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Abstract: Evaluation capacity building (ECB) is an area of practice that many
evaluators engage in. Previous ECB scholars have described ECB as distinct from
the practice of evaluation, although the two are related. This research empirically
examined competencies needed for practicing ECB, why those competencies are
important, and how expert practitioners obtained those competencies. The find-
ings suggest the role of an evaluation capacity builder is different from the role of
an evaluator. The authors attempt to make the case that recognizing this difference
is critical for the professionalization of the field.
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Résumé : L'amélioration de la capacité en évaluation (ACE) est un domaine de
pratique auquel participent de nombreux évaluateurs et de nombreuses évalua-
trices. Précédemment, des chercheurs et chercheuses en ACE l'ont décrit comme
une discipline distincte de la pratique de I'évaluation, méme si les domaines sont
connexes. La présente étude compare de facon empirique les compétences requises
des personnes qui travaillent a ACE, les raisons pour lesquelles ces compétences
sont importantes et la facon dont les expert.e.s en la matiére acquiérent ces compé-
tences. Les résultats suggérent que le role d’une personne travaillant a laméliora-
tion de la capacité en évaluation est différent du rble d’évaluation. Les auteures
tentent de montrer qu’il est d’une importance critique de reconnaitre cette différ-
ence pour faire progresser la professionnalisation du domaine.
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Over the past two decades, voluntary organizations for professional evaluation
(VOPEs) have dedicated much attention to articulating the competencies
necessary to conduct high-quality evaluations. However, few have examined
competencies that evaluators employ in their practice beyond planning and
implementing an evaluation, namely, building the evaluation capacity of stake-
holders (Buetti et al., 2023). In this study, we examine the competencies needed
for practicing evaluation capacity building (ECB), how those competencies are
developed, and to what extent evaluators practicing ECB possess them.

The Canadian Evaluation Society (CES) is no stranger to evaluation
competencies—establishing its first set of formalized and approved evaluator
competencies in 2010 and publishing an updated version of these competencies
in 2018. Several other VOPEs also have designed and formally adopted evaluator
competency sets including, but not limited to, the American Evaluation Associa-
tion (AEA; King, 2020), the Aotearoa New Zealand Evaluation Association
(2011), the European Evaluation Society (n.d.), and the South African Monitor-
ing and Evaluation Association (2020).

Each of these evaluator compentency sets focus on the competencies an eva-
luator (or evaluation team) needs to plan and implement high-quality evalua-
tions and represents an important and critical first step in professionalizing the
field of evaluation (Ayoo et al., 2020). Yet it is well recognized that the activities
evaluators engage in through their everyday practice stem beyond designing and
implementing program evaluations. Some of these activities can include com-
missioning and managing an evaluation, overseeing an evaluation unit within an
organization, or building evaluation capacity among non-evaluators. A limited
number of existing competency sets recognize some of these varied roles. The
International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS; 2012) specified a set
of competencies for international development evaluators as well as for man-
agers and commissioners of evaluation. The Treasury Board of Canada Secretar-
iat (TBS; 2020) made available a set of evaluator competencies for heads of
evaluation, directors of evaluation, and evaluation specialists, the latter of which
is further differentiated by junior, intermediate, and senior levels.

In 2016, the first external evaluation of the Canadian Evaluation Society’s
Credentialed Evaluator (CE) designation supported the approach to competen-
cies implemented by IDEAS and TBS. The evaluation captured viewpoints from
a wide range of actors in the Canadian evaluation context including evaluators
(those who did and did not hold the CE designation and those who were and
were not members of CES), CES leadership, commissioners of evaluation,
employers of evaluators, potential/prospective partners for the CES, and indivi-
duals who had previously been critical of the credential. Based on feedback from
this wide array of stakeholders, the evaluators recommended further tailoring
the credential and the underlying competencies.

Currently the CES competencies and the CE designation itself are broad and generic.

In many ways this is a strength of the current work. In being so broad, however, it
seems that the designation loses appeal for some. Interviewees often suggested that
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tiers or specializations could enhance the value of the CE designation. For example,
this might include creating tiers that indicate the level of expertise (e.g., beginner,
intermediate, advanced, expert), differentiating between those who manage versus
implement evaluations, and offering specializations based upon type of evaluation
approach.

When interviewees commented on the general fit between the CES competencies
and their organization’s needs we typically heard that the competencies were so
broad that they were fine. Others noted, however, that there were particular things
about their context that were not captured well in the current competency set. For
example, in the federal context there was a suggestion that the competencies seemed
more tailored to external rather than internal evaluators. Such suggestions are speci-
fic to the context within which evaluation occurs. If CES was able to work closely
with a few key partners in tailoring the current offering perhaps these stakeholders
would find more value in the product.

(Fierro et al., 2016, p. 54)

The distinctions articulated by IDEAS and TBS suggest that it is possible to
define evaluator competencies by job function. Coupled with the results from the
evaluation of the CES CE designation, further delineating evaluator competen-
cies may represent a natural next step for the evaluation field in professionalizing
its functions.

One of the job functions that evaluators often take on, in addition to design-
ing and implementing an evaluation, is that of ECB. While several definitions
exist, we have elected the definition provided by Labin et al. (2012), who define
ECB as an “intentional process to increase individual motivation, knowledge, and
skills, and to enhance a group or organization’s ability to conduct or use evalua-
tion” (p. 308). There are several indications from historical and current scholar-
ship that ECB is a routine component of evaluators’ practice. For instance, in
2006, Fleisher et al. (2008) surveyed members of the AEA, asking them to indicate
their level of agreement on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree) about whether evaluators should take responsibility for several
potential evaluation activities. Of the 10 evaluation activities listed, “facilitating
organizational learning” was ranked third highest (M = 4.30, SD = 0.713), and
“building evaluation capacity” was ranked fifth (M = 4.15, SD = 0.797; p. 50).

Several indicators suggest building evaluation capacity continues to be a
role evaluators support. For example, the AEA’s Organizational Learning-
Evaluation Capacity Building Topical Interest Group (OL-ECB TIG) had the
fourth-largest membership of 60 TIGS in 2020 (n = 702) and was the third-
largest TIG from 2015 to 2018 consecutively (AEA, 2021, n.d.). Furthermore,
the number of articles (n = 160) published in evaluation-specific journals about
ECB since 2000 shows extensive growth, most of which focus on sharing exam-
ples of ECB practice (Bourgeois et al., 2023). Given evaluation scholars from the
United States and Canada contribute extensively to this literature base (Bour-
geois et al., 2023), it is likely that these sentiments hold across the North Ameri-
can if not the global context (Chaplowe & Cousins, 2016). Furthermore, given
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the centrality of ECB to evaluators’ practice, it seems reasonable to suggest that
there could be added value to creating a set of competencies specifically for ECB
practice or expanding existing competency sets to be more reflective of this eva-
luator role.

