
 Editor’s Remarks 

 Jill Anne Chouinard and Rodney Hopson, together with a stellar line-up of au-
thors, do a great service to the evaluation community in focusing our attention 
on the issue of culture. Th e issue is very timely, as recent events have sparked 
considerable debate on more general questions about how to address diverse 
cultures in Western societies. While this issue is about culture in international 
development evaluation, many if its lessons are applicable and adaptable more 
broadly to evaluations conducted in culturally diverse settings.  CJPE  is proud to 
publish this special issue which promises to be a classic resource for all who wish 
to learn about how to evaluate in a variety of cultural contexts. 

   Robert   Schwartz   
 Editor-in-chief 
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 Un mot du rédacteur 

 En compagnie de brillants auteurs, Jill Anne Chouinard et Rodney Hopson 
 attirent l’attention de notre communauté d’évaluateurs sur la question de la cul-
ture. Ce numéro arrive à un moment pertinent alors que l’actualité entraîne des 
débats et soulèvent des questions sur la façon d’aborder la diversité culturelle dans 
les sociétés occidentales. Bien que les textes portent sur la culture dans un contexte 
de développement international, nombre de ses enseignements s’appliquent aux 
évaluations conduites en milieux culturellement diversifi és. La RCÉP est fi ère de 
publier ce numéro spécial, qui certainement deviendra un classique pour tous 
ceux qui veulent évaluer dans des contextes culturels variés. 

   Robert   Schwartz   
 Rédacteur en chef 
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 Introduction: Decolonizing International 
Development Evaluation 

   Jill Anne   Chouinard   
 University of North Carolina at Greensboro 

 Despite the recognition that evaluation is an intensely cultural practice ( House, 
1993 ) infl uenced by Western epistemological approaches to social inquiry, there 
seems to be little discussion in the literature about the broader implications of 
our practice in terms of highlighting the relevance (and location) of culture and 
cultural context in international development evaluation ( Chouinard & Cousins, 
2015 ). Th is is a signifi cant omission, particularly given the rather long history of 
Western colonialism in much of the developing world. In this Special Issue we 
raise some fairly fundamental questions about how culture is being conceptual-
ized in international development contexts, and how and to what extent local, 
extremely marginalized, and Indigenous cultures are being included in the con-
versation. Who is defi ning the parameters of what counts as legitimate discourse? 
More importantly, where is culture located in our defi nitions of evaluation as we 
continue to export and expand our methodological practices across the globe? 

 DEFINING CULTURE 
 Th e concept of culture has endured as an immensely complex and highly con-
tested concept, and the subject of much discussion in both academic and popular 
forums. An online search of “culture” located almost one and a half billion results 
in a diversity of fi elds including anthropology, sociology, psychology, biology, 
 geography, business, and the arts. As a multidimensional and fl uid concept, cul-
ture can refer to a people, a way of life, beliefs and customs, organizations, art 
forms, and activities, and can serve as either a noun or an adjective depending 
upon context. According to  Williams (1983) , a leading cultural theorist, “culture is 
one of the two or three most complicated words in the English language” (p. 87). 
 Bocock (1992)  identifi es fi ve ways that culture has been traditionally defi ned: 
(a) it is associated with the cultivation of land, crops and animals; (b) it is related 
to “high” culture, civilization, and the arts (aesthetic); (c) it describes processes of 
social development practice linked to specifi c groups; (d) it refers to shared mean-
ings, knowledge, values, morals, and customs (ethnographic); and (e) it describes 
practices that produce a system of shared meanings (symbolic). While perhaps 
not all of these defi nitions are directly relevant to our purpose, they highlight 
the shift  in the defi nition of culture from demographic descriptor to a socially, 
politically, and historically vibrant construction that in fundamental ways is con-
stitutive of the values and norms that govern our society. At the same time, these 
multiple defi nitions also highlight the multifaceted, evolving, and dynamic nature 
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of culture—the varied lenses in which it can be understood historically, as well as 
across disciplines. Of note is that culture so conceptualized is posited as a process 
rather than as an object or thing ( Gregory, Johnson, Pratt, Watts, & Whitmore, 
2009 ), as an emergent, fl exible, and re/constructed concept ( Nagel, 1994 ). 

 Th e very concept of culture shift s and changes shape as parameters of global 
space and communication interconnect and become enmeshed in radically dif-
ferent, and more complex, ways. Technological innovations, globalization, and 
environmental and health crises connect us to one another across distant spaces in 
new and unforeseen ways, as constructs—of insiders and outsiders, local and for-
eign, who is in and who is out—shift  and merge in dramatic ways. Relationships 
between North and South (both past and present) are shaped by our shared his-
tory of colonialism, by who we were and who we have become. As  Kellner (2002)  
explains, “culture is an especially complex and contested terrain today as global 
cultures permeate local ones and new confi gurations emerge that synthesize 
both poles, providing contradictory forces of colonization and resistance, global 
homogenization and new local hybrid forms and identities” (p. 295). Culture thus 
becomes a very complex concept, as constructions of here and there, centre and 
periphery, upset our fi xed and polarized conceptions, becoming blurred, blended, 
borrowed, and changed ( Gupta & Ferguson, 1992 ;  Nagel, 1994 ). Globalization 
ensures that cultures are no longer insular ( Bandura, 2002 ), as they are constantly 
being made and remade through processes of migration and acculturation ( Guar-
naccia & Rodriguez, 1996 ). Culture and cultural boundaries are thus not fi xed 
but unstable, shift ing and fl uid concepts that are under constant construction, 
reconstruction, and revision ( Botcheva, Shih, & Huff man, 2009 ). 

 Increasingly, cultural and socioeconomic complexity and diversity both at 
home and abroad ensure that discussions and debates about culture will endure, 
as issues of cultural competence, cultural responsiveness, and cultural sensitivity 
take on new urgency. As program evaluators work in diverse local and interna-
tional communities and countries across the world, and in program contexts that 
are designed to address increasingly intractable social, economic, and environ-
mental issues, it becomes incumbent upon us to better understand the culture 
and cultural context of our program communities. As  SenGupta, Hopson, and 
Th ompson-Robinson (2004)  explain: 

 Culture is an undeniably integral part of the diverse contexts of evaluation, and there-
fore an integral part of evaluation. Culture is present in evaluation not only in the con-
texts in which programs are implemented but also in the designs of these programs 
and the approach, stance, or methods evaluators choose to use in their work. (p. 6) 

 Conveyed in this description is a sense of culture as more than a mere demo-
graphic descriptor of communities. It is a construct that in very fundamental 
ways is inscribed and shaped by the evaluator, making it more generative, more 
grammatalogical, and less fi xed conceptually ( Cliff ord & Marcus, 1986 ). Culture 
thus takes on a relational focus, as it is situated and embedded in a far more 
symbolic, discursive, and political environment ( Fortun, 2009 ). As evaluators 
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or researchers working in the fi eld (collecting and analyzing data), we must be 
aware that culture is not something that we discover or locate somewhere out 
there (something found), but something that we create, that, essentially, we write 
( Cliff ord & Marcus, 1986 ). 

 As evaluators, our role at a very basic level involves judging the merit, 
worth, or signifi cance of a program or policy. Whether we involve program and 
community stakeholders in a collaborative process, our role is nonetheless one 
of passing judgement or establishing merit or signifi cance. On what basis to do 
we frame assessments? Who decides what or whom to include or exclude? How 
do we decide? Whose ideas and perspectives structure the design and report-
ing framework? Who narrates and writes the fi nal report? As  Fortun (2009)  
explains, writing culture “also happens in the  performance  of analysis” (p. xi). 
From this perspective, culture is not something that exists externally to us, but 
something that we participate in the production and in the creation of through 
the work that we do. As Hood, Hopson, and  Kirkhart (2015)  argue, “cultur-
ally defi ned values and beliefs lie at the heart of any evaluative eff ort” (p. xx). 
In other words, there are no culture-free evaluations, as culture itself remains 
a socially, politically, and historically vibrant construct that is fundamentally 
expressive of societal values and norms. Th us our understanding of culture and 
its myriad connections to evaluation have signifi cant implications for evalua-
tions in international settings, particularly when we consider the very recent 
history of the colonizing past. 

 IDENTIFYING DIMENSIONS OF CULTURE 
AND CULTURAL PRACTICE 
 In previous work ( Chouinard & Cousins, 2009 ;  Chouinard & Milley, 2016 ), we 
identifi ed dimensions of cultural context to refl ect how and in what ways culture 
is implicated (and expressed) in evaluation and, more specifi cally, in the contexts 
in which evaluation takes place. Th ese dimensions, which we have modifi ed as 
a result of our recent analysis of 71 additional studies of evaluations conducted 
in international development contexts (Chouinard & Hopson, this issue), at this 
point include epistemological, ecological, methodological, political, personal, 
relational, and institutional dimensions of cultural practice. We consider these 
dimensions as multitextual, dynamic, and overlapping, interweaving throughout 
the evaluation and very much framed by the specifi c program and community 
context in which the evaluation occurs. 

  Table 1  provides a conceptual framework for inquiry that further expands 
upon the seven dimensions of cultural practice, with guiding questions related 
to evaluation practice. We consider that these seven dimensions of practice 
(and guiding questions) shed light on the contours, shapes, parameters, and 
dynamics of practice, and foreshadow for us the possible tensions, confl icts, 
and challenges that evaluators may encounter in the fi eld, particularly in inter-
national contexts. 



240 Chouinard

© 2016 CJPE 30.3, 237–247 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.3.01

    Table 1 .  Conceptual Framework for Inquiry: Locations of Culture in 
International Development 

Dimensions of cultural practice Key questions guiding analysis

Epistemological
–  Approaches to knowledge 

construction
Which forms of knowledge are 
privileged? Which forms are dominant? 
Which are excluded? Whose 
perspectives are used in the design 
of the evaluation? Whose voices and 
perspectives frame the analysis? Whose 
are excluded? What role does the 
evaluator play in the evaluation? To 
what extent is the evaluator engaged in 
the process?

– Western versus local/Indigenous 
paradigms

– Evaluator role/positionality
– Frames of representation and meaning

Ecological
– Culture and contextual clarity and 

understanding
What is the history of the program 
community? To what extent does the 
history, culture, and background of 
the community inform the evaluation 
design, process, and consequences? In 
what ways are the community’s social, 
historical, and economic realities taken 
into account? How are their information 
needs expressed in the evaluation? How 
are local and external information needs 
balanced?

– Community history, culture, and 
background

– Broad social, historic, and economic 
history and infl uences

– Local program/information needs

Methodological
– Range of philosophical approaches To what extent are methods 

commensurate with/refl ective of the 
local culture? Do they refl ect diverse 
needs of the population? Whose 
views are represented, by whom, and 
how? Whose are excluded? Who in 
the community participates in the 
evaluation? What factors are considered 
in the formation of the evaluation team? 
Who interprets, writes up, reports, and 
uses the fi ndings? Whose language 
is used/translated in evaluation 
documentation? Is validity defi ned in 
culturally appropriate ways?

– Multicultural validity/defi nitions of 
data quality

– Levels of inclusion/exclusion and voice
– Method and instrument development
– Local adaptation and cultural 

commensurability
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Political
– Power and privilege What expressions of power can be 

observed in the evaluation? Who 
holds power? Who doesn’t? Whose 
values dominate? To what extent is the 
evaluation driven by external norms and 
standards of accountability? How do 
issues of power and privilege inform the 
evaluation design and process? What 
is the rationale for the evaluation (e.g., 
accountability, learning, social justice)?

– Diversity of values and dominant 
discourses

– Norms of representation
– Confl ict/commensurability of policies 

and agendas

Personal
– “Critical”/refl exivity and self– awareness Are cultural similarities/diff erences 

observed? To what extent are evaluators 
aware of their own cultural location and 
values? How does their position inform 
their work and their understanding 
of context and approach? How open 
are they to learning about the cultural 
context? In what ways do their self-
refl ections and awareness inform their 
evaluation approach?

– Values and personal biases
– Openness and learning
– Researcher culture and social location

Relational
– Situational identity (insider/outsider) How much focus is given to building 

relationships with community members 
and other stakeholders? How is 
knowledge framed and constructed 
within the evaluation process? How 
much time is spent in the program 
community building relationships and 
becoming familiar with community 
norms, values, and customs?

– Coconstructions of knowledge
– Rapport and understanding
– Time spent in community

Institutional
– Policies and political agendas Which policies/political agendas 

guide practice? What is the guiding 
rationale behind approach and 
evaluation purpose? How are 
community and funder needs balanced/
counterbalanced? How much time and 
resources are dedicated to project? Are 
dedicated resources feasible? Whose 
professional norms and ideologies 
guide practice? How are these norms 
balanced with local practices?

– Evaluation purpose/rationale
– Program and information needs
– Professional norms and ideologies
– Time and resources

Dimensions of cultural practice Key questions guiding analysis
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 Th e  epistemological dimension  refl ects the diverse approaches to knowledge 
construction and highlights the fl ow and co-creation of knowledge between 
evaluators and stakeholders and among stakeholders themselves, as well as the 
evaluator’s role and positioning amidst what are oft en a multiplicity of competing 
paradigms (e.g., constructivism, positivism, critical social theory). A key con-
cern for evaluators is oft en whose voices and languages are included and whose 
are excluded in the encounters that take place, as the dynamics of inclusion and 
exclusion comprise the knowledge co-construction processes and ultimately also 
the evaluation outcomes. 

 Th e  ecological dimension  provides a temporal conception of context, high-
lighting the need for evaluators to look at programs and the evaluation process 
not as a fi xed entity in time and space, but as a set of relations connected to larger 
sociopolitical systems that act on and infl uence the local setting (and, with it, the 
program) in myriad ways, historically, politically, culturally, and economically. 
Th is dimension represents what  Guzman (2003)  might refer to as a “hierarchy of 
social forces” (p. 174) that interweave throughout the evaluation, calling attention 
to the multiple levels of infl uence at play in an evaluation. 

