of per­
sonal qualities involvingspecificknowledgein certain fields, and a practice
that is learned on the job.

My objective is not to identify the various points of view; instead, I
begin the analysis by considering an evaluator's daily activities in or­
der to come up with a series of questions, actions, and contexts that the
evaluator has to respond to, engage in, and understand. I then deter­
mine the correlation between these questions and the knowledge that
might help answer them more effectively. But first, I provide a defini­
tion ofevaluation and evaluator.

EVALUATION IN PRACTICE

Evaluation

Evaluation always takes place within a political context because it oc­
curs within an organization, its purpose is to study the strategies of
that organization, and its aim is to supply information that will influ­
ence the decisions made concerning the strategy in question. Share­
holders, partners, and politicians are all directly affected by the
undertaking because they depend on it. They will be directly affected
by the results of the evaluation and by the use that the organization
makes of those results. We do not regard the fact that evaluation takes
place within a political context as an obstacle but rather as a character­
istic of the profession (Senate Committee, 1991). Any activity that af­
fects decision making is subject to pressures. In the case of evaluation,
this should not be viewed as a constraint but as one of the tasks of the
evaluator: to understand and use the context to the advantage ofhis or
her research.

Evaluation is therefore carried out for the organization. It is a function
ofmanagement. More precisely, it is normally seen as a control mecha­
nism (BCG, 1981a; Sauve, 1988). One constant remains throughout all
of the definitions proposed (Gephart, 1981; Haveman, 1987; Patton,
1982, 1986; Stufflebeam & Shinlfield, 1985): evaluation is an aid to
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decision making.Regardless ofthe fieldofapplication, its principal purpose
is to inform so that better decisions can be made. It is a control function
to the extent that it takes place after a strategy has been put into prac­
tice. However, the field of application could also be proactive (ACDI,
1981; Patton, 1982). In both cases, it will influence the terms of refer­
ence ofthe project, program, or act either by reporting on lessons learned
(retroactive) to improve various aspects ofthese terms ofreference gen­
erally (the objectives, mission), specifically (how the strategy is imple­
mented), or simply by acting as the main instrument used to determine
the terms of reference (evaluation of impacts, projects, etc.), We will
say that evaluation is a strategic tool used to inform with the aim of
defining, amending, refuting, or validating the terms of reference of an
organizational strategy. It can be practiced within or outside the val­
ues espoused by that organization. It is up to the evaluator to make
that decision, and the question is a tactical one.

The subject of the study-the subject to be evaluated-will necessarily
be a strategy or part of a strategy with an internal environment (given
by the organization) and an external environment (economic, social,
religious, cultural, etc. l. The evaluator will have to perform a
number of technical tasks (data collection and analysis, budgeting,
etc.) and strategic tasks (choice of research methods, use of the results
in decision-making, etc.) in order to achieve his or her mandate. This
will have to be done using recognized and valid scientific methods
that reflect an understanding of and respect for the organizational
environment.

An evaluator's knowledge must be broader than a single discipline ifhe
or she is to maximize chances that the result will be utilized.

The Evaluator

We see the evaluator as the person who is responsible for evaluation
projects. This person is responsible for all aspects, from the negotiation
and preparation of the evaluation mandate to the presentation and
defence of the final report before the clients. The main feature of the
evaluator's profession is that it covers all tasks included in the evalua­
tion process. To fully understand the role of an evaluator, it is useful to
define the role and the tasks of those people who work with evaluators.

The evaluator consultant is the person who provides advice on the over­
all operation of an evaluation. This person is the strategic expert.
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The consultant is the person who performs the specific tasks within the
evaluation process: surveys, case studies, economic analysis, statistical
analysis, and so forth. This person is the technical expert.

The assistant evaluator is the person who works under the direction of
the evaluator, who covers the same elements as the evaluator or, more
specifically, those delegated to him by the evaluator. The difference
between the assistant evaluator and the evaluator is the respective
level of responsibility for the evaluation as a whole and their respective
strategic relationships with the organization.