THE CASE FOR (BUILDING) EVALUATION CAPACITY
BUILDING COMPETENCIES

Developing and revising competency sets is a large undertaking (Maicher &
Frank, 2015; Tucker et al., 2020). Therefore, it is prudent to consider whether
the activities involved in ECB differ enough from planning and implementing
evaluations to warrant a possible extension or adaptation of the evaluator com-
petency sets that already exist. Arguments made in the seminal literature on
ECB indicate key differences with respect to the role of the evaluator, outcomes,
and techniques.

In 2002, Stockdill et al. specifically noted that ECB work is “a legitimate,
important professional practice in its own right” (p. 23). The authors highlighted
that evaluation focuses on conducting quality program evaluations, whereas
ECB focuses on the practices and processes needed to sustain quality program
evaluation and ensure its ongoing appropriate use within or between programs or
organizations. Furthermore, evaluators were recognized as being charged with
carrying out an evaluation study that produces findings stakeholders will use,
while ECB practitioners were charged with ensuring that evaluation is viewed as
a necessary part of organizational structure and culture in conjunction with
other competing organizational demands (Stockdill et al., 2002).

In alignment with these roles, the outcomes of ECB practice differ from
those of evaluation practice. The outcome of ECB practice at the individual level
includes the increased knowledge and skills of non-evaluators to understand
evaluation concepts and terms, develop logic models and design data collection
instruments, collect and analyze data, and have shared positive beliefs and com-
mitment to evaluation (Labin et al., 2012; Preskill & Boyle, 2008). At the organi-
zational level, outcomes include evaluation processes, practices, and policies;
leadership commitment to ECB and evaluation; an evaluative organizational cul-
ture; and resources dedicated to evaluation—such as staff, time, and budget.
These capacities are built with not only the intention of doing more and better
evaluation but also using evaluation for decision-making (Cousins et al., 2014).
In this regard, individuals who conduct activities to build evaluation capacity
ultimately aim to create an environment that is supportive of high-quality eva-
luation practice (Fierro & Christie, 2017).

There are two overarching strategies recognized by scholars for building
evaluation capacity—indirect and direct (Cousins et al., 2004, 2008). Indirect
ECB overlaps in part with the practice evaluators employ when designing and
conducting an evaluation—these strategies build capacity by involving stake-
holders in the process of planning and implementing an evaluation. Direct ECB,
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by comparison, often includes activities such as, but not limited to, professional
development workshops, coaching, and developing educational documents on
evaluation (Cousins et al., 2014). These distinctions suggest that there are differ-
ent practices that a practitioner may implement when engaging in ECB versus
planning and implementing an evaluation.

Preskill and Boyle’s (2008) multidisciplinary model of ECB expands on
some nuances of practice that may be specific to ECB practitioners. Their model
highlights a few activities—setting expectations for ECB and designing ECB
strategies—that ECB practitioners need to engage in but evaluators who plan or
implement an evaluation study do not. With respect to the latter activity, they
suggest several theoretical knowledge bases that may not fall within the reper-
toire of evaluators who do evaluations:

To ensure that the ECB effort is designed in ways that are appropriate, culturally com-
petent, and effective, it is useful to draw on theories from several disciplines. These
might include theories about (a) evaluation (e.g., participatory, empowerment, utiliza-
tion-focused, and organizational learning), (b) adult learning (e.g., social constructi-
vism, transformational learning, experiential learning), (c) workplace learning (e.g.,
situated learning, transfer of learning, and incidental, informal, formal learning),
(d) individual change (e.g., employee commitment, motivation and rewards, self-
efficacy), and (e) organizational change (e.g., Lewin’s three stage model, systems the-
ory, Weick’s episodic/continuous change, Roger’s five-stage diffusion of innovation).

(p. 449)

Finally, reviews of published literature dedicated to examining ECB suggest
there is a distinct ECB knowledge base (Bourgeois et al., 2023; Labin et al., 2012;
Norton et al., 2016). A recent integrative review of the ECB literature spanning
nearly 20 years argued that ECB had matured in both practice and scholarship
enough to warrant taking stock of lessons learned (Bourgeois et al., 2023). The
study examined 73 articles that described case applications of building evalua-
tion capacity and 43 empirical studies on ECB. This study describes approaches
and outcomes of building evaluation capacity that differ from the approaches
and outcomes of conducting an evaluation.

With this backdrop in mind, evaluators conducting ECB may require com-
petence in domains outside of those captured in current evaluator competency
sets. However, except for one recent study (Buetti et al.,, 2023), there is little
empirical knowledge available to support our understanding of the specific com-
petencies that are most important for ECB work and the extent to which practi-
tioners in our community currently possess these competencies. As a result, we
designed a research study to garner insights from practitioners who study and
practice ECB to answer the following research questions:

1. What competencies are considered a priority for ECB, and why?
2. To what extent do current ECB practitioners possess the competencies
identified in Research Question 1?
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Qualitative Phase 1a: Initial survey of priority ECB competencies
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Figure 1. Exploratory sequential mixed-methods design.
Note. ECB = evaluation capacity building.

3. How do ECB practitioners acquire the competencies identified in
Research Question 1?

To answer these questions, we used an exploratory sequential mixed methods
design (Figure 1; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The study began with the
administration of a brief survey in preparation for semi-structured in-depth
interviews with key informants (Phase 1: Qualitative Strand) which gave rise to a
set of potential ECB competencies. These competencies were then used in a
detailed survey that was delivered to ECB practitioners to better understand the
prevalence of these competencies and how they were acquired within the
respondent group (Phase 2: Quantitative Strand). Due to the study design, we
present the methods and findings of each phase sequentially.

PHASE 1: QUALITATIVE STRAND
Method

Participants

Key informants were selected using heterogeneous purposive sampling (Patton,
2014) to represent a range of diverse perspectives across ECB scholars, scholar-
practitioners, and practitioners working within the government, philanthropy,
or non-governmental organization sectors either domestically or internationally.
ECB scholars and scholar-practitioners were identified and selected from those
who most frequently appeared in published literature on ECB from 2009 to 2019
in seven academic journals on evaluation thought to publish on ECB: American
Journal of Evaluation, Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation, Evaluation,

doit10.3138/cjpe-2023-0021 CJPE 39.1,20-48 © 2024


https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/cjpe
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjpe-2023-0021

26 Castleman and Fierro

Evaluation and Program Planning, Evaluation Journal of Australasia, the Journal
of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation, and New Directions for Evaluation. Additional
respondents were obtained from participants via snowball sampling.

Participants were eligible to participate if they identified as an ECB scholar,
practitioner, or both. An ECB scholar was defined as someone who generates
theory or research on ECB published in peer-reviewed journals and other trade
journals in evaluation. An ECB practitioner was defined as someone who
engages in designing, implementing, or conducting ECB activities (through
direct or indirect approaches) typically in a lead role either internal or external
to the organization where they are performing ECB on a full-time or part-time
basis. A definition of ECB was not provided to participants because they were
considered experts already familiar with the topic.