 Th e  methodological dimension  describes the commensurability and range of 
philosophical approaches to knowledge construction and highlights the point that 
these methodologies, collaborative though they might be, nonetheless remain 
social, cultural, economic, and political constructions ( Chouinard & Cousins, 
2015 ; Hopson, 2003), and as such cannot be considered neutral. Th is dimension 
has a strong cultural dynamic in terms of methodological justifi cations of validity 
( Kirkhart, 1995 ,  2005 ) and commensurability with the local cultural community 
and context. We are drawn to  Reagan’s (1996)  notion of “epistemological ethno-
centrism” as a way to describe the assumptions and biases of a fi eld, a description 
that underscores the point that knowledge is a contestable construct mediated by 
social, political, and cultural infl uences, all of which are involved in the process 
of social inquiry. 

 Th e  political dimension  identifi es the multiple connections between evalua-
tion and politics ( House, 1993 ;  Weiss, 1993 ), and brings the focus to the political 
implications of policy formation, in the relationships that we develop, and in the 
selection of our methodological approaches. Th is dimension is particularly salient 
within diverse and complex cultural contexts, as well as in communities that have 
a history of exploitation, marginalization, and dependence. Th is dimension also 
highlights the connection between evaluation and politics ( Weiss, 1993 ), from 
evaluation as part of the fabric of political decision making to the politics sur-
rounding the multiple relationships within an evaluation. Evaluation thus enters 
the political realm at the level of policy, where decisions are made about which 
programs to evaluate and why, whether for decision-making purposes, account-
ability, or program improvement. 

 Th e  personal dimension  refers to the evaluator’s positioning within the pro-
gram context, to their “critical subjectivity” ( Heron & Reason, 1997 ) as self-
refl ection is related to the values and personal biases that guide their personal and 
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professional practice. Acknowledgement and awareness of one’s culture and social 
location (“the ground upon which we stand” as a measure of self-refl ection) are 
also identifi ed in this dimension.  Symonette (2004)  describes the need to cultivate 
multilateral self-awareness, a concept that encompasses self as cultural being and 
an understanding of self as researchers positioned within a dominant Western 
(and highly privileged) paradigm. 

 Th e  relational dimension  is attuned to relationships within the evaluation 
context and to the predominance of collaborative approaches and constructivist 
forms of knowledge construction. Th is dimension also highlights the need for 
openness and rapport, and the need to spend time immersed in the program com-
munity. Th is dimension is considered a more complex construct in international 
development settings, as encounters occur across cultural, class, gender, and racial 
divides that are most oft en saturated with unequal status, power, and privilege. 

 Th e  institutional dimension  brings focus to the overarching professional 
norms, ideologies, and institutional policies and practices that inform the pro-
ject and the evaluation. Th is dimension also provides a sense of the interplay 
between community and program-funder needs, with attention given to the use 
of culturally appropriate/inappropriate methodological approaches required by 
funding agencies. In international contexts, the challenge is also one of dealing 
with insuffi  cient time or resources to develop the kinds of relationships and 
understanding required to conduct evaluations in complex and diverse com-
munity contexts. Th is challenge can be further exacerbated by program funders 
who view evaluation as a technocratic exercise in accountability and control, over 
community needs that value local knowledge and the inclusion of community 
voices and perspectives. 

 THE ARTICLES IN THE SPECIAL ISSUE 
 In this Special Issue, evaluation practitioners, scholars, and policymakers from 
across the globe share their research on the infl uence of culture and cultural 
context on their evaluation practices, with a focus on the challenges and tensions 
experienced between Indigenous and Western methods and approaches. All of the 
authors were asked to refl ect on the cultural dimensions of their work, either from 
a geographic perspective (e.g., Turkey, South Africa, India) or conceptually (e.g., 
social equity, Kaupapa Maori). What follows is a brief description of each article. 

 In the  fi rst article , Jill Anne Chouinard and Rodney Hopson present a com-
prehensive review that includes the analysis of 71 studies on evaluation in inter-
national development contexts published over the past 18 years. Th eir primary 
purpose is to explore how culture is being conceptualized and defi ned in interna-
tional development contexts and how evaluation practitioners, scholars, and/or 
policymakers who work in international development evaluation frame the role 
of culture and cultural context in these settings. Th ey pose a number of questions: 
How is culture framed in the international development evaluation literature? 
To what extent do descriptions of evaluation (design, processes, and outcomes) 
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refl ect other knowledge and value systems and perspectives? Whose values and 
worldviews inform the evaluation design and methodology? How does the com-
munity’s cultural context inform the evaluation methodology and methods used? 
Following from their analysis, they identify fi ve themes that highlight some of the 
key cultural assumptions behind evaluation as it is practiced today, particularly in 
the international setting: (a) the manifestation of culture along a continuum from 
explicit to implicit, (b) a cultural critique of participatory practice in international 
development, (c) exploring the limits of social constructivist epistemologies and 
representations of voice, (d) situating evaluation as a cultural practice, and (e) cul-
tural engagement and the multifaceted role of the evaluator. 

 In the  second article , Hanife Cakici uses a multiple streams model (focused 
on the problem, policy, and political streams) as a conceptual framework to 
explore the rise and fall of evaluation (and evaluation capacity building) on a 
governmental agenda in the Global South, using Turkey as a case example. Her 
main argument is that while evaluation capacity building may well be needed in 
the Global South, its success hinges on the need for evaluation to develop indi-
genously on the national agenda, rather than from a top-down position. Her use 
of the multiple streams model highlights the infl uence of political, historical, and 
sociocultural contextual dimensions involved in identifying which topics make it 
(or not) to the national agenda. As Cakici argues, despite a politically favourable 
climate for evaluation in Turkey, evaluation failed to be seen as a culturally valid 
policy solution, and thus failed to ignite as a form of inquiry within governmental 
decision-making process and practices. 

 In the  third article , Fiona Cram provides an overview of Kaupapa Maori 
theory and evaluation, looking to identify what learning might be shared to sup-
port culturally responsive approaches to evaluation involving other Indigenous 
and vulnerable populations in the international development community. With 
the extension of the Kaupapa Maori perspective to the international development 
context, Cram highlights four key ways in which non-Indigenous evaluators can 
contribute to decolonizing evaluation practices: develop an understanding of 
the cultural history of the Indigenous population before the evaluation, assist the 
community in identifying its own understanding of the problem and initiative, get 
acquainted with the cultural protocols of the community, and acknowledge your 
insider/outsider status from the outset. 

 In the  fourth article , Bagele Chilisa, Thenjiwe Emily Major, Michael 
 Gaotlhobogwe, and Hilda Mokgolodi heed  Carden and Alkin’s (2012)  reconfi gu-
ration of the evaluation tree metaphor to locate African voices, perspectives, and 
epistemologies with a view to decolonizing, indigenizing, and re-envisioning new 
evaluation tools and practices that culturally resonate in Africa. Th e authors begin 
with a critique of the dominant Euro-Western paradigms and approaches to eval-
uation, positioning them as a cultural artifact, a form of “epistemological imperi-
alism” that reinforces donor-driven, accountability-based approaches. Th ey argue 
that “cosmetic contextualization” is insuffi  cient, as what is required is an African 
evaluation theory that emphasizes African relational forms of evaluation on an 
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African relational evaluation paradigm. Th e question “Who sets the agenda?” is 
paramount. 

 In the  fi ft h article , Hind Al Hudib, J. Bradley Cousins, Jayshree Oza, Undur-
thy Lakshminarayana, and Vassant D. Bhat explore, through a guided conversa-
tion, a cross-cultural evaluation experience that took place over a fi ve-year period 
between external evaluators from Canada and a group of local Indian evaluators. 
Th e focus of the conversation is on the benefi ts obtained and the challenges 
encountered in the process of bridging Western and Indian knowledge systems. 
Th is brief yet rich conversation highlights the cultural diff erences between evalu-
ators in terms of the selection of evaluation questions, stakeholders and potential 
users, the methods of data collection, and the methods of reporting. Of particular 
interest are the tensions that surface in terms of perceived evaluation rigour and 
local Indian expressions of knowledge and hierarchical frames imposed as much 
internally as from the outside. 

 In the  sixth article , Kelly Robertson takes an analytic look at the equity-
focused evaluation guidance documents published by 21 major international 
development organizations. Her focus is on the extent to which international 
development evaluation policy and practice guidance documents provide rec-
ommendations for considering barriers to social equity and equality at various 
stages of the evaluation process, with implications for evaluation quality, cultural 
responsiveness, and the decolonization of evaluation. Her fi ndings suggest that 
while there is some progress, there is also “room for improvement” in terms of 
the clarity and direction of language with evaluation guidance documents and in 
terms of the quality and level of detail on how to address the social determinants 
of equity in evaluation. 

 In the  seventh  and summative article, Michael Quinn Patton shift s the “cul-
ture of inquiry” from a focus on the nation state as the unit of analysis (the evalu-
and) to a “transcultural perspective” that is global and includes the earth and all of 
its inhabitants as the unit of analysis. Patton argues that global problems require 
global thinking, a paradigm shift  away from a nation-state-based international 
evaluation toward a global systems change perspective in evaluation. Th is pro-
vocative approach requires building the capacity and competence of evaluators 
who are competent in global systems analysis (e.g., those who possess global 
perspectives, world systems knowledge, global systems analysis skills, and global 
systems change network connections). For Patton, a transcultural perspective is 
congruent with a decolonizing approach to evaluation, as it is inclusive of local, 
Indigenous perspectives framed within a globally based transcultural framework. 

 Th e issues and questions raised in these articles challenge us to think critically 
about our work as evaluators, who we are in service to, what kinds of relation-
ships we need to foster to create meaningful change, how our work impacts (or 
has the potential to impact) the culturally diverse and marginalized populations 
across the globe, and even how our work relates to the health of the planet itself. 
Our hope is that this issue off ers readers ideas that inspire, as together we work 
diligently and creatively to build a healthier and more humane world for everyone. 
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  Abstract:  In this article we provide a comprehensive review of 71 studies on evalu-
ation in international development contexts published over the past 18 years. Th e 
primary purpose of the review is to explore how culture is being conceptualized and 
defi ned in international development contexts and how evaluation practitioners, 
scholars, and/or policymakers who work in international development evaluation 
frame the role of culture and cultural context in these settings. In this article we ask: 
How is culture framed in the international development evaluation literature? To 
what extent do descriptions of evaluation (design, processes, and outcomes) refl ect 
other knowledge and value systems and perspectives? Whose values and world-
views inform the evaluation design and methodology? How does the community’s 
cultural context inform the evaluation methodology and methods used? Based on 
our analysis, we identify and discuss fi ve themes: the manifestation of culture along 
a continuum from explicit to implicit, a cultural critique of participatory practice 
in international development, the limits of social constructivist epistemologies and 
representations of voice, evaluation as a cultural practice, and cultural engagement 
and the multifaceted evaluator role. 

  Keywords:  cultural context, culture, international development 

  Résumé :  Cet article présente une revue exhaustive de 71 études portant sur l’évaluation 
en contexte de développement international publiées depuis 18 ans. Le but de ce tra-
vail est d’explorer la conceptualisation et la défi nition de la culture dans le milieu du 
développement international, ainsi que la façon dont les spécialistes de l’évaluation – 
praticiens, chercheurs et décideurs – qui œuvrent dans ce milieu conçoivent le rôle de 
la culture et du contexte culturel. Nous y abordons les questions suivantes : comment la 
culture est-elle abordée dans les écrits sur l’évaluation du développement international ? 
Dans quelle mesure la description des évaluations (conception, déroulement, résultats) 
refl ète-t-elle le savoir, les valeurs et les perspectives de systèmes de pensée diff érents ? À 
qui appartiennent les valeurs et la vision du monde qui modèlent la conception et les 
méthodes de l’évaluation ? Comment le contexte culturel de la communauté infl uence-t-il 
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la méthodologie et les méthodes d’évaluation employées ? Notre analyse nous permet 
de cerner cinq thèmes que nous examinons ici  : Comment la culture se manifeste, 
explictement, mais aussi implicitement ; la critique culturelle des pratiques participa-
tives en développement international ; l’exploration des limites des épistémologies socio-
contructivistes  et des façons de représenter diff érentes voix ; situation de l’évaluation en 
tant que pratique culturelle ; comment conceptualiser l'évaluation comme une pratique 
culturelle, comment aborder la question de l'engagement culturel et concevoir le rôle de 
l'évaluateur. 

  Mots clés :  contexte culturel, culture, développement international 

 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
 Evaluation has become an institution in society ( Dahler-Larsen, 2012 ) as well as 
a major player on the global stage ( Bhola, 2003 ), as evident in the increasing at-
tention given to the 2015 International Year of Evaluation and to emerging issues 
in the international development arena ( Donaldson, Azzam, & Conner, 2013 ). In 
the past 30 years, we have witnessed a signifi cant expansion in the fi eld, function, 
and reach of evaluation across the globe, as well as an increase in the demand for 
evaluation, monitoring, reporting, and audit practice, led in large part by pressure 
from nongovernmental organizations such as the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development, the World Bank, and other international monitoring 
agencies ( Leeuw & Furubo, 2008 ). 

 Amidst this backdrop, the International Organization for Cooperation in 
Evaluation (IOCE) is currently building a community of national professional 
evaluation associations across the globe, which has grown from one of the fi rst 
in the 1980s (the Canadian Evaluation Society) to over 158 today. EvalPartners, 
jointly founded in 2012 by the IOCE and UNICEF, has led the initiative to cre-
ate new evaluation organizations and networks throughout Latin America, the 
Caribbean, Africa, and Asia ( Kosheleva & Segone, 2013 ). To keep pace with this 
increasing demand for evaluation, there has also been a considerable increase in 
the number of evaluation journals, conferences, training opportunities, internet 
resources, and consultancies with an international focus. 