In short, all ofthe categories we have just identified make specific con­
tributions to the evaluation process, but only the evaluator has respon­
sibility for the entire process. The evaluator consultant, the consultant,
and the assistant evaluator can be trained evaluators but, for a given
project, they will be required to perform only specific tasks. The key
thing to remember is that evaluators may not be experts at everything,
but they must be proficient at everything. They must be able to recog­
nize what has to be done, as they cannot do it themselves. They must
also be able to judge the quality of what they have had done in order to
be able to meet the expectations raised by the evaluation.

Evaluation Process: General Description?

The evaluation process can be broken down into three phases: plan­
ning, conduct, and presentation ofresults and follow-up. Each of these
phases can also be broken down into several steps that vary depending
on the needs and practice of each organization. They will be formal or
informal. Regardless of their format, they will be covered by the evalu­
ator (Conner & Hendricks, 1989; Gardner & Greene, 1988; Gephart,
1981; BCG, 1981b; Patton, 1982; Senate Committee, 1991).

Planning

The planning phase covers the period from the time of the original re­
quest for an evaluation to the collection of the data-exclusively. All
evaluations originate with a request. The evaluator's first task is to
determine from where the request comes in order to understand who
the main client will be. Once this question has been answered, he or
she will be better able to identify the objectives and purpose ofthe evalu
ation, In analyzing the request, the evaluator must also determine who
other than the main client, both within and outside the organization,
will be interested in the evaluation. The evaluator must then decide on
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what authority the evaluation will depend and clearly define what is to
be evaluated. He or she must determine the place within the organiza­
tion of the object to be evaluated, as well as the person who is responsi­
ble for what is to be evaluated. Third, the evaluator must prepare a
mandate and terms of reference for the request in order to indicate his
or her understanding of that request. In preparing the mandate, the
evaluator will try to identify clearly what the client wants, and will
then begin a series of consultations with key individuals involved in
order to develop as accurate a picture as possible of what is required.

The evaluator will have to ensure that the questions asked are the
correct ones, that they are asked in the right way, and that the ap­
proaches suggested to answer the questions are adequate and
appropriate. He or she must determine the feasibility of the project and
present the options, and, to do this, will have to anticipate the obsta­
cles. This entire phase is carried out with ongoing consultation with
the key players.

Once the project has been approved, the evaluator must determine how
it will be carried out. He or she will have to refine the approaches.
select the data collection and analysis methods, prepare the tools and
specifications for data collection, test the tools, plan to ensure their
maximum utilization, allocate the resources, assign the tasks, prepare
the schedule, and establish a communications network to ensure par­
ticipation and consultation. In short, the planning stage covers all tasks
associated with understanding the investigation environment-the or­
ganization-and the strategy to be evaluated; the tasks associated with
identifying the focus of the evaluation, such as formulating the man­
date; the tasks associated with selecting the approaches to be used to
answer the questions; and lastly, the tasks more specifically related to
management ofthe project. Table 1 summarizes these tasks.

The planning phase, given its importance to the actual performance of
the evaluation, is the phase that requires the greatest amount ofknow 1­
edge. If the evaluation project is well planned because of an accurate
analysis of the environment in which it takes place, the subsequent
steps should flow more easily. The evaluator has a great deal to do in
this phase, and the knowledge required to complete this phase success­
fully is crucial to the success of the whole project. It should be noted
that knowledge of the investigation environment, for example, could be
needed in each phase of the evaluation because it has an impact on
most of the actions carried out during the evaluation. A poor under­
standing of the clientele could result in an inability to gather data if the
collection tools do not correspond to the special requirements of this
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clientele. Inadequate knowledge of the degree of decentralization in
the organization could make a questionnaire inappropriate (if, say, a
significant centralization of powers was assumed).

Conduct

The conduct phase of the evaluation covers the period from the collec­
tion of data to the preparation of the report, inclusively. In this phase,
the evaluator's main tasks are to providecontroland to solveany logistical
problems. The data will be collected, processed, and analyzed. Issues
regarding validity will be examined, as the conditions under which the
data have been gathered will now be known. The evaluator will ensure

Table 1
Tasks Associated With Planning the Evaluation

Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

Group 4

Group 5

Understanding theInvestigation Environment

Understand the organization and its internal environment (type, structure and
operation ofthe organization; persons inauthority within and outside the organiza­
tion; communication network; organizational culture [values, ideology, myths]).