Eighteen participants were invited to interviews, and 10 accepted. Of these,
nine identified as ECB scholar-practitioners and one identified as an ECB practi-
tioner. Participants worked in a variety of sectors: the non-profit sector (n = 8),
government (1 = 6), philanthropy (n = 4), education or higher education (n = 4),
and the private sector (n = 1). Participants typically worked domestically in the-
United States (n = 6), internationally (n = 2), or both domestically and interna-
tionally (n = 2). Participants had studied or practiced ECB for between 8 and 36
years, with a median of 20 years. Three participants reported spending more
than 25% of their time on ECB activities, with one participant noting that they
dedicate more than 75% of their time to ECB.

Data collection

Those who agreed to participate were emailed an online survey containing a list
of the 2018 AEA Evaluator Competencies' and asked to rate the importance of
each competency on a scale of 1 (not at all important) to 5 (critically important)
regarding practicing ECB. Participants were then asked to rank-order the compe-
tencies they rated as critically important to indicate their relative importance for
doing ECB. Each of these survey respondents was subsequently interviewed to
explore (a) why the AEA evaluator competencies identified as critically important
for conducting ECB were viewed as important, (b) if there are competencies
important to ECB that are not reflected in the current AEA evaluator competen-
cies, and (c) methods they used for developing these competencies. The results of
the initial survey were used to tailor the interview guide to each participant.
Interviews were conducted in August 2020 via Zoom and lasted 45-70 minutes.

Analysis

Interviews were audio recorded and transcribed. Transcripts were analyzed
using a combination of directed and conventional content analysis (Hsieh &
Shannon, 2005) in MAXQDA 2018. The first author read through each tran-
script and highlighted all instances that represented ECB competencies, a ratio-
nale for why those competencies were important for practicing ECB, and how
practitioners developed those competencies. Passages related to competencies
were descriptively coded using the AEA Evaluator domains and competencies
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(AEA, 2018) and emergent codes. Passages related to why the mentioned com-
petencies were important and ways to develop those competencies were coded
with emergent codes from the text.

The codebook was piloted with a second researcher who independently
coded two transcripts. The researchers met to review and resolve discrepancies
via mutual consensus and to revise the coding system. Three more interviews
were selected and independently coded to check interrater reliability and further
refine the codebook. The coders obtained an interrater reliability of 70% on the
codes applied to the same segment. The first author continued coding the
remaining transcripts with the final codebook. Codes were organized into cate-
gories based on patterns and used to generate competency statements that were
used in the Phase 2 survey instrument.

Findings

Competencies

Using the coded segments of the interview transcripts, 14 competencies were devel-
oped for ECB practitioners (Table 1). Grouped into clusters, these competencies
generated four themes: contextual, interpersonal, educative, and technical. Contex-
tual cluster subthemes included responding to the ECB context, identifying ECB
needs, understanding organizational learning and development, and adopting a
systematic approach. Interpersonal subthemes included being ethical and culturally
responsive, employing reflective practice, and engaging stakeholders.” Educative
cluster subthemes included using principles of adult education and facilitating
engagement. Technical cluster subthemes included planning and designing the
ECB intervention, evaluating the ECB intervention, and conducting quality evalua-
tion. In the descriptions that follow, the use of the term most refers to 80% or more
of participants, several refers to 50%-70%, and few refers to less than 50%.

Contextual. A key theme was the notion that ECB practitioners must take
into consideration the context of the ECB intervention. This included the needs
of the stakeholders involved, the organizational situation, and existing levels of
capacity.

Responding to the ECB context. It was important for ECB practitioners to
understand the nuances of the context and design the ECB activity in accord
rather than implementing a prescribed intervention. Context was considered
important because participants viewed ECB as promoting evaluation use and
influence. As one participant noted, “the end goal of ECB is to make sure those
evaluations are worthwhile and they’re well used at the end and influence deci-
sion-making” (Participant 8).

Identifying ECB needs. Context was deemed particularly important in ECB
since the evaluator is entering an environment to work closely with stakeholders
and must tailor the intervention to stakeholder needs. They emphasized the
importance of talking to different stakeholders to understand their needs and
the purpose of the ECB activities to be implemented.
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Table 1. Evaluation capacity building (ECB) competencies

Contextual ~ Responds respectfully to the uniqueness of the ECB context.
Identifies ECB purposes and needs.
Applies a systems thinking lens to building evaluation
capacity.
Applies knowledge of organizational development principles
to build evaluation capacity.

Interpersonal Acts ethically through ECB practice that demonstrates
integrity and respects people from different cultural
backgrounds and Indigenous groups.

Reflects upon one’s ECB practice, making adjustments as
needed.

Involves stakeholders in designing, implementing,
interpreting, and reporting evaluations.

Works with stakeholders to build evaluation capacity.

Educative Applies principles of adult education to teach people about
the evaluation process.
Facilitates stakeholder engagement to foster learning during
the ECB process.

Technical Conducts an initial assessment to inform ECB design.
Designs the ECB intervention, including documenting the
approach.
Evaluates the ECB intervention or approach.
Conducts quality evaluation that upholds the evaluation
standards.

Understanding organizational learning and development. A few participants
emphasized the importance of understanding how organizations develop and
learn, acknowledging the existing level of capacity in an organization, knowing
how knowledge is shared internally, and understanding power dynamics within
organizations. Furthermore, participants noted that ECB practitioners need to
consider the size of the organization and its existing familiarity with evaluation,
noting that organizations that have been mandated to evaluate may require dif-
ferent skills than organizations that are unfamiliar with evaluation or have little
evaluation capacity. One participant specifically noted a lack of emphasis on
organizational learning within ECB stating that “ECB has so much to learn from
organizational learning, organizational theory” (Participant 9), indicating this is
a competency ECB practitioners need, but may be missing from their existing
toolbox.

Adopting a systematic approach. A few participants felt that ECB practi-
tioners need to apply a systems thinking lens to their work. These participants
encouraged the use of complexity thinking and adaptability on the part of ECB
practitioners, warning against the use of “reductionistic” approaches that fail to
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“address the totality of this group’s needs in terms of evaluation capacity” (Parti-
cipant 9). The context of the ECB intervention, the needs of the stakeholders
involved, existing capacity, and the systemic influence of other factors were com-
petencies participants considered important for the ECB practitioner.

Interpersonal. Closely related to contextual competencies was the ability to
engage stakeholders in a participatory fashion. Participants discussed the impor-
tance of working with stakeholders in an ECB context, highlighting the impor-
tance of being ethical and responsive to stakeholder concerns, involving
stakeholders throughout the ECB process, and engaging a variety of stakeholders
to listen to their perspectives and build trust.

Being ethical and culturally responsive. Several participants believed that a
fundamental competency for ECB practitioners is acting ethically and being cul-
turally responsive. Beyond being an ethical professional, participants expressed
that the ECB practitioner should indicate ethical choices during the ECB process
so that stakeholders learn about the values and ethics inherent in the evaluation
process when designing data collection tools, synthesizing information, drawing
conclusions, and making judgements. Part of being an ethical ECB practitioner,
they noted, is helping others learn about ethical decisions during the evaluation
process.