 Within this shift ing and increasingly globalized evaluation context, boundaries 
and borderlands become spaces of cultural interaction and contestation, particu-
larly as multiple and diverse communities and audiences now share this historically 
contested terrain. Given the history of “development,”  1   the international context is 
not a neutral space, as issues and struggles over meaning, identity, representation, 
power, and equality endure ( Bauman, 2000 ). Moreover, despite ongoing discussion 
about the relationship between culture and development spanning more than 50 
years, scholars and practitioners working in the fi eld observe very limited progress 
in making meaningful connections between culture and international development 
work (see  Mbakogu, 2004 ;  Rao & Walton, 2004 ;  Serageldin & Taboroff , 1992 ). 

 Evaluation is not immune from the realities of the development agenda. 
Considered an intensely cultural practice founded on principles of Western 
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modernity, rationality, and progress, the fi eld (and all of us who do this work) 
enters the international development milieu at the behest of multinational devel-
opment agencies to support project delivery and to evaluate the fl ow and impact 
of aid ( Carden & Alkin, 2012 ). As  Carden (2013)  reminds us, evaluation in the 
Global South is “borne out of the need of funding agencies” (p. 577). 

 As such, evaluation as it is conceptualized and practiced today remains very 
much a Western practice ( Bhola, 2003 ;  Hopson, 2003 ) closely attuned to the exigen-
cies of Western donor nations, and designed to satisfy accountability requirements 
rather than address local economic and societal needs ( Hay, 2010 ). As evaluators 
involved in promulgating our methodological practices across the world, it thus 
becomes incumbent upon us to refl ect on the cultural implications and context of 
our practice, on the role of culture in international development, on how we are 
situated as Western evaluators, and on how we co-construct knowledge within 
such contested and culturally diverse program and community contexts. 

 We position this current issue of the  Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation  
amidst ongoing discussions about the role of culture in international develop-
ment evaluations dating back to Michael Quinn Patton’s volume on culture and 
evaluation in  New Directions for Evaluation  ( Patton, 1985 ) and Pauline Ginsberg’s 
critique of Western-based approaches in international evaluations for  Evaluation 
and Program Planning  ( Ginsberg, 1988 ). Consider Patton’s challenge on how to 
develop understanding of culture in evaluation (specifi cally in international set-
tings) as framed in the Editor’s Notes of his 1985 volume: 

 Today, evaluators are discovering the responsibilities of being a citizen of the world. 
One major responsibility lies in taking the notion of culture seriously . . . Th is volume 
is a contribution to the study of culture and evaluation. Th e authors share a concern 
for unraveling the cultural dimensions of international evaluation practice. Th e need 
for such an unraveling stems from the power of culture to make us relatively oblivious 
to the limitations of our own perspectives, behaviors, and values. Th e need to unravel 
the cultural dimensions of evaluation derives also from the increasingly international 
nature of evaluation practice. ( Patton, 1985 , p. 1) 

 In this issue we take seriously Patton’s point about the power of culture to blind 
us to our own perspective, to the “ground upon which we stand.” Along with Pat-
ton’s and Ginsberg’s work more than 30 years ago, there have also been subsequent 
commentaries and critiques about evaluation and culture in international settings 
( e.g., Hopson, 2003 ;  Smith, 1991 ,  2008 ,  2009 ). Th us while there has been signifi cant 
progress in terms of the recognition of culture and cultural context in evaluations 
conducted in North American and European contexts, including within Indig-
enous and immigrant communities ( e.g., Hood, Hopson, & Frierson, 2015 ;  Hood, 
Hopson, & Kirkhart, 2015 ;  Kawakami, Aton, Cram, Lai, & Porima, 2008 ), evalua-
tions that are  explicitly  responsive to culture and cultural context seem to be lacking 
at the global level ( Bhola, 2003 ;  Denzin & Lincoln, 2008 ;  Ofi r & Kumar, 2013 ). 

 In this article, we present a comprehensive review that includes the analysis 
of 71 studies on evaluation in international development contexts published over 
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the past 18 years. Th e primary purpose of this article is to explore where, how, 
and whether culture is located in published international evaluation studies. Spe-
cifi cally, we are interested in how culture is being conceptualized and defi ned in 
international development contexts and how evaluation practitioners, scholars, 
or/and policymakers who work in international development evaluation frame 
the role of culture and cultural context in their practice. Our review focuses on 
the following questions: 

 • How is culture framed in the international development evaluation 
literature? 

 •  To what extent do descriptions of evaluation (design, processes, and 
outcomes) refl ect other knowledge and value systems and perspectives? 

 •  Whose values and worldviews inform the evaluation design and meth-
odology? 

 •  How does the community’s cultural context inform the evaluation meth-
odology and methods used? 

 In terms of the layout of the article, we begin with a brief discussion of the 
context in which international development evaluations take place, focusing on 
the issues and tensions surrounding international aid and “development,” and 
the cultural implications of current practices. Section II provides a description 
of our sample of 71 studies and the methods we used for selection and analysis. 
In Section III we provide a thematic analysis of our review informed by the 
seven dimensions of cultural practice identifi ed in our conceptual framework. 
Th e concluding section discusses the implications of our review, and includes 
future directions for a critical exploration of culture in international develop-
ment evaluation. 

 I. THE INTERNATIONAL “DEVELOPMENT” CONTEXT: 
SETTING THE STAGE FOR CRITICAL EXPLORATIONS OF  
CULTURE IN EVALUATION 
 Our intention in this section is to depict very broadly the context in which inter-
national development evaluation takes place, while recognizing that our charac-
terization of the international setting will not do justice to the breadth of the fi eld 
and the complexity of the issues and challenges that prevail. In the current age of 
globalization, amidst increasing cleavages between the Global North and Global 
South, the goals of international development are evermore elusive. Despite dec-
ades of “development” and the fl ow of international and humanitarian aid to the 
Global South, disparities between high- and low-income countries continue to 
grow at an accelerated pace, nearly doubling in the past 20 years ( United Nations, 
2013 ). Against this backdrop lies a history of colonialism, poverty, economic 
disadvantage, civic, religious, and tribal tensions, and postwar confl ict, as well as 
health and natural disasters. Addressing these challenges is signifi cant. 
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 Since the end of colonial rule in the mid to late 20th century, there have 
been numerous shift s in international theories of development, from a focus on 
donor-designed economic policies, to an emphasis on strategies that focus on 
partnerships and local ownership ( Conlin & Stirrat, 2008 ;  Slater & Bell, 2002 ). 
More recent policy trends introduce conditions of austerity, more public-private 
partnerships (the merging of aid and business), a redirected focus on frontline 
states such as Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, and on zones of ongoing confl ict, 
as well as the inclusion of new donor nations (e.g., China, India, Russia) ( Mosse, 
2013 ). At the same time, the focus for many international and bilateral aid agen-
cies over the past 15 years has shift ed to the UN-sponsored Millennium Develop-
ment Goals (MDGs), designed to address issues of extreme poverty and hunger 
across the Global South. Th e MDGs, designed by the United States, Europe, and 
Japan in 2000, are based on eight broad goals to be achieved by the international 
community by 2015 (eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; achieve universal 
primary education; promote gender equality; reduce child mortality; improve 
maternal health; combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases; ensure environ-
mental sustainability; and develop a global partnership for development). 

 While there is broad consensus that there has been signifi cant progress on 
MDGs in terms of increased levels of health and well-being across many of the coun-
tries involved, many point to only mixed success in achieving these goals across all 
targeted countries ( Fehling, Nelson, & Venkatapuram, 2013 ). India and China, for 
example, have been the most successful in attaining the millennium targets, while 
poorer countries (many of which are on the African continent) have been unable to 
achieve what many describe as “overly ambitious” and “unrealistic” goals ( Fehling 
et al., 2013 ). Others critique the goals themselves, arguing that they are a measure of 
goal fulfi llment as dictated by the West, rather than a valid measure of development 
( Hayman, 2005 ,  2006 ). Th ere has also been criticism about the manner in which the 
MDGs were identifi ed, how they were selected, who was involved in their selection, 
and what political agendas were behind the initiative (see  Easterly, 2009 ;  Fehling 
et al., 2013 ;  Kabeer, 2005 ;  Shepherd, 2008 ;  Sumner, 2009 ). For others, current MDG 
development eff orts represent the donor-recipient model of aid, with too little atten-
tion given to the local cultural context and to gathering input from low-income 
nations and civil society constituencies ( Kabeer, 2005 ;  Shepherd, 2008 ). Th us for 
many, the concept of “development” continues to be problematic, as it represents 
values of modernization and Westernization, and the continued evidence of further 
colonialization toward low-income countries (see  Eversole, 2005 ;  Hobart, 1986 ; 
 Scherech & Haggis, 2000 ). Overall, the international development literature describes 
settings where program and community contexts are considered to be more complex 
and less predictable, with institutions perceived as more vulnerable and more easily 
destabilized ( Chinyowa, 2011 ;  Makgamatha, 2009 ;  Ofi r and Kumar, 2013 ). 

 As the foregoing suggests, despite changes in international theories of devel-
opment over the past decades, ongoing issues of political complexity and eco-
nomic uncertainty continue to defi ne the global landscape. Evaluation fi rst enters 
the international context as a Western practice exported to the Global South by 
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multinational development agencies primarily as a tool to help support project 
delivery and assess the fl ow and overall impact of aid ( Carden & Alkin, 2012 ). 
Under this conception, development evaluation tends to refl ect the judgement 
and values of donor agencies and sponsoring countries ( Carden, 2013 ). Many have 
found that evaluation so conceived primarily privileges the needs and interests of 
external donor agencies, and is thus neither useful nor responsive to the needs of 
in-country policy makers and other stakeholders ( Carden, 2010 ;  Hay, 2010 ;  Ofi r 
& Kumar, 2013 ). As  Donaldson et al. (2013)  explain, “getting good and sustained 
results in developing countries is more complicated and unpredictable than in 
developed countries, and when development is driven from outside, even with the 
best intentions, the chance of success diminishes” (p. 3). For  Ginsberg (1988) , if 
we accept American-centred models and approaches as the baseline standard in 
overseas development, evaluation then becomes a tool for imperialism. For some, 
this leads to the ongoing challenge of reconciling the information requirements 
of funding agencies (along with their preferred methodological approaches) with 
the information needs and cultural context of recipient countries ( Bamberger, 
2000 ). Contextual complexity for some is represented by the increasing number of 
funding partners and program sponsors involved, all of which represent the need 
to balance and meet what are oft en diverse and confl icting needs and priorities 
( Bamberger, 1991 ;  Conlin & Stirrat, 2008 ;  Crawford, 2003 ). While some authors 
identify the challenge of adopting Western, “American” methods ( Bhola, 2003 ) in 
non-Western contexts ( Carden & Alkin, 2012 ;  Ofi r & Kumar, 2013 ), others see 
globalization as an extension of colonialism ( Chilisa, 2012 ). 

 Th e need to focus on the context of the program community is paramount 
in the international development literature and in the evaluation of overseas 
development projects, particularly given the diversity of program stakeholders 
involved, and the level of political and economic uncertainty present. Th irty years 
ago,  Patton (1985)  called for “situational responsiveness” when working overseas, 
what  Ofi r and Kumar (2013)  today might refer to as a “developing country lens” 
(p. 1), as a way to ensure greater methodological and cultural commensurability 
with the program community. More recently,  Carden and Alkin (2012) , in a recon-
ceptualization of the evaluation theory tree ( Alkin, 2012 ), distinguished between 
“adopted methodologies” and “adapted methodologies.” While both approaches 
originate in the West, “adopted methodologies” represent colonial approaches to 
evaluation and are designed to satisfy the accountability requirements of Western 
donor nations, while “adapted methodologies” have a collaborative focus and are 
designed to address the needs of the local context. Th e key distinction between 
the two approaches is the focus on methodology as context-sensitive (adapted 
methodology) rather than context-neutral (adopted methodology). Our focus on 
culture and cultural context (and our seven dimensions of cultural practice identi-
fi ed in our conceptual framework) is intended to draw attention not only to the 
broad and far reaching expressions of culture in the fi eld, from the epistemic to the 
local and relational, but also to the need for evaluation approaches that are more 
culturally commensurate and sensitive to the program and community context. 
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 II. METHODS AND SAMPLE DESCRIPTION 
 While there has been an increase in research on evaluations that are responsive 
to culture and cultural context in Western countries (e.g., culturally responsive 
evaluation, cross-cultural evaluation, multicultural evaluation), much of this 
research has not extended to evaluations in international development contexts 
 (Chouinard & Cousins, 2015) . By limiting our research to a focus on empirical 
studies conducted in the international development arena, this article is intended 
to address this knowledge gap. In this section we describe the 71 studies that we 
selected for our analysis, our selection protocol, the characteristics of our sample 
of studies, and our review strategy and procedure for analysis. 

 Sample Selection 
 We limited our search criteria to empirical studies of evaluations conducted in in-
ternational development—what many refer to as the “developing world.” Empiri-
cal studies were based on case narratives or mixed method forms of inquiry and 
consisted of refl ective narratives written primarily from the evaluator perspective 
describing their evaluation experiences in the developing world. We searched da-
tabases that would provide the broadest selection of studies in journals related to 
evaluation, development/international studies, education, and health. Although 
our sample is likely overrepresented by Western journals, we did search through 
international databases and followed up related bibliographies to augment our 
sample. Th e majority of our studies come from peer-reviewed journals and from 
two edited volumes ( Estrella et al., 2000 ;  Jackson & Kassam, 1998 ). In total we 
analyzed 71 studies published from 1998 to early 2015.  Appendix A (see online 
supplement at http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjpe.30.3.02)  provides a table summariz-
ing all of our selected studies organized by sample/context, approach, methodo-
logical orientation, and cultural consideration(s), observations, and implications. 