Understand the extemal environment (to identify the fadors that will influence the
organization; pressure and interest groups; clientele; competitors; strengths and
weaknesses ofthe organization).

Analysis of the Request

Understand what isrequested (origin of the request; objectives; the person making
the request and other potential clients; person responsible for what is to be
evaluated).

Understand the project (what will beevaluated? aproject. aprogram, an act?).

Focus of the Evaluation

Clarify the coverage ofthe project and expectations (estimate the volume of re­
souroes needed; ensure that the questions asked are the right ones; ensure that
the questions are asked properly).

Selection of Approaches

Suggest approaches appropriate tothe questions; foresee obstacles; analyze the
feasibility; decide the research methods; decide on the collection and analysis
tools; prepare the data collection tools and specflcations: pre-test the tools

Management

Negotiate and consult; allocate resouroes; assign tasks; prepare the schedule:
ensure the existence ofan effective communications network-vr establish one;
award contracts.
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that the analysis is credible and is carried out using appropriate tools.
He or she will have to go through a trial run to ensure that the analysis
answers as accurately as possible the questions asked, will consult the
key players about the preliminary findings, and will then draw conclu­
sions and make recommendations or suggestions.

The evaluator's tasks during the conduct phase of the evaluation are
more technical. Because the choices (approaches, methods, etc.) were
made in the planning stage, the tasks to be performed in this phase
require specific knowledge about the application of analysis tools. The
evaluator will also have to review these choices based on the prelimi­
nary data collection results and make any changes that are required.
Lastly, in formulating his or her conclusions and recommendations,
the evaluator will use the knowledge acquired in the planning phase in
order to produce a realistic report that is applicable to the organization.
Table 2 gives a summary of the tasks to be performed during the con­
duct phase of the evaluation.

Presentation of Findings and Follow-up

The evaluator must present the results in both a summary and a de­
tailed manner, verbally and in writing. He or she must listen to, hear,
and understand the comments, make the necessary adjustments, de­
fend the report, and ensure that it is used.

Selecting the nature and modalities ofthe presentation falls under strategy
and will be decided according to the culture of the organization. It is the

Table 2
Tasks Associated With Conducting the Evaluation

Group 6

Group 7

GroupS

Data Collection

Ensure that the data collection methods are appropriate; ensure that the data
collected isvalid; store the data; process the data for analysis.

Data Analysis

Ensure that the analysis methods seleded and the data collected are compatible;
proceed w~h analyses; formulate the appropriate conclusions; formulate realistic
recommendations (ie, that reflect the findings ofthe analysis and the objectives of
the organization).

Management

Resolve logistical problems; control resources; ensure adherence tothe schedule;
negotiate, inform and consut.
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evaluator's responsibility to cater to this culture in order to maximize
the chances of the report being used. Knowledge of the organization is
important because an evaluator who has a good knowledge of the or­
ganization will have a better chance of coming up with a winning pres­
entation strategy.

In short, the presentation of the findings requires a knowledge of the
organization as wen as oforal and written presentations and communi­
cations. Table 3 outlines the main tasks of the evaluator in this phase.

Categorizing the Tasks

The tasks performed by the evaluator are both an art and a science
(Brown, 1980). Without examining the tasks in detail, Brown points
out that the mandates assigned to evaluators by managers are exten­
sive and can no longer be fulfilled by merely applying techniques. They
require a much broader knowledge spanning the organization and the
environment. Davis (1986) identified four categories of qualifications to
practice evaluation: (a) technical knowledge, (b)basic conceptual knowl­
edge, (c) interpersonal and communication skills, and (d) administra­
tive skills. Anderson and Ball (1978) reached the same conclusions but
placed a different emphasis on the categories. Boudreault (1990) classi­
fied the information reported by the evaluators surveyed by Anderson
and Ban into Davis's categories. He noted that technical knowledge
was still dominant.