In addition, participants discussed the importance of being culturally
responsive to stakeholders; this was viewed as essential for gaining trust. One
participant warned, “How can you possibly help them move towards their goals
if you can’t even begin to understand . . . what they value from their cultural per-
spective?” (Participant 7). Building evaluation capacity “is about bringing people
with you” (Participant 10), and to work effectively, participants noted that an
ECB practitioner must be responsive to stakeholders and their culture.

Employing reflective practice. Several participants mentioned the importance
of reflecting on one’s ECB practice, describing this as helping to “figure out
what’s missing and what you need to do to build capacity in certain areas” (Parti-
cipant 8), being “lifelong learners” (Participant 9), and being an “active learner”
who is “open to change” (Participant 10). Incorporating reflective practice was
important for the ECB practitioner to avoid using the same capacity-building
strategies and approaches for each situation. Rather, participants suggested ECB
practitioners should adapt their approach in response to stakeholder needs.

Engaging stakeholders. Engaging and working with stakeholders through the
ECB process was viewed as fundamental for building evaluation capacity. Several
participants explained that ECB is about better “equipping” (Participant 2) stake-
holders to do or to use evaluation; thus, people must participate in the process of
building their own capacity and feel ownership of their own learning.

To engage stakeholders, several participants talked about the importance of
building trust and establishing good working relationships, recognizing that sta-
keholders bring expertise to the ECB activity. Furthermore, stakeholders may
view the ECB practitioner as an outsider coming in to tell people what they need
to do to develop their capacity. Building trust and developing relationships was
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regarded as key not only for overcoming resistance and enabling learning but
also “so that you have a better, more realistic picture of what needs to be done”
(Participant 7).

Educative. In this cluster, participants remarked on the educational aspect
of building evaluation capacity. Several participants noted that ECB is about
teaching and learning how to do or use evaluation which differs from conduct-
ing an evaluation. One participant remarked that in ECB, “Your goal is to build
capacity, which means it's much more an educational process... . If your
intended learning is around evaluation, then these activities focus on teaching
people about the evaluation process” (Participant 5).

Using principles of adult education. To facilitate learning about evaluation,
participants noted that ECB practitioners need to “understand principles of adult
education” (Participant 1), need “expertise in adult learning” (Participant 10),
and should be “thinking about learning objectives, thinking about activities . ..
how is this activity going to get us to the desired effect?” (Participant 9). One par-
ticipant differentiated between the type of capacity building taking place, noting
that “principles of evaluation practice take precedent over adult education prin-
ciples for indirect approaches to ECB, but it’s vice versa for direct [approaches to
ECB]. I'd say principles of adult education take precedence” (Participant 1).

Facilitating engagement. This includes skills in pedagogy or facilitation to
enhance learning about evaluation whether directly through a training experi-
ence or indirectly by participating in an evaluation. Participants noted that
this approach draws on a different skill set than conducting an evaluation and
involves “facilitating shared understanding” (Participant 9) and “foster[ing]
open dialogue and conversation” (Participant 8). One participant noted this is
perhaps a point of distinction from evaluation because “you can be a highly suc-
cessful evaluator and not be good at facilitation ... but you cannot do ECB if
you’re not good at facilitating” (Participant 8).

Technical. Most participants discussed the importance of planning, design-
ing, and assessing the ECB approach and strategies used to build capacity.

Planning and designing the ECB intervention. Regardless of the capacity-
building strategy used, a few participants noted that ECB practitioners need to
conduct a needs or readiness assessment to understand how to design an appro-
priate intervention. They noted that such an assessment should look at the
“needs, interest, resources, [and] capacities” (Participant 6) within a particular
context. This was linked to the design and planning of the ECB intervention
where participants noted the importance of planning skills. As one participant
remarked, “To do ECB well, like any intervention, you need to be really careful
and thoughtful ... to do good program planning” (Participant 9). Participants
viewed the action of documenting the process as important—doing so would
provide a record of what was done and the progress made, which was considered
particularly important in ECB contexts in which staff turnover is high.

Evaluating the ECB intervention. A few participants noted that ECB practi-
tioners must also consider how to evaluate the ECB intervention to understand
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effectiveness, noting this should be addressed during the design process. One
participant stated the importance of ECB practitioners taking into consideration
the “capacity transfer” (Participant 6) of an intervention, referring to the idea of
ensuring that ECB participants have an opportunity to transfer what they learn
to their work context.

Conducting quality evaluation. In addition to planning and evaluating an
ECB intervention, several participants described the role of the ECB practitioner
as promoting systematic evidence and quality evaluation. This included the abil-
ity of an ECB practitioner to recognize quality evaluation practice and help
others learn this skill. One participant shared:

Somebody who builds evaluation capacity has to be a good evaluator . . . you have to
have a quality control element and I think that’s what these competencies are for me.
That the capacity building evaluator is able to do a high-quality evaluation and
know a high-quality evaluation when they see it.

(Participant 5)

In this regard, ECB practitioners must themselves be skilled in evaluation to
help others learn how to do or use evaluation.

A few participants noted the overlap between practicing ECB and practicing
evaluation. Two participants used the idea of a Venn diagram to describe that
some competencies are specifically important when practicing evaluation and
some are relevant when building capacity—those within the area of overlap are
important for both. The purpose of the engagement (i.e., to conduct an evalua-
tion vs. build capacity) may determine which competencies the practitioner
should use. However, a few participants had opinions that differed from this
general assertion given their experiences with building evaluation capacity. One
participant noted it was challenging to separate their evaluation practice from
ECB because they were often one and the same; this person tended to use indir-
ect approaches to ECB. Another participant remarked that they believed evalua-
tors should be better at adult learning to practice ECB. Still another participant
remarked that ECB is a skill set that “transcends what it takes to be a good eva-
luator” (Participant 1), describing the ECB practitioner as a “coach” who must
be good at more than practicing evaluation to be a good capacity builder.

PHASE 2: QUANTITATIVE STRAND
Method

In Phase 2, we used the qualitative data from Phase 1 to inform the content of a
quantitative survey instrument. The themes identified in Phase 1 were used to
develop specific ECB competency statements that respondents were asked to
self-rate their competence on. Subsequently respondents were asked to indicate
what methods were most important in developing these competencies. The
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survey was disseminated to evaluators who also build evaluation capacity. Poten-
tial respondents were provided the definition of ECB from Labin et al. (2012).

Participants

Potential respondents were recruited from AEA’s Organizational Learning and
Evaluation Capacity Building (OL-ECB) TIG and the Collaborative, Participa-
tory, and Empowerment Evaluation (CP&E) TIG. A list containing 1,110 mem-
bers from both TIGs was provided to the principal investigator from AEA.
Individuals were eligible to participate if they identified as an ECB practitioner
(per Research Questions 2 and 3) and had practiced ECB within the last 24
months. Ten individuals were ineligible to participate because they did not meet
the screening criteria, six declined to participate, and eight contained emails that
were undeliverable. Of the remaining 1,076, 180 consented to participate for a
response rate of 16.7%. Although a low percentage, this is a reasonable response
rate compared with previous studies that have used the AEA membership direc-
tory as a sampling frame (Coryn et al., 2019).