 Sample Characteristics 
 In total, we located 71 studies in English-language journals published between 
1998 and 2015, with all but the  Estrella et al. (2000)  and  Jackson and Kassam 
(1998)  articles coming from peer-reviewed journals. Almost all of the articles 
were refl ective case narratives written from the evaluator perspective, with de-
scriptions of evaluation focused on challenges and lessons learned. Th e studies 
were located across the Global South, with the majority in Africa ( n  = 37), then 
Asia/South East Asia ( n  = 21), Latin America ( n  = 17), the Middle East ( n  = 5), 
the Caribbean ( n  = 3), and multiple nonspecifi ed locations ( n  = 4). We grouped 
program contexts into six key domains of practice: environmental conservation 
( n  = 19) that included projects in forestry, fi shing, agriculture, rural development, 
natural resources management, and wetland restoration; community develop-
ment ( n  = 15) with projects focused on youth crime, racism prevention, youth 
empowerment, and slum improvement; education ( n  = 12), with projects in pri-
mary school literacy, children’s clubs, and youth programs; health ( n  = 12), with 
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projects focused on HIV/AIDS prevention, birth control, reproductive issues, and 
public health; civic arena ( n  = 9) that included a focus on democracy, post confl ict, 
and governance; and. food/aid ( n  = 3). No specifi c domain was mentioned in one, 
and one was a survey of international evaluators. 

 While there was some commonality in terms of evaluation approaches used, 
with 91% ( n  = 65) using a collaborative approach (e.g., participatory evaluation, 
 n  = 5; transformative participatory evaluation,  n  = 8; participatory monitoring and 
evaluation,  n  = 7; and practical participatory evaluation,  n  = 6), we nonetheless 
were able to identify 44 diff erent approaches to evaluation across all 71 studies, with 
numerous studies citing combinations of more than one approach, either qualitative, 
quantitative, or mixed. We also identifi ed 30 diff erent approaches or combinations 
of approaches to collaborative evaluation, with some contextualized to the local 
culture of the community (e.g.,  Sistematization , SISDEL, Most Signifi cant Change), 
others based on the need to balance diverse stakeholder needs (e.g., multipartner 
evaluation, community-based monitoring and evaluation, outcome mapping), and 
others representing surveys of international evaluators across multiple contexts. 
Only fi ve studies did not cite the use of collaborative approaches: results oriented/
impact ( Elkins, 2010 ); randomized control trial ( Faulkner, 2014 ); performance 
monitoring ( Welle, 2014 ); document review, content analysis, and interviews ( Han-
ley, 2014 ); and posttest design ( Bollen, Paxton, & Morishima, 2005 ). We also noted 
that 14 of the studies included a combination of a collaborative approach and an 
outcome/impact approach (e.g., monitoring and evaluation and outcome mapping, 
 Duggan, 2012 ; impact monitoring and participatory evaluation,  Guerra-López & 
Hicks, 2015 ; and summative, formative, and developmental approaches,  Potter & 
Naidoo, 2009 ).  Appendix B (see online supplement at http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/
cjpe.30.3.02)  provides a list of all of the approaches identifi ed across the 71 studies. 

 Th irty percent of the studies selected for review considered culture a method-
ologically and epistemologically relevant construct and gave it explicit attention in 
their evaluation design, process, and implementation. Many of these studies also 
identifi ed evaluation as a Western construct that is based on a modernist agenda, 
highlighting potential incommensurability with local and indigenous epistemolo-
gies. Th e other 70% of the studies in our review, while in many instances attending 
to the complexities of the local context, did not explicitly discuss culture or the 
cultural implications of evaluation. 

 Th e majority of the studies were based on refl ective case narratives used to 
describe the experiences of evaluators working in the fi eld. Th rough our reading 
of the studies, we were able to discern that the majority of the studies were written 
from the perspective of the primary program evaluators, rather than from the per-
spective of both evaluator and stakeholders or from the stakeholders themselves. 
As such, our understandings of the evaluation and of the collaborative experience 
must be considered partial. Moreover, while the narrations describe the evalua-
tion process and include refl ections about the experience, there is no longitudinal 
perspective provided about evaluation consequences and possible use of fi ndings. 
Notwithstanding these limitations, the studies nonetheless provided a vivid and 
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rich account of the experiences and challenges of working in what are oft en very 
diverse and demanding contexts. 

 Review Strategy and Analysis 
 Our analysis consisted of reading through each of the studies, making margin 
notes (highlighting), and recording any issues of possible interest and cultural 
signifi cance for further discussion between authors. We also summarized each ar-
ticle, focusing on the context, evaluation approach used, methodological orienta-
tion, cultural considerations, implications, and overall fi ndings.  Appendix A (see 
online supplement at http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjpe.30.3.02)  provides a summary 
of our principal fi ndings. Both authors read through the summaries and discussed 
any areas of disagreement or discrepancy. Th e summary (and the discussions that 
followed) enabled us to do a descriptive cross-case analysis and identify reoccur-
ring patterns and themes across all of the studies we included in our analysis. Our 
guiding questions for our analysis of the 71 studies and the conceptual framework 
for inquiry and dimensions of cultural practice identifi ed in the Introduction 
to this issue (epistemological, ecological, methodological, political, personal, 
relational, and institutional) provided a guide for further analysis and synthesis 
of our fi ndings. Our analysis was further enhanced by the theoretical literature 
on research and evaluation in international development contexts. Th rough this 
process of analysis, we identifi ed fi ve broad themes that we believe capture the 
dynamic complexity of evaluation contexts in international development milieus. 

 III. THEMATIC ANALYSIS 
 In this section, we use the conceptual framework for inquiry developed in the 
Introduction to this issue as a cultural lens to bring a critical focus to fi ve areas 
of thematic interest based on our analysis of the 71 studies: (a) the manifestation 
of culture along a continuum from explicit to implicit, (b) a cultural critique of 
participatory practice in international development, (c) the limits of social con-
structivist epistemologies and representations of voice, (d) evaluation as a cultural 
practice, and (e) cultural engagement and the multifaceted role of the evaluator. 
While there are important connections and overlap between these fi ve themes, 
there is merit in providing a separate analysis, as they each provide a unique per-
spective from which to explore the cultural implications of evaluation practice in 
international development contexts. 

 1. The Manifestation of Culture Along a Continuum from 
Explicit to Implicit 
 In looking at the 71 studies included in our review, we observed that although 
most of the studies (93%) refl ected on culture and cultural context, considerations 
ranged along a continuum from explicit (30%) to implicit (70%) mention. Only 
fi ve studies did not consider the cultural implications of their work to any signifi -
cant extent. Th e articles that make explicit mention of culture have characteristics 
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that distinguish them from articles that make implicit (or no) mention of culture 
or cultural context. Th e 30% of the studies that we identifi ed as explicit considered 
culture a methodologically and epistemologically relevant and vibrant construct, 
giving it focused attention in their evaluation design, process, and implementa-
tion. Many of these studies also identifi ed evaluation as a Western construct based 
on a modernist agenda, highlighting potential areas of incompatibility with local 
and indigenous epistemologies. Th e other 70% of the studies in our review, while 
in many instances attending to the complexity and diversity of the local context, 
did not explicitly discuss culture or the cultural implications of their evalua-
tion work. 

 Our fi ndings suggest that explicit mention of culture identifi es, attends to, 
and integrates several dimensions of cultural practice, with clear and directed 
attention given to cultural locations and contexts. Explicit mention of culture goes 
beyond a focus on participatory and stakeholder inclusionary practices, highlight-
ing an approach to evaluation that is sensitive to cultural values and contexts. 
Many of these studies also address issues of power, with a focus on developing 
culturally relevant methodological approaches that refl ect potential biases and 
cultural assumptions on the part of the evaluator or researcher. Although all of 
the explicit studies adopted participatory approaches, rationales for use focused 
on collaboration for understanding the diversity of cultural perspectives and 
approaches within the program and community context. Th us, despite the use of 
participatory approaches, explicit studies also described the need to ground the 
evaluation and methods used in the cultural context of the community ( Abes, 
2000 ; Van  Vlaenderen, 2001 ) with a focus on the cultural appropriateness of 
the method or methodology ( Luo & Liu, 2014 ). For some, this meant exclud-
ing Western ideas for possible local adaptation ( Nagai, 2001 ) and providing an 
epistemological critique of the modernist and highly prescriptive Western agenda 
( Chinyowa, 2011 ). For others, issues of culture were evident in a critique of their 
own social and cultural location ( Luo & Liu, 2014 ;  Newman, 2008 ;  Whitmore, 
1998 ), with a recognition of the need to acknowledge cultural diff erences and 
worldviews, what  Buskens and Earl (2008)  refer to as an “inward looking dimen-
sion.” Others noted the need to spend time building relationships, engaging in 
everyday activities, and participating in the culture ( Bowen & Tillman, 2015 ;  Luo 
& Liu, 2014 ). Overall, explicit considerations of culture remain grounded in the 
community and its cultural context, critical of the use (and validity) of Western-
based methodologies in non-Western contexts, and critically refl ective of power 
and privilege, ethnocentrism, evaluator stance, and positionality. 

 While implicit articles, on the other hand, identify the need to tap into 
local/Indigenous knowledge ( McDuff , 2001 ), develop an understanding of the 
local context, and give voice to participants and address issues of power ( Mul-
linix & Akatsa-Bukachi, 1998 ), there is no mention of culture or the cultural 
implications of evaluation. In fact, for studies that we designated as implicit, we 
note an overreliance on Western models and processes to address what we con-
sider the complexities of culture and cultural context. Several of the studies also 
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mentioned the need to address socioeconomic and cultural elements in the evalu-
ation ( Cornachione, Trombetta, & Casa-Nova, 2009 ;  Torres, 2000 ;  von Bertrab & 
Zambrano, 2010 ), but they did not provide any further discussion of what these 
approaches might look like in practice. Overall, missing in implicit studies was 
any mention of culture or of the cultural implications of selected methodological 
and epistemological approaches to evaluation. Th e implication seems to be that 
the right methodological approach, however Western in historical and epistemo-
logical origin, will address the complexities of culture and cultural context. We 
return to  Carden and Alkin’s (2012)  distinction between “adopted” and “adapted” 
methodologies and to the cultural diff erences and cultural incommensurabilities 
of knowledge systems, practices, and histories between the West and the rest 
( Hall, 1992 ). Given the history of colonial practices, we in the West need to be 
particularly critical of our methodological approaches, of our evaluator’s toolkit, 
as we wield power by virtue of a historical narrative that spans over two thousand 
years. Our cultural continuum refl ects the complexity of evaluation practice in 
international development contexts and the challenges of modifying (however 
slightly) Western methodologies in non-Western cultural contexts ( Smith, 2009 ). 

 2. A Cultural Critique of Participatory Practice in 
International Development 
 Th e diversity of programs, geographic and cultural contexts, evaluation approach-
es, orientations, and outcomes identifi ed across the 71 studies selected for our re-
view (see  Appendix A online at http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjpe.30.3.02 ) highlight 
the need to understand context and its variability in international development 
evaluation. Although defi nitions of context ranged signifi cantly across studies 
(from considerations of local group dynamics and hierarchies of power to broader 
perspectives on sociopolitical norms and ideological constructs), most studies 
adopted participatory approaches to mitigate contextual, political and cultural 
tensions, and complexities. In our review, 66 of the studies (92%) adopted par-
ticipatory approaches, either alone or in combination with other impact-oriented 
approaches. We also identifi ed more than 30 distinct approaches to participatory 
practice distinguishable by rationale, contextual specifi city, programmatic em-
phasis, and political orientation (including a mix of approaches and methods), a 
proliferation of practice that likely refl ects the cultural diversity and complexity of 
program and community contexts. Th e practice of participatory approaches raises 
numerous personal, political, professional, and cultural challenges that extend be-
yond the parameters of the production of information ( Cornwall & Jewkes, 1995 ). 

 While some of the rationales for participation were philosophic in orientation 
and based on epistemological justifi cations for advancing local knowledge, most 
rationales were framed as either pragmatic (techniques and methods designed 
for problem-solving purposes) or political (to promote social justice, empow-
erment, and transformation), or a combined rationale advanced to reconcile 
distinct methodologies and motivations. A dominant theme throughout our 
selected studies was the notion of  balance  between two confl icting or disparate 
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constructs, at the level of either politics, epistemology, culture, or methodology, a 
dichotomous struggle  Chinyowa (2011)  characterized as “walking on a tightrope” 
(p. 353). However the binary is defi ned (e.g., North-South, community-donor, 
micro-macro, bottom-up-top-down, centre-periphery, powerful-powerless, 
insider-outsider), participatory or collaborative approaches were introduced 
(alongside more donor-driven approaches) as a means of resolving, addressing, 
and potentially reversing this dichotomy ( Kothari, 2001 ;  Reason, 1988 ). 

 For some, resolution of these tensions was focused on fi nding technical solu-
tions to provide the “right” combination of methods, techniques, and approaches, 
what  Leal (2010)  might refer to as the “technifi cation of social and political prob-
lems” (p. 95). For others, these tensions were part of a much larger development 
discourse framed by the social, historical, political, and cultural relations that 
prevail between donor and recipient nations ( Crush, 1995 ;  Ebbutt, 1998 ). Th us, 
while these tensions might appear at some level to be related to method choice, 
many argue that the fundamental issues have little to do with method choice and 
everything to do with power and politics, with who defi nes the problem, and with 
who collects and analyzes the data ( Cornwall & Jewkes, 1995 ;  McGee & Gaventa, 
2011 ). Th e use of participatory approaches, while perhaps valorizing local voices 
and perspectives, cannot disguise evaluation’s inherent cultural authority ( House, 
1993 ), nor obscure its power to defi ne the parameters of what constitutes legiti-
mate discourse and knowledge in the social sciences ( Reagan, 1996 ). Th e meth-
odologies, collaborative though they might happen to be, remain social, cultural, 
economic, and political expressions and constructions of knowledge ( Chouinard 
& Cousins, 2015 ;  Hopson, 2003 ). In a world dominated by Western discourses of 
modernity, rationality, and progress, participation itself thus becomes far more 
problematic, particularly if we consider the broader social, cultural, economic, and 
political context within which our methodologies are embedded and supported 
( Morgan, 2013 ;  Ofi r & Kumar, 2013 ). For some, participation has thus become 
a form of “tyranny” ( Cooke & Kothari, 2001 ), a source of “broken records” and 
“broken promises” ( Cornwall, 2008 ), refl ecting little more than another form of 
Western cultural imperialism ( Cornwall & Jewkes, 1995 ). 