Conner and Hendricks (1989) propose seven categories for the tasks
performed by evaluators, along with seven related methodologies that
evaluators must know: (a) methods to understand the program, project,
or aspect to be evaluated; (b) methods for focusing the evaluation on
the important elements; (c) methods for identifying data sources: (dl
sampling methods; (e) data collection methods; (f) data analysis meth­
ods; and (g) methods for communicating the results.

The tasks review just carried out leads me to the same conclusions as
these authors. However, I believe it is essential to group the tasks

Table 3
Tasks Associated With Presenting the Findings

Develop astrategy for communication ofthe findings; prepare the presentation tools; decide on and
organize the presentation agenda; present the findings; sell and defend the evaluation product; take
note ofcomments and make the necessary adjustments; follow-up.
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according to their respective roles in the evaluation process. I have also
found from this review that many of the tasks often classified under the
heading of "interpersonal skills" or "management ability" or "respon­
sive to the environment" are in fact knowledge related to the study of
organizations.

Based on my description of the evaluation process, I have identified
two categories of tasks performed by evaluators: technical tasks and
strategic tasks. Technical tasks are those that are scientifically devel­
oped for a specific purpose. The application ofmethods ofanalysis, sam­
pling, resource control, schedule monitoring, and so on, falls into this
category. It is the strategic tasks that can be considered an art form.
Strategic tasks are associated with the selection, organization, and use
of resources and techniques to ensure the success of'the evaluation.

KNOWLEDGE

From an analysis ofTables 1,2, and 3 and ofthe categorization oftasks
into technical and strategic, I developed four knowledge modules. Two
of the modules concern the knowledge required to accomplish the tech­
nical tasks: design and analysis, and management and communica­
tion. The other two modules coverthe knowledge required for the strategic
tasks: understanding the investigation environment and the research
methods.

The Strategic Tasks Category

The strategic tasks category includes all ofthe tasks in which the evaluator
has to make a choice based on certain criteria: choices based on knowl­
edge of the investigation environment and the research methods ap­
propriate to answering the questions raised. This knowledge is further
divided into two modules: knowledge required to understand and work
effectively in the organization, and knowledge required to make en­
lightened choices regarding the most appropriate research methods for
the evaluations.

Module 1: Understanding the Investigation Environment

Evaluators interact with the organization at all stages of the evalua­
tion. They must understand what they are evaluating, for whom, and
why, as well as the manner in which the organization operates-its
mission, its goals, the pressure and interest groups around it, the
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decision-making process, financial procedures, the organization chart
(the hierarchy), and so forth. Evaluators must also know and under­
stand the culture of an organization: for example, its formal and infor­
mal language, communication networks, and influence structure.
Evaluators work within an organization and must therefore be able to
analyze it not only to successfully complete an evaluation, but to pro­
vide realistic recommendations.

Module 2: Research Methods

I distinguish between research methods and analysis methods on the
basis of their respective roles. Research methods are the knowledge
required to make judicious choices among analytical tools and meth­
ods. A review of the literature on evaluation shows that there is a strong
current of empiricism in the community and that research methods are
seldom discussed. Surveying, statistical analysis, and measurement
instruments have been the focus of a large part of evaluation research.
Other aspects ofresearch methods, such as epistemology, scientific logic,
and ethics, have, except for the last item, received little attention.

It is important, however, for evaluators to examine these issues. For
example, when they are developing and planning an evaluation, evalu­
ators must constantly "challenge" clients about the questions they want
asked, the manner in which the questions are posed, and the methodo­
logical approaches they prefer based on costs and time. Evaluators must
be able to debate intelligently about these choices. If they cannot do so,
they may find that their evaluation is utilized with its flawed methodo­
logical basis (Davis & Salasin, 1975).

Also included in this module are all of the methods developed specifi­
cally for evaluation, such as major sources and references for evalua­
tion, and evaluation modules used in the social sciences.