Instrument

Coded quotes and categories from the qualitative data were used to generate 14
ECB-specific competencies. Competencies were developed into survey items fol-
lowing the principles of survey design (Dillman, 2013). The survey was refined
based on the results of cognitive interviews with five ECB practitioners (Sudman
et al., 1996). The revised survey was piloted with five evaluation students in
Qualtrics to test survey administration.

Data collection

Potential respondents were invited to participate in an online survey hosted on
Qualtrics via email. Data were collected in January-February 2021. A total of
two reminder emails were disseminated to individuals to foster a stronger
response rate. Respondents were presented with a list of 19 items and asked to
rate their competence on each ECB competency using a 5-point Likert scale
from 0 (none) to 5 (expert). Those who rated themselves as 4 (proficient) or 5
(expert) for at least one competency were presented with a randomized list of
seven potential methods they may have used to develop the ECB competency
(e.g., professional development workshops, self-study, mentoring or coaching)
and asked to rank the methods in order of importance (i.e., 1 = most important,
7 = least important). Respondents were subsequently asked to explain their rank-
ings, as well as describe their ECB practice and demographics.

Demographics

Table 2 provides survey respondent demographics and compares them to the
demographics of OL-ECB and CP&E TIG members based on the most recent
AEA membership data (2021). Of the 180 respondents, 12 were excluded from
the analysis because they did not complete the items related to ECB competen-
cies, resulting in a final sample size of 168. Respondents who identified as
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Table 2. Respondent demographic characteristics

Respondents AEA TIGs
(N=168) (N =3,491)
f % f %
Gender
Woman 132 79 2,483 71
Man 30 18 731 21
Self-describe 2 1 - -
No response or missing 4 2 277 8
Participants AEA TIGs
(N=168) (N =3,492)
f % f %
Degree
Bachelor’s 8 5 150 4
Master’s 75 45 1,663 48
Professional 5 3 - -
Doctorate 72 43 1,443 41
Additional 7 4 35 1
Missing 1 0.6 201 6
Participants AEA TIGs
(N=168) (N =3,491)
f % f %
Race
African American or Black 9 54 285 8.2
American Indian, Native American, 1 0.6 18 0.5
or Alaska Native
Asian or South Asian 9 54 215 6.2
Caribbean Islander - - 21 0.6
European American or White 113 67.2 1,914 54.8
Latinx or Hispanic 11 6.5 179 5.1
Middle Eastern or Arab 0 0 24 0.7
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1 0.6 8 0.2
Two or more races/ethnicities 11 6.5 115 33
Additional 8 48 114 3.3
No response or missing 5 3.0 598 17.1

Note. AEA TIGs refer to American Evaluation Association members who are members
of the Organizational Learning-Evaluation Capacity Building Topical Interest Group
and/or the Collaborative, Participatory, and Empowerment Evaluation TIG.

African American or Black were underrepresented in the sample compared to
the TIG membership. Statistically significant differences emerged between the
distribution of the current study’s survey respondents and AEA TIG members
with respect to gender, x*(2) = 8.86, p = .025, and degree, x*(4) = 26.44, p > .001,

doit10.3138/cjpe-2023-0021 CJPE 39.1,20-48 © 2024


https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/cjpe
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjpe-2023-0021

34 (Castleman and Fierro

using chi-square goodness of fit. More women and more individuals with a doc-
torate or additional degree were in the sample than expected. “Self-describe” for
the gender variable and “professional” for educational degree were excluded
from the analyses.

With respect to roles and experience, all respondents (n = 168) reported
being an ECB practitioner and almost all (97%, n = 163) reported being an eva-
luator. Slightly more than one third (35%, n = 58) reported being an ECB scho-
lar. Respondents indicated they had been practicing ECB for 5 years or less
(n = 48), 6-10 years (n = 42), 11-15 years (n = 32), and more than 16 years
(n =45).

Analysis

Data were analyzed in RStudio 2019 and were inspected for coding accuracy and
missing data. To calculate self-reported ECB competence by cluster, scores were
calculated by averaging items in each cluster to create a mean composite score.
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to measure the internal consistency of items
within each cluster (George & Malley, 2003). The internal reliability of each sub-
scale was greater than 0.70, which is considered acceptable (George & Mallery,
2003): contextual, o = .78; interpersonal, o = .90; educative, o = .77; and techni-
cal, o = .89. Self-reported competency for individual items and the methods
most important for competency development were calculated by averaging
across respondents. Differences in perceived competency cluster by years of
ECB practice were measured via a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).
Years of ECB practice were divided into four groups (Group 1: 5 years or less,
Group 2: 6-10 years, Group 3: 11-15 years, and Group 4: 16 years or more).

Findings

ECB competencies

As seen in Table 3, respondents rated themselves higher on average with respect
to acquiring competencies in the interpersonal cluster and in the contextual
cluster than the educative or technical clusters (Table 3). Within the clusters
(Table 4), respondents (on average) viewed their competence as highest with
respect to “identify ECB purposes and needs” (contextual cluster), “act ethically
through ECB practice that demonstrates integrity” (interpersonal cluster), “con-
duct quality evaluation that upholds the evaluation standards” (technical clus-
ter), “work with stakeholders to build evaluation capacity” (interpersonal
cluster), and “respond respectfully to the uniqueness of the ECB context” (con-
textual cluster). Respondents who rated themselves as “experts” self-rated high-
est on “identify ECB purposes and needs” (45.83%, n = 77) and “act ethically
through ECB practice that demonstrates integrity” (42.26%, n = 71) in alignment
with respondent averages mentioned earlier.

Respondents self-rated competence in “evaluat[ing] the ECB approach”
lowest, on average. Those who self-rated as “novice” noted the least competence
for “apply[ing] a systems thinking lens to building evaluation capacity” (13.17%,
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Table 3. Evaluation capacity building competencies self-rating by individual
item

Cluster Mean SD
Contextual 297 0.67
Interpersonal 3.10 0.56
Educative 2.87 0.87
Technical 291 0.73

n = 22) followed by “apply[ing] knowledge of organizational development to
build evaluation capacity” (9.70%, n = 16).

ECB competencies by years of practice

One-way between-subjects ANOVAs were used to compare self-reported com-
petence depending on years of ECB practice. While Likert scale data are ordinal,
Likert scales consisting of sums across items are considered intervals, and thus,
parametric statistics are appropriate (Carifio & Perla, 2008; Norman, 2010).
There was a statistically significant effect for years of practice on self-rated ECB
competence in the contextual competencies cluster, F(3, 163) = 14.25, p < .001,
n’ = .21; the interpersonal cluster, F(3, 162) = 20.51, p < .001, n* = .27; the edu-
cative cluster, F(3, 163) = 14.78, p < .001, nz = .21; and the technical cluster, F(3,
163) = 15.13, p < .001, n> = .22 (Table 5). There was a large effect size for each
cluster (Cohen, 1988), with years of ECB practice accounting for between 21%
and 27% of the variance in perceived ECB competence.