 At a fundamental level, the positioning of participatory approaches alongside 
other, more donor-driven approaches, sets up an artifi cial dichotomy between what 
are, historically, two politically and culturally discordant narratives (see  Chilisa, 
2012 ). For example, studies in our review provided combinations of process and 
outcome-based approaches ( Hashimoto, Pillay, & Hudson, 2010 ), transformative 
and practical approaches ( Maclure, 2006 ), expert-led and  community-led ( Njuki 
et al., 2008 ), learning and accountability ( Symes & Jasser, 2000 ), outcome map-
ping and participatory action research ( Buskens & Earl, 2008 ), accountability and 
participation ( Anderson & Gilsig, 1998 ), cultural responsiveness and scientifi c 
rigour ( Ebbutt, 1998 ), instrumental and transformative ( Chinyowa, 2011 ), and 
local and external stakeholder expectations and perceptions ( Parkinson, 2009 ). 
While the mixing of methods and approaches may indeed provide a way of 
embracing the plurality of perspectives and engaging with diff erence ( Greene, 
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2007 ), we also noted the emphasis on fi nding a technical solution to what we 
consider a much broader sociopolitical and cultural issue. Appreciating these 
dynamics shift s the focus from participation as a technique, to participation as 
an inherently political process. 

 3. The Limits of Social Constructivist 
Epistemologies and Representations of Voice 
 As we noted, the majority of studies selected for our review adopted a participa-
tory or collaborative approach to evaluation, an interactive approach to social 
inquiry that goes beyond traditional empiricism and is rooted in epistemologies 
derived from social constructivist and critical theory ( Heron & Reason, 1997 ). 
Participatory evaluation is considered a dialogic process of inquiry where stake-
holders and evaluators become active partners and collaborators in an “intersub-
jective space” ( Heron, 1996 ), together coproducing evaluative knowledge. In this 
context, knowledge is not seen as something that is merely collected and stored 
through the selection and use of appropriate methodological practices, but some-
thing that is jointly constructed through processes of social interaction, negotia-
tion, and exchange ( Long, 1992 ). In contradistinction to other noncollaborative 
and perhaps top-down practices, participatory approaches focus on knowledge 
created with/in the community and for the community. Given the active role of 
the evaluator in guiding the collaborative process,  Heron and Reason (1997)  argue 
for a “critical subjectivity” on the part of evaluators, a stance that requires a “criti-
cal” awareness of self, interaction, and relationship. Th is approach to knowledge 
construction thus requires both a co-construction with diverse others and an 
ongoing and critical reconstruction on the part of evaluators, a way of knowing 
and acting that  Reason (1988)  describes as forms of experiential knowing, pres-
entational knowing, propositional knowing, and practical knowing. 

 Of concern is that despite the use of collaborative methodologies in cultur-
ally complex ecological settings, the co-construction of knowledge and meaning 
amidst such diversity does not remain uncontested, as one cannot simply discount 
the history of colonialism and donor–recipient relationships that defi ne and drive 
North–South relationships. Power does not enter the setting only at the moment 
of contact and representation ( Gupta & Ferguson, 1992 ), but rather circulates and 
is continuously mediated by cultural and historical forces that reside outside of the 
local evaluation and program context. In her analysis of institutional processes and 
practices, Canadian feminist scholar Dorothy  Smith (1987)  reminds us that peo-
ple’s everyday world of experience is historically and politically mediated by (oft en 
invisible) social and institutional forces that originate outside of the parameters of 
the local setting. In other words, stakeholder, evaluator, and donor relationships 
are socially constructed prior to the evaluation (or development project), and 
must thus be understood within this broader historical, cultural, political, and 
economic narrative. Our evaluations take place amidst metanarratives ( Lyotard, 
1979 ) of North and South, developed and developing, all of which serve to create, 
enact, and reinscribe colonial discourses and ongoing sociohistorical processes and 
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practices. Considerations of culture in international development evaluation must 
thus transport us far beyond demographic descriptors to epistemological and 
ontological concerns about who is involved in the construction of knowledge, how 
the parameters of what is considered knowledge are defi ned, and what forms of 
knowledge are validated, valued, and taken seriously. 

 Culture and power are bound together ( Rosaldo, 1989 ) and, despite a stance 
of critical refl exivity on the part of the evaluator, the process of “cultural trans-
lation” ( Asad, 1986 ) remains in all of its ecological and political complexity. In 
culturally complex settings, social constructivist epistemologies are thus problem-
atic, as questions of authority, representation, voice, and power persist ( Rabinow, 
1986 ). For  Guba and Lincoln (2005) , whether one assumes a social constructivist, 
critical theoretical, or participatory epistemological stance, challenges of textual 
representation—what they identify as “fi ction formulas” or “regimes of truth”—
endure. Th e notion of negotiated consensus ( Guba & Lincoln, 1989 ) amidst such 
confounding diversity and issues of power must thus be considered a political 
rather than a methodological issue ( Kushner, 2000 ), as relationships that are con-
tinually shaped and reshaped by colonialism cannot be so easily bridged. 

 4. Evaluation Situated as a Cultural Practice 
 Despite the multiple challenges and dilemmas evaluators encounter in conduct-
ing evaluation in international development contexts, including implementing 
participatory approaches amidst issues of power and privilege, only a few studies 
in our sample (e.g.,  Abes, 2000 ;  Brandon et al., 2014 ;  Chinyowa, 2011 ; Whitmore, 
1998 ) identifi ed tension between localized conceptions and the notion of evalu-
ation as a Western concept.  Luo and Liu (2014)  observed that conducting evalu-
ation in rural China requires responsiveness to the complex cultural context that 
shapes the lives and experiences of farmers, a particularly noteworthy fi nding 
given that evaluators and project participants do not share similar social and 
economic status and cultural traditions.  Chinyowa (2011)  focused his critique 
on the challenges posed by conventional social-science-driven monitoring and 
evaluation strategies in African countries, a critique focused on the cultural in-
commensurability of the rationalist-based principles of M&E approaches. To be 
culturally relevant in these communities requires signifi cant sensitivity to other 
ways of knowing and a concomitant awareness of the cultural implications of our 
own methodological practices. As  Rabinow (1986)  has argued, “we should be 
attentive to our historical practice of projecting our cultural practices onto the 
other” (p. 241), requiring that we explore questions of epistemology and explore 
what knowledge is, how we create it, what we do with it, how it circulates, and 
how it is transformed. 

 As a “Child of America” ( Bhola, 2003 , p. 403), evaluation continues to refl ect 
Western perspectives, norms, and values, what for many is considered “reduction-
ist, linear, objective, hierarchical, empirical, static, temporal, singular, specialized 
and written” ( Smylie et al., 2003 , p. 141). In fact, in a recent analysis of international 
development evaluation,  Carden and Alkin (2012)  note that the evaluation theory 
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tree ( Alkin, 2012 ) is itself most heavily dominated by Western evaluation theorists, 
situated predominantly in the USA. According to  Smith (1999) , these Westernized 
research methods “are underpinned by a cultural system of classifi cation and repre-
sentation, by views about human nature, human morality and virtue, by conceptions 
of space and time, by conceptions about gender and race” (p. 44), all of which are 
potentially incommensurate with the local worldviews, perspectives, behaviours, 
and values of the communities in which evaluators work. Th is cultural system, 
what for  Foucault (1972)  might be included in the West’s “cultural archive,” stores, 
organizes, classifi es, and controls knowledge, and is symbolic of how we construct, 
organize, and read our history. As  Schwartz and Cook (2002)  have noted, “archives 
are then not pristine storehouses of historical documentation that has piled up, 
but a refl ection of and oft en justifi cation for the society that creates them” (p. 12). 
Despite the fact that our evaluation approaches can be considered “historical arti-
facts” ( Packwood & Sikes, 1996 , p. 336), we nonetheless apply them with universal 
confi dence, wielding an almost hegemonic certitude in our evaluation practice 
throughout the international community. Working in the international develop-
ment community requires a level of cultural fl uency that transcends the understand-
ing of culture as a material expression (e.g., food, clothing, art) to one that includes 
an understanding of how wider cultural systems operate to frame the parameters 
of methodological possibility and practice. From this perspective, evaluators are 
not only positioned within their own research, but they also disseminate Western 
approaches to social inquiry that may well be culturally incommensurate with the 
community in which they work. As Rabinow states (1986): 

 We need to anthropologize the West: show how exotic its constitution of reality has 
been; emphasize those domains most taken for granted as universal (this includes 
epistemology and economics); make them seem as historically peculiar as possible; 
show how their claims to truth are linked to social practices and have hence become 
eff ective forces in the social world. (p. 241) 

 An overall reliance on evaluation as method and technique merely creates fur-
ther distance (and dissonance) between the work that evaluators do (whether 
collaborative or not), the communities in which they work, the approaches that 
they adopt for evaluation purposes, and the possibilities of social, political, and 
cultural change. 

 5. Cultural Engagement and the Multifaceted Role of the Evaluator 
 In evaluation, the role of the evaluator is considered a fl uid and dynamic construc-
tion ( Kushner, 2000 ) characterized along multiple dimensions (e.g., facilitator, 
mediator, partner, observer, judge) and continuously altered and transformed by 
the sociocultural specifi cities of the program and community context. Our fi nd-
ings suggest that the concept of role takes on particular signifi cance in culturally 
and sociopolitically complex environments, as evaluators must assume multiple, 
oft en confl icting and competing roles as the evaluation unfolds, from juggler, 
conciliator, cultural translator, tight-rope walker, confl ict manager, and negotia-
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tor (e.g.,  Hamilton et al., 2000 ;  Laperrière, 2006 ;  Parkinson, 2009 ;  von Bertrab & 
Zambrano, 2010 ). By way of example, our selected studies identify the need for 
evaluators to juggle competing and confl icting agendas (e.g.,  Anderson & Gilsig, 
1998 ;  Mensa-Bonsu & Andersen, 2010 ), combine multiple evaluation approaches 
to address issues of inclusion and diversity (e.g.,  Blauert & Quintanar, 2000 ;  Edge 
& Marphatia, 2015 ), and address ongoing issues of confl ict and power between 
diverse stakeholders and stakeholder groups (e.g.,  Duggan, 2012 ;  Earl & Carden, 
2002 ;  Edge & Marphatia, 2015 ). Our fi ndings point to the dynamic of an evaluator 
role very much tied to the situational and cultural complexity of the evaluation 
context, and evolving through interaction and relationship with others. Th e focus 
shift s to the notion of “evaluator-as-engaged person” (Greene, 2000, as cited in 
 King & Stevahn, 2002 ), with an emphasis on the behaviour, attitude, values, and 
beliefs of the evaluator, rather than on methods and techniques used ( Chambers, 
1994 ). Th is characterization of role involves both relational and interpersonal 
dimensions, and fundamentally refl ects the stance evaluators take in their work 
in terms of their engagement with moral and ethical complexity, as well as their 
engagement from multiple positions and locations (either in terms of addressing 
local concerns and conditions or in addressing broader sociopolitical and institu-
tional needs) (Greene, 2000, as cited in  King & Stevahn, 2002 ). 

 Th is dual conception of role—what in the sociological literature is referred 
to as social interactionism—situates role in a mediating position between the 
individual and society ( Bailey & Yost, 2001 ), between who we are as evaluators 
and what the context in all of its sociocultural and political complexity demands. 
Th is duality brings focus to the dynamic and oft en contradictory tension evalua-
tors must address in international contexts.  Stronach, Halsall, and Hustler (2002)  
depict this as a tension between our “bidding selves” and our “reporting selves” 
(p. 178), between “economies of performance” (the demands of accountability 
and audit systems) and a “theology of practice” (as represented by our professional 
aspirations and ideals) (p. 182). Our selected studies thus highlight the evaluator as 
methodological gymnast, arranging and rearranging approaches to fi t the cultural 
landscape while at the same time satisfying a diverse range of stakeholder needs and 
requirements. As  Goff man (1959)  so aptly describes, “the image that emerges of the 
individual is that of a juggler and synthesizer, an accommodator and appeaser, who 
fulfi lls one function while he is apparently engaged in another” (p. 40). Th e striking 
contrast between satisfying accountability requirements and providing meaningful 
community-based evaluation thus highlights the dichotomized nature of the evalu-
ator role, a contrast appropriately descriptive in international development work. 

 Th e notion of “critical subjectivity” ( Heron & Reason, 1997 ) also speaks to the 
need for evaluators to be attentive to their roles as collaborators in the co-construction 
of knowledge and to relationships in the program and community context. As  Heron 
and Reason (1997)  explain, “critical subjectivity involves a self-refl exive attention 
to the ground on which one is standing” (p. 7), and to an understanding of self as 
both inquirer and participant. While critical self-refl ection or self-knowledge on 
the part of the evaluator is essential in participatory evaluation contexts, it takes on 
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even greater signifi cance in culturally diverse communities.  Hopson (2002)  further 
refers to the evaluator as ethnographer, a role that requires deliberation around the 
multiple roles, meanings, values, and positions adopted throughout the evaluation 
process. Th e notion of evaluator as ethnographer (particularly in diverse commu-
nity contexts) highlights the need to focus on and understand the sociopolitical 
and cultural complexities of evaluation work. As we noted, our fi ndings abound 
with descriptions of evaluators dividing their allegiances between satisfying funder 
requirements and meeting community needs, oft en requiring the use of two quite 
distinct, divergent, and incommensurate approaches. Given the context, the role of 
the evaluator (questions around who we are, who we are serving, and what values 
and biases guide our practice) matters deeply in international development con-
texts, where the challenges, constraints, and compromises required to meet such a 
profound diversity of needs can be confounding. 