The Technical Tasks Category

A) Module 3: Design and Analysis

Once the choice of research methods has led to the identification of the
tools and specifications for data collection and analysis, the evaluator
must be able to apply these tools and specifications fully. He or she
must therefore have knowledge ofthese various tools and their use. An
evaluator must, for example, be able to read the results of a regression.
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This module covers all of the techniques used in sampling, the design of
questions, the validation of results, the conduct of case studies, and so
forth-in short, everything that relates to the tools for quantitative and
qualitative analysis. What an evaluator must learn from this module is
how these tools work, how to interpret their results, and what their
strengths and weaknesses are. It is these analytical tools that will pro­
vide the evaluator with the results ofthe evaluation. The evaluator will
have to defend the product based on his or her interpretation of the
evaluation results.

Module 4: Management and Communication

The fourth module is aimed at enabling evaluators to acquire the knowl­
edge applied to communication and to project management-the evalu­
ation being a project. The communications strategy will be developed
from the evaluator's knowledge ofthe organization (Module 1), and the
techniques for oral and written communication comefrom specificknowl­
edge about presentation format, lobbying, administrative writing, and
public relations. Projectmanagement requires specialknowledge ofhuman
resource management, financial management, scheduling, and contract­
ing, to name only a few fields. Lastly, this module covers the bargain­
ing techniques needed to manage an evaluation project.

Table 4 outlines the four modules and the types of courses that could be
offered in each. Table 5 shows the correlation between the phases of an
evaluation, the tasks performed during an evaluation, the categoriza­
tion of these tasks, and the knowledge modules to which they refer.

Table 4
Knowledge Modules

Module 1:

Module 2:

Module 3:

Module 4:

Understanding theInvestigation Environment
Organizational operation and structure; general corporate policies; management
[basic principles]; organizational culture; organization and environment.
Research Methods
Major evaluation sources and reference; evaluation methods; epistemology; prin­
ciples oflogic; ethics.
Design and Analysis
Design-experimental and cuasi-expermeotal; quantrtative methods; descnptive
statistics; qualitative methods; samplingtechniques;design ofquestionnaires; data
collection methods.
Management and Communication
Project management; lobbying; presentation techniques -oral and written; public
relations; administrative writing; negotiation techniques.
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Table 5
Correlation Between the Phases of an Evaluation, Tasks,
Categorization ofTasks, and Knowledge Modules

Phase ofthe
Evaluation

1.Planning

2.Conduct

Categories Knowledge
Tasks ofTasks Modules

--- - - -------- ---------------_..._--- ~---_._-------_.

Understanding the evaluation environment Strategic

Understanding the external environment Strategic

Understanding what isrequested Strategic 1

Understanding the project Strategic 1

Clarifying the scope ofthe project Technical 4

Estimating the volume ofresources required Technical 4

Ensuring that the questions asked Strategic Z
are the correct ones

Ensuring that the questions are asked Strategic 2
properly

Suggesting approaches Strategic 2

Anticipating obstacles Strategic &technical 1,4

Analyzing the feasibility Technical 4

Deciding on the research methods Strategic 2

Deciding on the tools Technical 3

Preparing the tools Technical 3

Pre-testing Technical 3

Negotiating and consuhing Strategic &technical 1.4

Allocating resources Technical 4

Assigning tasks Technical 4

Preparing the schedule Technical 4

Establishing acommunications network Strategic &technical 1,4

Awarding contracts Strategic &technical 1,3,4

Verifying the appropriateness of Strategic &technical 2,3
collection methods

Validity Technical 3

Data storage Technical 3

Data processing Technical 3

Correlation between analysis tools Strategic &technical 2,3
and data colleded

Information analysis Technical 3

Formulating the conclusions Strategic &technical 1,3,4

Formulating the recommendations Strategic &technical 1,3,4
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Phase ofthe
Evaluation Tasks