Tukey’s honestly significant difference post hoc test was used for pairwise
comparisons of levels of practice. Participants with 16 or more years of ECB
practice self-reported statistically significant higher levels of competence for all
four clusters than those with 5 years of experience or less and those with 6-10
years of experience. Additionally, respondents with 11-15 years of experience
self-reported statistically significant higher levels of competence in all four clus-
ters than those with 5 years of experience or less. For the contextual and inter-
personal clusters, those with 6-10 years of experience self-reported statistically
significant higher levels of competence for the contextual and interpersonal clus-
ters (Table 6). The largest mean difference across all clusters was between those
with 16 or more years of ECB practice compared to those with 5 years or less in
the educative cluster (M4 — M1 = 1.00) followed by the technical cluster
(M4 - M1 =0.85).

Methods for competency development

Respondents were asked to rank-order the ways or methods they noted as
important for developing their own competence (i.e., professional development
workshops, mentoring, experience) from most important (lowest mean) to least
important (highest mean). Developing competencies to practice ECB through
participants’ own practice or experience was ranked as the most important by
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Table 4. Evaluation capacity building (ECB) competencies self-rating by indi-

vidual item
Cluster Survey item N Meanrank SD
order
Contextual  Identify ECB purposes and needs. 168 332 0.71
Respond respectfully to the uniqueness of the 167 3.21 0.71
ECB context.
Apply knowledge of organizational 165 273 0.98
development principles to build evaluation
capacity.
Apply a systems thinking lens to building 167 2.62 1.00
evaluation capacity.
Interpersonal Act ethically through ECB practice that 168 3.32 0.67
demonstrates integrity.
Work with stakeholders to build evaluation 168 3.23 0.71
capacity.
Involve stakeholders in designing evaluations. 168 3.18 0.76
Reflect upon your ECB practice, making 168 3.13 0.69
adjustments as needed.
Involve stakeholders in implementing 167 3.10 0.78
evaluations.
Involve stakeholders in interpreting 166 3.10 0.73
evaluations.
Involve stakeholders in reporting evaluations. 165 292 0.77
Act ethically through ECB practice that 166 2.85 0.74
respects people from different cultural
backgrounds and indigenous groups.
Educative Facilitate stakeholder engagement to foster 167 3.07 0.82
learning during the ECB process.
Apply principles of adult education to teach 167 2.69 1.08
people about the evaluation process.
Technical Conduct quality evaluation that upholds the 168 3.27 0.68
evaluation standards.
Design the ECB approach. 168 3.00 0.80
Conduct an initial needs assessment to 165 2.87 0.97
inform ECB design.
Document the ECB approach. 166 2.82 0.92
Evaluate the ECB approach. 165 2.58 0.98

respondents (M = 2.16, SD = 1.32). One respondent who practiced ECB for 15
years remarked, “It is very experiential, in my opinion. It is not something that is
solely learned through reading.”

Learning through experience was followed by self-study (M = 3.45, SD = 1.56).
Qualitative feedback noted a lack of options for learning about ECB. However,
some reported that they either actively sought out resources for learning on their
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Table 5. Mean composite score by years of evaluation capacity building
practice

5 years or 6-10 11-15 16 or F ratio df n?
less years years more
years

(N=48) (N=42*) (N=32) (N=45)
M SO M SO M SD M SD

Contextual 256 0.69 289 0.60 3.20 051 3.31 055 14.25*** 3,163 .21
Interpersonal 2.68 0.51 3.08 0.50 3.29 039 343 0.51 20.51*** 3,163 .27
Educative 240 0.87 268 0.81 3.11 0.68 3.40 0.70 14.78*** 3,162 .21
Technical 248 0.68 277 0.65 3.14 0.57 3.33 0.67 15.13*** 3,163 .22

*N = 41 for the educative cluster.
**%p < 001.

own or were presented with opportunities to do so through their work. Obser-
ving someone skilled in the area (M = 3.60, SD = 1.66) was ranked third by
respondents—observing what worked and did not work for others was helpful in
learning what to do and how to avoid making similar mistakes. Finally, course-
work (M = 4.57, SD = 1.90) and professional development workshops (M = 3.83,
SD = 1.49) were rated the least important. Respondents also wrote in that learn-
ing by doing was a common practice as well as learning through communities of
practice or a similar group.

DISCUSSION

Through this study, we made an initial contribution to what is likely to be an
ongoing conversation and area of scholarship about the competencies required
to build evaluation capacity. The results from Phase 1 of this study suggested
fourteen competencies associated with ECB. We arranged these competencies
into four clusters. The first, contextual competencies, relate to identifying needs
and responding appropriately to the context of the ECB intervention—for
instance, understanding organizational development and applying a systems
thinking lens to building evaluation capacity. The second, interpersonal compe-
tencies, center on being ethical and culturally responsive when practicing ECB,
employing reflective practice during ECB, and engaging stakeholders through-
out the capacity-building process. The third, educative competencies, focus on
the teaching and learning aspect of building capacity by using the principles of
adult education and facilitating stakeholder engagement in the ECB activity.
Finally, technical competencies relate to planning, implementing, and evaluating
the ECB intervention. In this section, we explore the extent to which the identi-
fied competencies overlap with existing evaluator competency sets from the
AEA and the CES and ways to garner the skills and expertise included in the
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Table 6. Pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s honestly significant difference

Years of Years of Mean difference  p-value 95%
practice (/) practice (J) (- confidence
interval
Upper Lower
Contextual
16 or more years 5 years or less 0.75 >.001* 0.43 1.08
6-10 years 0.42 .008* 0.08 0.75
11-15 years 0.11 .870 -0.25 0.47
11-15 years 5 years or less 0.65 >.001* 0.29 1.00
6-10 years 0.31 127 -0.06 0.68
6-10 years 5 years or less 0.34 .042*% 0.01 0.67
Interpersonal
16 or more years 5 Years or less 0.75 >.001* 0.49 1.01
6-10 years 0.35 .005*% 0.08 0.62
11-15 years 0.14 .601 -0.15 043
11-15 years 5 years or less 0.61 >.001* 0.32 0.90
6-10 years 0.21 255 -0.09 0.51
6-10 years 5 years or less 0.40 >.001* 0.13 0.67
Educative
16 or more years 5 years or less 1.00 >.001* 0.59 1.42
6-10 years 0.72 >.001* 0.28 1.15
11-15 years 0.29 .370 -0.18 0.76
11-15 years 5 years or less 0.71 >.001* 0.25 117
6-10 years 043 .095 -0.05 0.90
6-10 years 5 years or less 0.29 307 -0.14 0.72
Technical
16 or more years 5 years or less 0.85 >.001* 0.50 1.20
6-10 years 0.56 >.001* 0.19 0.92
11-15 years 0.19 .601 0.19 -0.20
11-15 years 5 years or less 0.66 >.001* 0.28 1.05
6-10 years 0.37 .078 —-0.03 0.77
6-10 years 5 years or less 0.29 150 -0.07 0.65

*Indicates a statistically significant difference at a = .05.

ECB competencies identified in the study and discuss implications for the field
and potential future directions.