 IV. CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 
 Th e 71 studies included in our review provide a comprehensive overview of the 
published literature on evaluations in international development contexts spanning 
the past 18 years. Our reading and analysis of these studies led to the development 
of fi ve broad themes, all of which help situate the multiple, dynamic, and oft en con-
fl icting expressions of culture in evaluation practice in the Global South. Although 
the fi ve themes (the manifestation of culture along a continuum from explicit to 
implicit, a cultural critique of participatory practice in international development, 
the limits of social constructivist epistemologies and representations of voice, 
evaluation as a cultural practice, and cultural engagement and the multifaceted role 
of the evaluator) cover a very broad cultural and social canvas, they do nonetheless 
highlight some of the key cultural assumptions behind evaluation as it is practiced 
today, particularly in the international setting. 

 In our reading of the literature, we were particularly struck by the incred-
ible diversity of program and community contexts, the range and combination 
of evaluation approaches and methods used, the large number and diversity 
of stakeholders involved across programs, the tension between the notion of 
evaluation as a technocratic, accountability-based mechanism and the notion of 
evaluation as leverage for community change and empowerment, as well as the 
overall lack of consideration given to culture and to the cultural implications of 
evaluation practice across the majority of selected studies. Overall, the studies 
in our sample suggest that development persists from the top down, very much 
externally imposed and accountability driven, rather than as a bottom-up initia-
tive based on the cultural, political, and socioeconomic needs of the community. 
As  Ofi r (2013)  has argued, “these countries have rich cultures with knowledge 
and wisdom spanning thousands of years—oft en as relevant today as ever—that 
have yet to be applied to the fi eld of evaluation” (p. 586). As evaluators, it is thus 
incumbent upon us to recognize local cultures or we threaten to recreate and 
redefi ne the colonizing past ( Verhest, 1987 ). 
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 Numerous scholars and practitioners recognize that an understanding of 
culture and cultural context is central to successful development (see  Crush, 
1995 ;  Escobar, 1995 ;  Eversole, 2005 ;  Hobart, 1986 ). To ensure that evaluation 
does not serve as a means of monitoring and compliance for oppressive policies 
( Kirkhart, 2015 ), it thus becomes essential that discussions about evaluation in 
international development contexts be framed against the broader concepts of 
aid and development ( Ebbutt, 1998 ). Colonialism and development represent 
institutionalized discourses that originated in the West ( Kothari, 2001 ) and thus 
represent Western-based perspectives and frames of meaning. Decolonization, 
according to  Chilisa (2012) , is a “process of conducting research in such a way 
that the worldviews of those who have suff ered a long history of oppression and 
marginalization are given space to communicate from their frames of reference” 
(p. 14). Decolonization extends also to a critique of the Western Academy, to a 
privileging of Western-based approaches to knowledge construction over local, 
Indigenous perspectives ( Denzin & Lincoln, 2008 ;  Smith, 1999 ). In our conceptual 
framework for inquiry (Chouinard, this issue), the epistemological dimension is 
associated with key questions to help disrupt and potentially reframe Western-
based knowledge (e.g., Which forms of knowledge are privileged? Which forms 
are dominant? Which are excluded? Whose perspectives are used in the design 
of the evaluation? Whose voices and perspectives frame the analysis? Whose are 
excluded? What role does the evaluator play in the evaluation? To what extent is 
the evaluator engaged in the process?). 

 Engaging with diff erence cannot be about choosing sides, or privileging 
one perspective over another, but about creating a new space, what  Denzin and 
Lincoln (2008)  might call a “shared, critical space” (p. 5) for transformation and 
change. As  Bhabha (1994)  has argued, 

 Th e borderline work of culture demands an encounter with “newness” that is not 
part of the continuum of past and present. It creates a sense of new as an insurgent 
act of cultural translation . . . an “in-between” space that innovates and interrupts the 
performance of the present. (p. 10) 

 As evaluation becomes more global in its reach and seemingly more tightly cou-
pled with the goals of international aid, it cannot remain immune from the reali-
ties, exigencies, and politics of the development agenda. We recognize that much 
more work is needed to ensure that non-Western perspectives, worldviews, and 
cultures become a key part of the evaluation conversation, and with this issue we 
hope to encourage and inspire this dialogue. 
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 NOTE 
   1  Our use of the term “development” requires clarifi cation. While we acknowledge that 

the term is oft en used to designate a program, a process, or a region, we remain quite 
cognizant of its metaphoric power to impose, defi ne, and prefi gure the ongoing colonial 
relationship between the North and the South. As such, we use it throughout our paper 
descriptively, and principally as a way to designate a historic process.  
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Appendix B. Evaluation Approaches Identified by Authors Across 
Studies (n = 41)

Appreciative Inquiry (n = 2)
Actional Evaluation
Case Study
Collaborative Evaluation
Community-Based Monitoring and Evaluation
Culturally Competent Evaluation
Culturally Responsive Evaluation
Democratic Deliberative Evaluation
Emancipatory Action Research
Empowerment Evaluation
Ethnography
Impact Evaluation
Impact Monitoring and Evaluation
Monitoring and Evaluation
Most Significant Change (n = 2)
Multipartner Evaluation
Outcome Mapping (n = 2)
Participatory Action Research (n = 2)
Participatory Impact Evaluation (n = 3)
Participatory Impact Pathways Analysis
Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (n = 7)
Practical Participatory Evaluation (n = 6)
Participatory Planning, Monitoring, and Evaluation
Participatory Evaluation (n = 13)
Participatory Rural Appraisal (n = 2)
Posttest Design
Process-Oriented Evaluation (n = 4)
Responsive Evaluation (n = 2)
Results-Oriented Evaluation
Randomized Control Trial
Self-Monitoring and Evaluation
SISDEL
Sistematizacion
Social Network Analysis
Stakeholder-Based Evaluation
Summative Evaluation
Survey
Transformative Participatory Evaluation (n = 8)
Transformative Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation
Utilization-Focused Evaluation

Note: While some of the approaches identified are in fact methods (e.g., case study), they are 
listed here because study authors identified them as specific evaluation approaches.



 Getting to the Roots of Evaluation Capacity Building 
in the Global South: Multiple Streams Model to 

Frame the Agenda Status of Evaluation in Turkey 

   Hanife   Cakici   
 United Nations Economic Commission for Africa 

  Abstract:  A growing body of research is investigating the mechanisms to develop 
evaluation capacity in the Global South, but relatively little attention has been given 
to an equally important question: Under what conditions does the need to conduct 
and use evaluations for national decision making become a high priority on the gov-
ernmental agenda? Th is article utilizes Kingdon’s (2003) Multiple Streams Model to 
understand when and how evaluation is pushed higher on the public policy agenda 
in the Global South by using Turkey as a country case. Th is article argues that 
evaluation capacity building in the developing world may not be successful unless 
evaluation is indigenously elevated as a prominent item on the government’s agenda. 
Turkey’s case demonstrates evaluation’s fl eeting agenda status because evaluation as 
a policy solution has not yet become joined to a real problem despite the opening of 
a brief window of opportunity. 

  Keywords:  Evaluation capacity building, Global South, governmental agenda, mul-
tiple streams, Northern-based donor organizations 

  Résumé :  Un nombre croissant de recherches se consacrent aux mécanismes visant 
à renforcer la capacité évaluative des pays du Sud. Cependant, on accorde encore 
peu d’attention à une question tout aussi importante : Qu’est-ce qui fait qu’il devient 
important, pour un gouvernement, de mener des évaluations et d'en tenir compte 
dans la gouverne nationale ? Le modèle d’analyse des courants multiples (multiple 
streams) de J. W. Kingdon (2003) nous permet d’analyser, en prenant le cas de la 
Turquie, quand et comment l’évaluation remonte dans l’échelle des priorités des 
gouvernements des pays du Sud. Cet article suggère que le renforcement des capaci-
tés en évaluation dans les pays en développement aura peu d’impact à moins que 
l’évaluation ne soit considérée absolument prioritaire par les autorités nationales. 
Le cas de la Turquie montre que la position instable de l’évaluation à l’agenda 
politique est due au fait qu’elle n’apparait pas encore comme la solution politique 
à un problème réel, bien qu’une fenêtre d’opportunité politique ait été brièvement 
entrouverte. 
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  Mots clés  :  renforcement des capacités en évaluation, pays de l’hémisphère sud, 
ordre du jour des gouvernements, courants multiples, organismes subventionnaires 
de l’hémisphère nord 

 Th e cross-national transfer of evaluation systems and concepts is considered 
among the most signifi cant changes aff ecting the future of evaluation practice 
( Smith et al., 2011 ). Scholars relate this transfer to the widely accepted assumption 
that evaluations provide decision makers with reliable information as to whether 
public programs and policies are worth the money they cost, whether they should 
be continued, and how they can be improved to meet societal needs ( Bamberger, 
Rugh, & Mabry, 2012 ), which may lead to eff ective and effi  cient use of scarce pub-
lic resources ( Weiss, 1998 ). Th ey hypothesize that evaluations foster both learn-
ing and accountability in eff orts to ameliorate human misery and promote social 
justice if integrated into the decision-making process ( Mark, Henry, & Julnes, 
2000 ). Th e supposition that evaluation has an intrinsic value and is essential in any 
society has therefore accelerated the cross-national transfer of evaluation systems 
and practice ( Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004 ). 

Th e assumption that evaluation advances human betterment—and hence 
is needed everywhere—ultimately generated a desire in many Northern-based 
donor communities to promote evaluation as a decision-making tool. Th is has 
led to eff orts to build evaluation capacity in low- and middle-income countries 
(LMICs)—also known as the Global South or the developing world—where a 
culture of evaluation is historically missing (Carden&Alkin, 2012; Porter, 2013; 
Schwandt et al., 2013). Th e momentum for promoting evaluation as an internal 
governing tool in the Global South has reached a peak with the designation 
of 2015 as the International Year of Evaluation by EvalPartners—an interna-
tional initiative to strengthen national evaluation capacities worldwide (http://
mymande.org/evalyear). Although the empirical investigation of the impact of 
evaluation capacity building (ECB) in the developing world is largely missing in 
the literature, existing anecdotal evidence suggests that the donor community 
has helped demystify evaluation practice and establish evaluation as a necessary 
decision-making tool in many LMICs (Mackay, 2009).

While ECB is gaining political currency in the development landscape, a 
group of scholars have noted that governments in developing countries do not 
necessarily consider evaluation benefi cial for their information needs. Th ey pro-
pose that evaluation is still considered a donor-driven activity because ECB 
activities are designed mainly to evaluate development programs against criteria 
identifi ed by donors to satisfy their own needs (Hay, 2010; Smith, 2012). Furubo, 
Rist, and Sandahl (2002) asserted that evaluation approaches and models were 
disseminated from the Northern-based large aid organizations and added, 

                Latecomers have adopted these ideas, perhaps to show that they also subscribe to 
the modern and rational public management school of thought. But the conclusion 
here is that adherence to these ideas in most cases has been mainly lip service. (p. 17) 

http://mymande.org/evalyear
http://mymande.org/evalyear
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 Th us, some researchers problematized the dominance of Northern aid organiza-
tions in evaluation in the developing world and suggested that as long as these 
organizations are preeminent in driving the evaluation agenda, evaluation will 
remain weak in the Global South ( Carden, 2007 ) and potentially exert colonizing 
privilege as well. Under this scenario, ECB is not likely to establish evaluation as 
a routine, internal part of decision-making processes among governing bodies. 
Th ese researchers have ultimately called for an investigation of mechanisms and 
implications of ECB in the Global South ( Carden, 2010 ;  Tarsilla, 2012 ). 

 Th is article investigates the need for evaluation in the Global South using 
 Kingdon’s (2003)  Multiple Streams Model (also called Agenda Setting Th eory) 
based on the case of contemporary Turkey. I argue that ECB may be needed in the 
Global South, but before this can be accomplished, the need for evaluation should 
fi rst rise indigenously on the national agenda. Agenda Setting Th eory helps situate 
this need in the historical and political context of a developing country isolated 
from Northern metanarratives. Th e application of Kingdon’s model to Turkey 
provides an explanation for evaluation’s failure to achieve agenda status despite a 
brief window of opportunity created by a recent shift  in the national mood. In the 
case of Turkey, a massive problem stream disabled the coupling of evaluation to a 
specifi c problem despite the politically favourable atmosphere, and prematurely 
ended the opportunity for evaluation to indigenously rise on the agenda. 

 Th e purpose of this article is to propose a conceptual framework to explore 
the need for evaluation, which then could be followed by building evaluation 
capacity, in the Global South. Th is article advances the literature on ECB and the 
global expansion of our practice by applying an underutilized political science 
theory to an underinvestigated country in our fi eld. In doing so, the article is 
organized in three sections. First, I provide a brief background on the rhetoric of 
ECB in the Global South, promulgating the assumption that evaluation is essen-
tial in every society. Second, I use  Kingdon’s (2003)  theory to frame the agenda 
status of—need for—evaluation in the global South. In the third section, I apply 
Kingdon’s model to inform our understanding of the rise and fall of evaluation as 
the focus of the government’s attention in Turkey and problematize the success of 
ECB in the country. Th e article concludes with a discussion of the signifi cance of 
the national political context in the global expansion of our profession. 