Categories
ofTasks

Knowledge
Modules

3. Presentation

ofresuks

CONCLUSION

Solving logistical problems

Contromng resources

Mon~oring theschedule

Negotiating, informing, and consuking

Communications strategy

Preparing the presentation tools

Presentation agenda

Presenting the results

Selling and defending the evaluation product

Collecting the comments and making
changes

Following up

Technical

Technical

Technical

Strategic &technical

Strategic &technical

Technical

Strategic &technical

Strategic &technical

Strategic &technical

Strategic &technical

Strategic &technical

4

4

4

1,4

1,4

4

1,4

1,4

1,4

1,2,3,4

1,4

The professional development and training ofevaluators is largely han­
dled by universities, public institutions, and professional associations
(Boudreault, 1990; CES, 1990). However, at this time there is no com­
mon syllabus of courses considered essential to the practice of evalua­
tion. In a recent publication, the CES (1990)identified a list ofuniversity
and training courses offered to evaluators. A review of the contents of
this list shows that, in general, the courses are part ofa specificdiscipli­
nary program (social work, family economics, etc.) in the case of the
educational institutions, or are intended to meet a specific need in the
case ofgovernment agencies and departments and the private sector. In
addition to these courses, there are the professional development activi­
ties offeredby the Canadian Evaluation Society,one ofthe aims ofwhich
is to foster training courses on the planning and design of all types of
evaluations (CES, 1989). The society offers workshops, seminars, docu­
mentation, and a specialized magazine to promote exchanges and im­
prove the quality of evaluations. There is also a host of other courses in
management, administration, and computer sciences that might, de­
pending on individual needs, be helpful in practicing evaluation.

This situation clearly reflects the problem that was raised earlier, spe­
cifically, the scope of the practical field of evaluation and the lack of a
homogeneous application. It should be acknowledged, however, that
the supply situation is highly favorable to evaluators: there is already a
broad range of courses available.
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In conclusion, it seems that the current supply of courses is wholly ad­
equate to meet the specific needs ofevaluators. However, I believe there
is a need to do some promotion and to encourage evaluators to cover all
of the knowledge modules, and not restrict their knowledge to one or
two. There are common tasks performed by all evaluators, but lack of
knowledge related to these tasks prevents evaluators from developing
a shared language and practice-not to mention shared values.

There are, then, three general conclusions to be drawn from our study:

1. In spite of the scope of the evaluation field, there is a group of
tasks common to evaluators that could form the basis of ge­
neric training,

2. Most of the knowledge required to perform the tasks of evalu­
ators is already available through courses, seminars, work­
shops, and other training and information vehicles,

3. The weakness that currently exists in the training and devel­
opment of evaluators is the promotion of a balance between
the knowledge modules. In the past, the focus has been pri­
marily on technical knowledge to the detriment of strategic
knowledge.

At this point, it is important to promote all of the knowledge related to
the tasks performed by evaluators. The CES could, for example, set up
subcommittees that would handle the promotion of each of the knowl­
edge modules, encourage the exchange of information on the latest de­
velopments in the knowledge covered by each ofthe modules, and invite
evaluators to discuss these issues. This promotion could take the form
of workshops, seminars, the publication of thematic issues of the Cana­
dian Program Evaluation magazine, and the preparation of selective
bibliographies on these themes, to name a few possibilities. These ac­
tivities are merely suggestive and not motivational. Another possibility
is certification.

If the CES intends eventually to set standards and develop a sense of
common ethics and values, it could do so by developing a system that
acknowledges the efforts of evaluators to gain the knowledge required
to practice within the profession. Although this article does not intend
to address such a question, it should be remembered that there is a
need to encourage a more well-rounded training of evaluators. This
training must reflect technical and strategic practices of evaluation.
Toward this end, Table 6 provides a list of potential courses for a study
program.
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Nucleus ofCourses foraStudy Program in Evaluation
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Module 1:

Module 2:

Module 3:

Module 4:
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Design and Analysis
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4. Sampling techniques
5. Design ofquestionnaires

Management and Communication
1. Project management
2. Communication strategy
3. Presentation techniques
4. Administrative writing
5. Negotiation techniques
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NOTES

THE CANALlIAr" JOLIL"AL OF P!{O(;I{AM EVALLiATION

1 This is a prized question in surveys of the profession: "To which disci­
pline do you belong?"

2. I recognize that the terminology used in this study, as well as the vari­
ous phases that I discuss, may vary in practice. However, they are ge­
neric and reflect the process as a whole.