Competencies considered a priority for ECB

One of our research questions pertained to which competencies are considered a
priority for ECB. As described earlier, and depicted in Table 1, analyses of data
from Phase 1 interviews resulted in 14 competencies considered a priority for
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ECB. A question is how the priority competencies identified in this study com-
pare to current evaluator competencies. In reviewing the current competency
sets approved by the AEA (2018) and the CES (2018), there are several points of
overlap (Table 7). All interpersonal competencies viewed as a priority in the cur-
rent study are also seen within either the AEA or CES competencies. One con-
textual cluster competency—responds respectfully to the uniqueness of the ECB
context—is similar to one competency within the AEA’s Context and the CES’s
Situation Practice domains. It could be argued that all AEA and CES competen-
cies relate to the specific technical cluster competency—conducts quality evalua-
tion that upholds the evaluation standards. At a minimum, this competency is
reflected in the competencies captured under the AEA Methodology domain
and the CES Technical Practice domain.

Some competencies identified in the current study may partially overlap with
existing evaluator competency sets. The contextual competency—identifies ECB
purposes and needs—is similar to identifying the purpose, needs, and scope of
evaluations (reflected in the AEA, 2018, Methodology domain and the CES, 2018,
Technical Practice domain). The activities involved in identifying the purposes
and needs of an ECB effort or evaluation are likely similar, although what
one looks for and asks about may differ in meaningful ways. The educative com-
petency—facilitates stakeholder engagement to foster learning during the ECB pro-
cess—is quite similar to a CES (2018) Situational Practice competency—“Engages
in reciprocal processes in which evaluation knowledge and expertise are shared
between the evaluator and stakeholders to enhance evaluation capacity for all.”
Despite the similarity, the CES competency does not specify fostering learning,
although the descriptor mentions being open to different ways of learning.

Finally, there were several competencies identified in the current study that
do not appear clearly in the AEA (2018) or CES (2018) evaluator competency sets:

o  Contextual cluster

o Applies a systems thinking lens to building evaluation capacity
o Applies knowledge of organizational development principles to
build evaluation capacity

e  Educative cluster

o Applies principles of adult education to teach people about the eva-
luation process

o Technical cluster

»  Conducts an initial assessment to inform ECB design
o Designs the ECB intervention, including documenting the approach
o  Evaluates the ECB intervention or approach

These findings suggest that there are aspects of the work performed by eva-
luation capacity builders that meaningfully differ from the work performed by

doit10.3138/cjpe-2023-0021 CJPE 39.1,20-48 © 2024


https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/cjpe
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjpe-2023-0021

40 Castleman and Fierro

Table 7. Similarities between identified competencies and existing Ameri-
can Evaluation Association (AEA; 2018) and Canadian Evaluation Society (CES;
2018) competencies

Competencies Identified Similar AEA (2018) and CES (2018) Competencies

Contextual cluster

Responds respectfully to  « Responds respectfully to the uniqueness of the
the uniqueness of the  evaluation context (AEA, 2018, Context)
ECB content « Examines and responds to the multiple human
and natural contexts within which the program is
embedded (CES, 2018, Situational Practice)

Interpersonal cluster

Acts ethically through « Acts ethically through evaluation practice that

ECB practice that demonstrates integrity and respects people from
demonstrates integrity  different cultural backgrounds and indigenous
and respects people groups (AEA, 2018, Professional Practice)

from different cultural - Considers the well-being of human and natural
backgrounds and systems in evaluation practice (CES, 2018,
Indigenous groups. Reflective Practice)

Reflects upon one’s ECB - Reflects on evaluation formally or informally to

practice, making improve practice (AEA, 2018, Professional
adjustments as Practice)
needed « Uses self-awareness and reflective thinking to

continually improve practice (CES, 2018,
Reflective Practice)

Involves stakeholdersin - Engages a diverse range of users/stakeholders
designing, throughout the evaluation process (AEA, 2018,
implementing, Context)
interpreting, and
reporting evaluations

Works with stakeholders « Works with stakeholders to build evaluation
to build evaluation capacity when appropriate (AEA, 2018, planning
capacity and management)

« Engages in reciprocal processes in which
evaluation knowledge and expertise are shared
between the evaluator and stakeholders to
enhance evaluation capacity for all (CES, 2018,
Situational Practice)

Technical cluster

Conducts quality « Potentially all AEA (2018) and CES (2018)
evaluation that competencies, at a minimum those reflected
upholds the standards  under Methodology (AEA, 2018) and Technical

Practice (CES, 2018).
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evaluators. The ability to conduct an initial assessment of existing evaluation
capacity, as well as design and document an ECB approach, is akin to what pro-
gram planners do in their work and is not traditionally thought of as an evalua-
tor task. The need to apply organizational development principles, draw on
adult education principles, and consider systems thinking indicate specific theo-
retical knowledge bases that may be particularly important for evaluation capa-
city builders to leverage as they consider the underlying theory of change for
their ECB interventions, an observation supported by earlier work by Preskill
and Boyle (2008). Additionally, ECB practitioners may wish to draw upon these
latter competencies depending on whether they are building capacity at an indi-
vidual level, at an organizational level, or both.

Our findings align well with those of Buetti et al. (2023), which explored the
competencies that may be required to conduct ECB within the specific context
of community-based organizations (CBOs). Through interviews with 12 indivi-
duals practicing ECB in CBO settings, they identified several evaluation-specific
competencies and capacity-building competencies of import to ECB practice.
Respondents in the Buetti et al. (2023) study noted that having knowledge of the
community sector, results-based management, and mechanisms involved in
organizational change was all important to ECB in community-based organiza-
tional settings. These observations align with the contextual cluster identified in
our study. Additionally, respondents in the Buetti et al. (2023) study highlighted
the importance of ECB practitioners having instructional design knowledge and
skills, including those pertaining to adult learning (aligns with the educative
cluster); facilitation skills (aligns with the educative cluster); and general knowl-
edge of evaluation itself (aligns with the technical cluster).

A finding that is perhaps more specific to our study is the interpersonal
cluster, though respondents in Buetti et al. (2023) did articulate the central
importance of “building trust and motivating others” (p. 5). Applying a systems
lens to building evaluation capacity as well as several of the technical competen-
cies (initial assessment of evaluation capacity, design ECB intervention, evaluate
ECB intervention) appear to be unique in the study we conducted and may be
reflective of the broader lens respondents may have been looking through in
sharing their experiences (i.e., respondents in our study were not solely consid-
ering ECB in community-based organizations).

Extent to which current ECB practitioners possess the identified
competencies and how they acquired competence

Once identifying a set of potential ECB competencies was completed, we asked a
subset of ECB practitioners to self-rate their competence on each identified item
and inquired about how they acquired competence in the various items. Respon-
dents self-rated their competency as lowest for competencies that do not overlap
with the existing AEA and CES competency sets: applies a systems thinking lens
to building evaluation capacity, applies knowledge of organizational develop-
ment principles to build evaluation capacity, applies principles of adult
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education to teach people about the evaluation process, and evaluates the ECB
intervention or approach. ECB practitioners with more years of experience
reported higher perceived levels of competence than those with fewer years of
experience (as might be expected).