 THE RHETORIC OF ECB IN THE GLOBAL SOUTH 
 Th e rise and fall of evaluation in governmental aff airs in LMICs is aligned with 
ECB eff orts orchestrated by Northern-based aid organizations ( Carden & Alkin, 
2012 ). ECB in the Global South over the past few decades has occurred largely 
in response to a growing public concern for aid eff ectiveness and use of taxpayer 
money ( OECD, 2010 ). When the Paris Declaration of 2005 strictly emphasized 
mutual accountability for eff ective development results and effi  cient use of funds, 
evaluation resurfaced as a powerful tool. Th e momentum to build and strengthen 
evaluation capacity in partnership with developing countries has since reached 
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an all-time peak ( Segone, 2008 ). Although the Declaration demanded national 
ownership of evaluation systems and practice for in-country decision making, 
the primary responsibility to put evaluation on the decision agenda has still rested 
with the Northern-based donor organizations due to their fi nancial and technical 
capacity ( Dabelstein, 2003 ). Th ey are understood to drive the agenda for evalua-
tion in LMICs to fulfi ll the commitment made in Paris ( Picciotto, 2003 ). 

 Existing accounts of ECB eff orts in LMICs establish three main premises that 
underpin the Northern-aid organizations’ approach to promote evaluation as a 
decision-making tool. First, these organizations attach evaluation to evidence-
based decision making, which is believed to contribute to good governance, and 
to the achievement of Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) ( Segone, 2009 ; 
 World Bank, 2004 ) and now Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Th e argu-
ment is made that improved monitoring and evaluation capacity will improve 
effi  ciency and eff ectiveness of public policies by providing policymakers with 
technically sound and relevant evidence—ideally and epistemologically objec-
tive, credible, and quantitative ( Mackay, 2009 ;  Segone, Sakvarelidze, & Vadnais, 
2009 ; cf.  Hopson et al., 2012 ). Second, despite the conceptual pluralism in what 
constitutes evaluation capacity at a country level ( Rist, Boily, & Martin, 2011 ), the 
Northern-donor community proposes a supply and demand model to promoting 
evaluation. Th ey assume that demand is generated by existing evaluation cultures 
at national ministries and the presence, if any, of national evaluation associa-
tions, incentives, external mandates, and leadership ( Holvoet & Dewachter, 2013 ; 
United Nations Children’s Fund [UNICEF], 2010). On the supply side, they 
seem to focus on knowledge management systems, evaluation tools, models, 
techniques, training and formal education opportunities, as well as funding and 
evaluation standards ( Mackay, 2009 ;  Rist et al., 2011 ). Last but not least, a review 
of the ECB literature suggests that Northern-based organizations tend to strategi-
cally involve partner country representatives in the process to increase ownership 
and utilization of evaluation evidence in national decision making ( Estrella et al., 
2000 ;  Segone, 2009 ). Guided by these premises, aid organizations’ control of the 
evaluation agenda—hence ECB in LMICs—remains largely intact. 

 Despite donors’ continued eff orts, existing literature reveals questions about 
Northern donors’ success in integrating evaluation systems into mainstream 
governmental decision domains in the Global South ( Carden, 2007 ;  World Bank, 
2004 ). On the one hand, aid organizations identify in-country limitations as a 
challenge in transferring evaluation systems and practice to LMICs. From their 
frame of reference, limitations include inadequate in-country demand (and need) 
for evaluations; resistance to results-based management in governments; lack of 
a legal framework and technical skills to support evaluation systems; and recog-
nition of evaluation as a professional career ( Mackay, 2002 ). On the other hand, 
critical researchers propose that imposition of donor values and control in the 
fi eld of evaluation is indeed to blame ( Hay, 2010 ;  Schwandt et al., 2013 ). Th ese 
scholars argue that aid organizations reinforce one-sided accountability, which 
confi nes evaluation systems and practice into the fi nance sector and budgeting 
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initiatives, thus preventing evaluation systems from permeating the entirety of 
political culture ( Kumar, 2010 ;  Schiavo-Campo, 2005 ). Donor organizations are 
oft en criticized for focusing more on accountability rather than learning and eval-
uation in the Global South ( Patton, 2012 ). Moreover, their attempt at stakeholder 
engagement is considered insuffi  cient to remedy the lack of in-country demand to 
utilize evaluations for national decision making ( OECD, 2010 ). Scholars contend, 
as a result, that evaluation’s status on the national agendas of many LMICs has 
been stagnant ( Hay, 2010 ). 

 Th e stagnant state of evaluation in governmental aff airs outside of the Global 
Northern context invited many researchers to problematize the involvement of 
donor organizations in the fi eld. Th ey question whose interests are being served 
by particular evaluation agendas, models, and questions ( Hopson, Kirkhart, & 
Bledsoe, 2012 ;  Schwandt et al., 2013 ;  Sridharan & De Silva, 2010 ). According to 
some, Northern-driven ECB has been merely a technical transfer and thus inad-
equate to remedy the weak demand for public sector evaluations in the developing 
world ( Carden, 2007 ).  Hay (2010)  argues that the enthusiasm among donors for 
building evaluation capacity indeed “camoufl ages .  .  . the declining or stagnant 
state of evaluation in South Asia” (p. 223). Scholars also caution that nationals of 
developing countries might view evaluation as a Western or imperialist notion that 
subjugates and marginalizes local knowledge and styles of decision making ( Bhola, 
2003 ;  Smith, 2012 ). Th us, they advocate for eliminating the monopoly of Western 
institutions and values over the fi eld in LMICs and promote testing all evaluation 
models based on national information needs so that evaluations can meaningfully 
contribute to national decision making ( Schwandt et al., 2013 ), if that. 

 As a solution, these critical scholars support the evolution of Indigenous 
evaluation cultures and capabilities by and for the developing country nationals—
when and if they need it—to self-determine their understanding of social prob-
lems, responses, and ways to create useful knowledge that will contribute to the 
country’s own decision making and social problem solving ( Kawakami et al., 2008 ; 
 Smith, 2012 ). By indigenous, researchers mean “evaluators in diff erent countries 
around the world [who] are developing their own [evaluation] infrastructures to 
support their endeavors as well as their own preferred theoretical and methodo-
logical approaches” ( Chelimsky & Shadish, 1997 , p. xii). Per this defi nition, the 
scholars call for responsiveness to the historical, political, and cultural context of 
the country and welcome reconceptualization of evaluation need and capacity, 
and its valued purposes within that context ( Hay, 2010 ). 

 Although the available research is growing in both volume and importance, 
indigenous evaluation systems and practice in the developing country context is 
a relatively new phenomenon ( Carden & Alkin, 2012 ). It is well understood why 
national governments have the right to self-determine their need for evaluation 
and eventually grow an indigenous evaluation philosophy grounded in their 
unique context. Yet, what remains unclear is how evaluation might rise to a level 
of serious consideration on their agenda in the fi rst place. Under what circum-
stances does the need to conduct and use evaluations become a high priority for 
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national policymakers? What are the lessons from country cases? Despite two 
decades of literature on evaluation in LMICs, little is known about the answers 
to these questions. 

 KINGDON’S MULTIPLE STREAMS MODEL 
 Kingdon’s model is immediately relevant and useful here for understanding how 
evaluation (and need thereof) rises on a national agenda because it provides a 
foundation for the premises of indigenous evaluation systems and practice in the 
global South. Since it was fi rst published in 1984, Kingdon’s  Agendas, Alternatives, 
and Public Policies  has set a precedent for understanding and exploring govern-
ment agenda setting. Kingdon was motivated by a single question: Why do policy 
issues to which decision makers pay serious attention become issues in the fi rst 
place while others never make it to the agenda? Following Kingdon’s lead, this 
article will dwell at length on the question: When does the need for evaluation 
become a high priority on the governmental agenda? For an item to rise on the 
agenda, Kingdon argues that three streams—or processes—of agenda setting must 
converge: the problem, policy, and political streams. Th ese are fully explained in 
the context of Turkey in the following sections of the article. 

  Problem stream . Th e  problem stream  concerns the process of recognizing 
and defi ning a policy problem. Kingdon argues that systematic data and pervasive 
indicators, existing feedback mechanisms, and focusing events might transform 
a mere condition into a recognized problem by policymakers. However, Kingdon 
cautions that problem recognition by policy makers does not guarantee its appear-
ance on a government agenda. For a problem to be placed on the agenda, it needs 
to be important and real, and there should be a widespread impulse among the 
public as well as decision makers to take action to reverse the situation. Having 
said that, Kingdon recognizes that problems are interpretative in nature, involving 
value judgements and representing diff erent perceptions of reality across indi-
viduals and societal groups. Alternatively, a problem might fade from government 
view due to a lack of suffi  cient and timely government action, public frustration 
with the policymaking process, and lack of issue novelty. 

  Policy stream . Th e  policy stream  refers to the process of proposing, dis-
cussing, draft ing, modifying, and developing policy solutions and alternatives. 
Th ese alternatives are developed in policy communities consisting of specialists, 
researchers, consultants, and analysts in a given public policy area within and 
outside of government. To Kingdon, policy ideas and alternatives are signifi cant 
in agenda setting because recognition of a pressing problem is not enough; poli-
cymakers also need to know what to do about them. Policy entrepreneurs, who 
are people committing resources for their pet proposals to get accepted, work to 
educate the general public and policymakers about their ideas and build momen-
tum for their acceptance. Th is is a necessary investment so that when a window 
of opportunity presents itself, policymakers will be more likely to adopt these 
entrepreneurs’ proposals, as they are already accustomed to them. 
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  Political stream . Th e  political stream  refers to political events and factors such 
as “public mood, pressure group campaigns, election results, partisan or ideological 
distributions in Congress, and changes of administration” ( Kingdon, 2003 , p. 145). 
Th ese events create a unique atmosphere that alters policymakers’ attention span 
and level of acceptance or resistance toward a range of policy ideas. Events in the 
political stream may signal the need to attend to a problem and focus policymakers’ 
attention on some particular subjects. In this stream, the governing paradigm to 
build consensus is bargaining. Once bargaining is over and consensus is achieved, 
adopting particular items spreads rather quickly among policymakers. 

 Th e signifi cance of Kingdon’s theory (2003) resides in the argument that “none 
of the streams are suffi  cient by themselves to place an item fi rmly on the decision 
agenda” (p. 178). Since they do not follow one another in a regular and rational 
pattern, they must simultaneously converge at a window of opportunity, which 
moves an item higher on the agenda. Indeed, policy entrepreneurs—as central 
actors with their pet proposals at the ready—conjoin or “couple” these streams at 
an open window whereby their proposal gains the best of chance of coming to real 
action. According to Kingdon, windows open for a short period in either the politi-
cal stream or the problem stream. Th ese windows open mostly in unpredictable 
ways, as their presence or absence depends on participants’ (public, policy entre-
preneurs, and policymakers) perceptions of problems and political events. If one 
of the streams is missing, the agenda status of a subject or an item will be fl eeting. 

 Kingdon’s theory is applicable to our topic as it highlights the infl uence of 
political, historical, and sociocultural context (e.g., policy actors, defi nitions of 
national problems, available policy alternatives, political atmosphere) on identify-
ing topics of national discussion, which the traditional ECB approach, whereby 
evaluation is by default considered as an essential tool, tends to overlook. Th e 
model also alerts us to the limited ability of any government to systematically 
conduct and directly utilize evaluations for their decision making as intended 
and prescribed by Northern donors. It instead proposes that the governing para-
digm of governmental processes (i.e., agenda setting and policymaking) is not a 
rational-comprehensive model operating in isolation from the context of prob-
lems, policy alternatives, and political events. Instead it invites us to investigate 
if, why, and how national policymakers in the developing country (should) pay 
serious attention to a need for evaluation in the fi rst place.  Kingdon (2003)  helps 
us decipher these streams under which evaluation might rise on the national 
agenda before evaluation capacity can be successfully built. 

 AGENDA STATUS OF EVALUATION IN TURKEY 
 Turkey’s geopolitical position between the Global North and South provides a 
unique testing ground for addressing the rise and fall of evaluation on the govern-
mental agenda through Kingdon’s model. Turkey is on the brink of a signifi cant 
political renewal that provides ample opportunity to broaden our scholarly refer-
ences in the fi eld of evaluation. Th e country has recorded major social and human 
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development since the 2001 national fi nancial crisis and the 2008 global economic 
slowdown ( Kim, 2013 ) and is becoming increasingly “prosperous and infl uential in 
regional and global aff airs” ( Bechev, 2011 , p. 5). Th e country’s signifi cant and con-
troversial pro-market political change over the past two decades illustrates the con-
vergence (or lack thereof) of the streams of problem, policy, and politics proposed 
by Kingdon as necessary for focusing the government’s attention on evaluation as a 
solution to pressing problems, mostly related to decision-making practices. 

 Th e literature on existing evaluation systems and practice in Turkey is extremely 
sparse (for an exception see  Cakici, 2014 ) and suff ers from the same problem as the 
general literature on evaluation in the Global South. Of the reports that do exist, 
most are anecdotal in nature and provided by Northern-based aid organizations 
(e.g.,  Russon & Russon, 2000 ). Yet a careful review of available policy documents and 
nongovernmental reports reveals how fl eetingly the nature of evaluation has been the 
focus of attention in Turkish governmental aff airs. In light of Kingdon’s model, Tur-
key’s case demonstrates how evaluation as a policy solution has not become joined 
to a real problem despite the opening of a brief window of opportunity provided by 
political unrest and widespread voicing of political dissent in Turkey. 

 While the political stream provided support for introducing more transpar-
ency and accountability into governmental decision making in Turkey, and evalu-
ation has been fl oating about in the policy stream as a compelling tool—thanks to 
targeted ECB eff orts in line ministries across the government—a massive problem 
stream disabled the complete coupling of these streams. As a result of this failure 
of convergence, Turkey has not fully integrated evaluation practice into its policy 
life cycle ( Aydagül, 2008 ;  Cakici, 2014 ;  Murphy & Sazak, 2012 ;  Sisman, 2012 ). 