It appears that those engaged in ECB do not acquire competence in this prac-
tice through traditional routes such as through formalized coursework or profes-
sional development. This finding is supported by a previous study examining the
course-taking patterns of evaluators, in which less than 25% of survey respon-
dents who were members of the AEA at the time indicated having taken a course
in ECB (Christie et al., 2014). Survey respondents in our study noted that learning
through experience (i.e., learning by doing) and through self-study were most
important to acquiring competence in ECB. Practitioners with more years of
experience reported developing their competencies through practice more so
than through professional development opportunities. A few respondents noted
challenges identifying ECB-specific training, an observation supported by a
recent study that found a lack of training opportunities in ECB (Cho, 2021).

Strengths and limitations

As in any study, there are both strengths and limitations associated with this
research. With respect to strengths, this is one of the first empirical studies to
specifically inquire about what features of ECB meaningfully differ from those of
evaluation practice in which an individual is primarily tasked with designing and
implementing an evaluation. A study recently conducted by Buetti et al. (2023)
also examined ECB competencies but did so within a specific sector (CBOs) and
did not examine the prevalence or methods for developing the competencies.

With respect to limitations, although we attempted to gather insights about
ECB competencies from individuals who study and practice evaluation both
domestically and abroad, it is possible that we missed important perspectives
that would have led to additional, or different, ECB competencies being pro-
posed in Phase 1. In addition, survey respondents came from two AEA TIGs
that are highly likely to have ECB practitioners. Given this, readers should not
generalize these findings to a broad evaluator population. Instead, the results
from this study should be examined alongside future, similar studies to better
understand what is or is not unique about ECB competencies compared to those
for evaluators practicing and implementing evaluation studies. Finally, quantita-
tive results were obtained via self-assessment, which can be prone to bias and
under or overestimates (Dunning et al., 2004). The sample was predominantly
female, and research suggests that women tend to underestimate their ability
during self-assessments (Beyer, 1990; Scherpereel & Bowers, 2008).

Implications and future directions

We envision the findings from this study as having two main implications for
the evaluation field. First, the study findings suggest that existing evaluator com-
petency sets (i.e., those published by the CES and the AEA) may benefit from
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refinements to appropriately reflect the evaluation capacity-building role that
many of us perform and value as evaluators (Bourgeois et al., 2023; Fleischer
et al,, 2008). Although both competency sets include one competency that is spe-
cific to ECB—“Engages in reciprocal processes in which evaluation knowledge
and expertise are shared between the evaluator and stakeholders to enhance eva-
luation capacity for all” (CES, 2018) and “Works with stakeholders to build eva-
luation capacity when appropriate” (AEA, 2018), these existing competencies
refer to ECB as a whole. Yet the current study suggests that unpacking what is
involved in ECB is important as doing so leads to competencies that are not
reflected in existing evaluator competency sets.

A second implication of this study relates to training evaluators to do ECB.
Institutions offering professional development workshops should consider what
may be involved in providing ECB training. Introductory training on ECB that
helps provide evaluators with a general understanding of the intended outcomes
of ECB, techniques for attaining these outcomes, and the role of ECB practi-
tioners may be helpful. Such training has been offered in the past within univer-
sity curricula (Fierro, 2019) and through professional development workshops
at The Evaluators’ Institute (Fierro, 2020) and AEA conferences (Ajose & Kim-
ball, 2010; Fierro et al., 2023; Taylor-Powell, 2010, 2011). This study and prior
literature on ECB (Buetti et al., 2023; Cousins et al., 2004; Preskill & Boyle, 2008)
indicate that specific training in adult learning theory as well as organizational
development, change, and learning would be beneficial for ECB practice given
that ECB inherently involves facilitating learning to do or use evaluation
whether at an individual or organizational level.

These two implications intersect in important ways. Competencies provide
important guideposts to educators when crafting learning objectives in addition to
the various assignments, readings, lectures, and discussions that will help achieve
these objectives (LaVelle & Galport, 2020). Establishing ECB-specific competen-
cies would signal to the subset of our community that trains evaluators—both
within and outside of academy—that they should examine current and future
training efforts in light of the new competencies and consider ways to address
existing gaps. Such efforts would foster the supply side of the ECB-training land-
scape. In addition, adopting competencies specific to ECB signals to the broader
evaluation community that it is important to enhance a person’s knowledge and
skills in this area if they intend to engage as an ECB practitioner. Doing so may
generate demand for ECB-specific training and further support the need to build
the supply side of this equation.

Future Research

Our study provides an important, but limited, glimpse into the competencies of
ECB practitioners. Although findings from the current study are largely corro-
borated by a similar recent study (Buetti et al., 2023), future research could
examine whether the ECB-related competencies identified to date are compre-
hensive, particularly among a larger sample of evaluators. Future studies could
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also examine whether the existing clusters in the current study were operationa-
lized and organized well. This may include conducting an exploratory and/or
confirmatory factor analysis to see which higher level constructs fit best in the
overall model. The current study did not have a sufficient sample size to conduct
these analyses (Kline, 2016).

While the qualitative phase of this study included ECB practitioners working
in international contexts, the quantitative results stem from a sample comprising
AEA members. Future research could aim to refine the ECB competencies by
extending this study to a wider range of international practitioners to better
understand the knowledge and skills needed for building capacity in contexts
outside of the United States. We cannot, and should not, assume that ECB prac-
tice ought to look the same in all places across the globe. As highlighted in this
study, context matters when it comes to ECB, and it should be considered ser-
iously in future research endeavours on this topic.

Studies (research or evaluative) focusing on the implementation side of ECB
competencies would also be a worthwhile endeavour. Such studies could help us
better understand what educational opportunities already exist that could be tai-
lored or modified to support the acquisition of ECB competencies, what educational
techniques are most effective in supporting the acquisition of ECB competencies, if
there are particular theories that underlie the mechanisms of change associated with
the most effective techniques, and the ultimate effects of bolstering ECB competen-
cies for evaluation practice in organizations, to name a few.

CONCLUSION

This research was one of the first empirical studies to examine competencies
needed for practicing ECB. The study identified 14 competencies, some of which
were similar to evaluator competencies; however, the purposes for employing
those competencies differed for building capacity as opposed to conducting eva-
luation. Recognizing this difference is critical for the professionalization of the
field. While experience was identified as an influential factor in developing ECB
knowledge and skills, there may be a need for professional development activ-
ities for ECB practitioners given the lack of training opportunities currently
available.
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NOTES

1 The AEA Evaluator Competencies were used in the study because the AEA has TIGs
with individuals who are likely to practice ECB in them. These TIGs were used in
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Phase 2 of the study as a respondent pool of ECB practitioners. At the time of the
study, CES did not have similar groups from which to sample.

2 We recognize that the field is moving away from using the term stakeholder. While
this term is currently transitioning out of use, it was used at the time of the study
because it reflected language (that still exists) in the competency sets employed in the
study.
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