  Political stream . A brief window—originating in the political stream—
opened for policy advocates to advance their pet proposals, including evaluation, 
due to a dramatic change in the national mood. From late May until early July 
2013, Turkey was stormed by mass public demonstrations incited by a redevelop-
ment project proposed by the single-ruling party (the Justice and Development 
Party, also known the AK Party government) for the Gezi Park—one of the last 
remaining green spaces in downtown Istanbul. Starting out as an environmental 
protest, the events soon accelerated into an anti-government demonstration. 
Despite its brief lifespan, the Gezi movement’s power to cultivate fertile ground 
for new political possibilities has been widely recognized both in and outside 
of the government ( Bilgic & Kafk asli, 2013 ;  Ete & Tastan, 2013 ;  Kirisci, 2013 ). 
Pointing to the movement’s novelty in changing national mindset, Nilufer Gole, 
a renowned Turkish sociologist, wrote: 

 Th e future of Turkish democracy resides in the credo of this movement, which asks 
that those in power hold their tongues, abstain from moral intrusion and ban violence. 
Th e Gezi movement is reuniting people across ancient divides by rejecting the politics 
of polarization and stigmatization. (2013, p. 14) 

 Although diff erent researchers framed this civilian movement with international 
reach using diff erent terminology, such as  Turkish Spring  or a countrywide cry for 
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legitimacy ( Altinkas, 2013 ), they all highlighted its power to transform ways of 
thinking about governmental processes. 

 Although the detailed implications of Gezi protests for politics and society 
in Turkey are only beginning to appear in the literature, numerous scholars have 
suggested that this broad civilian movement signifi es the change in national mood 
concerning the AK Party government’s style of governance. Th e single-party 
government is believed to have painstakingly yet rapidly transformed Turkey 
into a neoliberal society through hyper-development projects since they came to 
power in 2002 ( Gole, 2013 ). While some have argued that these projects signify 
Turkey’s developmental progress, others have criticized them for destroying natu-
ral and cultural spaces in return for profi t ( Van Pampus, 2013 ). Th e AK Party’s 
so-called authoritarian discourse in planning and programming under the lead-
ership of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan may be the basis for criticisms 
against these development projects and other policies that ultimately triggered 
the protests ( Atay, 2013 ). Two of the most recent studies have provided strong 
empirical support for this contention, exploring activists’ motivation to partici-
pate in the movement and their demands from the government ( Ete & Tastan, 
2013 ;  KONDA, 2014 ). A common fi nding of these studies was that the protestors 
decided to participate in the movement mostly to voice their opposition to the AK 
Party government’s authoritarian governance style that interferes with personal 
liberties ( KONDA, 2014 ;  Tastan, 2013 ). Other respondents criticized the current 
government’s lack of consultation with civil society ( Bilgic & Kafk asli, 2013 ). Sum-
marizing protestors’ demands, Gole writes (2013), “Enjoying a majority rule with 
no real opposition, Erdogan has not hesitated to make major decisions himself 
without deigning to consult those primarily concerned—the citizens—nor his 
political entourage” (p. 13). As a result, the Gezi movement unearthed the shift  in 
climate, a swing in national mood regarding the governmental processes. 

 In line with Kingdon’s theory, this broad anti-government mood indeed 
opened a favourable window for creating receptivity toward certain topics of con-
tention, one of which was inherently related to evaluation. Th e civilian movement 
demanded a response from the AK Party government to certain questions: What 
does the redevelopment project propose? How do the city residents feel about it? 
What is the projected impact? Will residents’ lives improve because of redevelop-
ment? Was the process of project development equitable? Some of these questions 
were descriptive and some were normative, yet all are evaluative in nature. As 
a prominent event in the political stream, the Gezi movement has signalled an 
opportunity for Turkish and international policy entrepreneurs to elevate evalu-
ation on the governmental agenda. Th is was a favourable situation because these 
entrepreneurs in the policy stream have been very active in meticulously paving 
the way to highlight the urgent need for evaluations and increase policymakers’ 
acceptance of evaluation as a governmental tool. 

  Policy stream . Following Kingdon’s lead, it is safe to argue that Turkish 
policymakers have already developed some receptivity to evaluation as a policy 
proposal thanks to fi nancial and technical investment oft en provided by the 
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Northern-development partners. As discussed before, the momentum for pro-
moting good governance, currently regarded as key to successful economic and 
social development in the Global South, has pressured countries to undertake 
performance and outcome assessments of national initiatives sponsored by develop-
ment aid. Offi  cial development assistance (ODA) has long contributed to Turkey’s 
booming free-market economy—accompanied by a democratic, secular, republican 
regime—since the 1960s. Providers of ODA have included individual countries 
such as the United States and Germany, as well as bilateral and multilateral agen-
cies such as the World Bank, the United Nations Development Fund (UNDP), and 
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IRDB) ( Murphy & 
Sazak, 2012 ). In return, international aid has demanded that Turkey participate in 
rigorous monitoring and evaluation (M&E) eff orts to demonstrate eff ectiveness 
and effi  ciency. Th ese eff orts have informed and framed the conceptual and practi-
cal grounding of evaluation in the country (e.g.,  OECD, 2005 ;  UNDP, 2011 ;  World 
Bank, 2011 ). As a part of the policy community in Turkey, Northern donors invested 
their resources to soft en the process of adopting evaluation as a solution to govern-
mental problems in Turkey largely through evaluations of development programs. 

 Th e passage of Public Financial Management and Control Law (PFMC) No. 
5018 (Offi  cial Gazette, December 2003, No. 25326) prompted the initial receptiv-
ity toward integrating evaluation into decision domains in Turkey. In parallel with 
eff orts to fully integrate its members, the European Union (EU) was the driving 
force behind Law No. 5018 by demanding public management reform in Turkey 
featuring result orientation, accountability, and transparency. Th e law mandates 
that every public institution in the country develop and implement a multiyear 
strategic plan that must include a clear vision and mission, measurable objectives, 
and specifi c goals to ensure effi  cient and eff ective resource allocation in accordance 
with national development plans. Th e obligation to plan strategically gave rise to the 
opening of strategic planning departments in almost every line ministry, the estab-
lishment of monitoring and evaluation departments at the Ministry of National 
Education (MoNE) and the Department of Governance and Strategic Management 
at the Ministry of Development ( Cakici, 2014 ). Although the law strictly associates 
evaluation with internal control, audit, and performance-based budgeting (see 
 Yenice, 2006 ), it has set a precedent in Turkish governmental life by envisioning the 
need to install evaluation systems—albeit in a narrowed sense of internal control—
in governmental departments (see  European Commission, 2010 ). 

 To facilitate compliance with Law No. 5018, the Turkish government has 
undertaken several additional capacity-building eff orts at line ministries in part-
nership with national nongovernmental organizations and international donors. 
Th ese eff orts have been supported by ongoing fi nancial support from the EU and 
other development partners. Th e EU’s Strengthening the Capacity of the Ministry 
of National Education Project has been an infl uential project in this sense. Decree 
No. 652, which offi  cially established the fi rst M&E units in MoNE’s history, was 
conceptually grounded in the Green Paper based on this project’s fi ndings. Also 
among these was a project called Monitoring and Evaluation for Development 
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Programs (MEDP), implemented by the Ministry of Development (MoD) and 
supported by the World Bank in 2007–2010 ( European Commission, 2010 ). 
Th e project was initiated to build and strengthen the elements of results-based 
management (IRBM) and citizen responsiveness to be incorporated into the 10th 
National Development Plan ( Stout, 2010 ). Th e project—initially targeting the 
health, environment, and transportation sectors—aimed at improving national 
decision making with policy directions and program adjustments based on moni-
toring and evaluation data. As part of the project activities, World Bank consult-
ants provided a workshop—“M&E for Policy Formulation and as an Integral Part 
of Government Institutions”—to 20 bureaucrats at the MoD and pilot institutions 
( Ilgin, 2010 ). In addition, the World Bank’s  10 Steps to a Results-Based Monitoring 
and Evaluation System  by  Kusek and Rist (2004)  was translated into Turkish ( Ilgin, 
2010 ). Although this project originally targeted national decision making, evalua-
tion systems in Turkey have been envisioned to assist with the macro development 
results framework (MDRF)—a conceptual and practical management tool widely 
used by the Northern aid organizations to deliver and coordinate development 
assistance ( Stout & Rassapan, 2010 ). 

 Despite Turkish policymakers’ relative receptivity toward evaluation, evalu-
ation’s establishment as a viable policy tool to improve decision making has been 
signifi cantly limited.  Kingdon (2003)  argues that it takes considerable time for 
governments to act on proposed ideas. If this is the case, new ideas need to cir-
culate long enough to rise to a level of serious consideration when the window 
opens. Despite the longevity of evaluation’s circulation as a policy tool by donors, 
a signifi cant challenge remains to its survival in the country. Several elements of 
supply for evaluation capacity already exist in the country (e.g., a long-standing 
national planning framework, Law No. 5018 as the legal framework for perfor-
mance management, TurkSTAT as the central database management, the opening 
of strategic development units at line ministries, and initiation of e-government 
infrastructure) ( Cakici, 2014 ;  Stout, 2010 ). Yet available evidence suggests that 
there have been neither systematic mechanisms nor an established mentality to 
necessitate and conduct formal policy or program evaluations due to a perceived 
lack of awareness of the value of evaluation for governmental decisions ( Cakici, 
2014 ). An internal study by the Ministry of National Education found that min-
istry bureaucrats believe strategic planning, monitoring, and evaluation are new 
concepts with which the Turkish governance does not have a long history ( Turk, 
Yalcin, & Unsal, 2006 ). It is argued that Turkey’s quest to modernize and western-
ize has resulted in it embracing many concepts, ideas, and processes from other 
countries, including evaluation, which is inherently a Western concept and tool 
that Turkey appropriated in her eff orts to be a global player ( Cakici, 2014 ). Th e 
concept of evaluation was sporadically borrowed without understanding the con-
text within which it was developed; thus, its value as a policy solution in the Turk-
ish governmental arena has been justifi ably limited. 

 In sum, evaluation has already been circulated as a policy alternative in and 
around government to reform decision-making practices in Turkey, although its 
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survival is still being tested. During and in the aft ermath of the Gezi movement, 
the government’s attention span signifi cantly shift ed, which created an oppor-
tunity for action to push evaluation higher on the decision-making agenda. Yet 
a massive problem stream halted the convergence of all streams when the brief 
opening window demanded a relatively quick response. 

  Problem stream . Th e biggest obstacle standing in the way of Turkish policy 
entrepreneurs pushing evaluation through the window of opportunity cracked open 
by the Gezi movement was the overwhelming array of problems at hand. Simply put, 
the range of problems in Turkey looked more like an ocean rather than a stream. 

 According to  Kingdon (2003) , a problem comes to the attention of policy 
makers through three channels: indicators, a focusing event, and feedback. Yet 
problem statements embrace diff erent meanings because they are value-laden and 
they welcome multiple interpretations. Th is explanation fi ts well with the situa-
tion in Turkey. Ever since the AK Party came to power, numerous scholars and 
thought leaders have cited pervasive indicators demonstrating the magnitude and 
nature of a wide range of problems. Increased income inequality ( Raufoglu, 2010 ), 
an educational gap across socioeconomic, gender, and ethnic lines ( Education 
Reform Initiative, 2014 ), lack of freedom of speech and press, and lack of rec-
ognition of minority rights are a few of these problems ( Research Turkey, 2012 ). 

 Later, the Gezi movement’s crisis language acted as a focusing event that 
redirected everyone’s attention to another range of problems. Although there 
was a widespread impulse to change these conditions, the conceptualization of 
problem(s) diff ered widely. Some agreed with the  Economist ’s claim that “Th e 
real lesson of these events is about authoritarianism: Turkey will not put up with 
a middle-class democrat behaving like an Ottoman sultan” (“Turkey’s Troubles,” 
2013), depicting Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan in a sultan’s robe holding a tear-
gas mask. Echoing these lines, Tayfun Atay, a Turkish professor of social anthro-
pology, argued, “the vacuum of authoritarianism left  by the military bureaucracy 
seemed to be fi lled by the AK Party cadres—essentially the Party replaced the 
military!” (2013, p. 40). Some have pointed to the polarization between religious 
and secular groups as the core problem ( Azak, 2013 ), while others emphasized 
the lack of internationalization of democracy in Turkey ( Fourest, 2013 ). Th is wide 
range of problems in the aft ermath of Gezi protests, as Kingdon rightly cautions, 
has blocked the window to put certain items under the spotlight. 

  Kingdon (2003)  argues that a fragmented policy community may preclude 
the development of a common paradigm and language to understand and discuss 
policy problems and thus may abruptly change the focus of agenda setting. Con-
sistent with Kingdon’s understanding, the AK Party government’s attention has 
been demanded and has refocused on multiple fronts. As a result, it announced the 
so-called “democratization package” in September 2013 as a one-stop solution to 
the wide-ranging problems faced by the government and the people. Th e package 
included such items as the removal of the longstanding 10% electoral threshold, 
the right to political campaigning in the mother tongue, the removal of the head 
scarf ban for public servants working in public institutions, and fi ghting against 
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hate crimes and discrimination ( Hayatsever, 2013 ). Th e package deal fell short of 
addressing the concerns about decision-making practices, for which international 
donor partners have long presented evaluation as a viable solution. In the end, 
Kingdon’s theory helps explain that the polarization across the identifi cation, rec-
ognition, and defi nition of problems in Turkey is the reason that some items rose on 
the agenda while others—including the need for evaluation systems to be integrated 
into decision-making structures—were precluded from being pushed higher. 

 To sum up, the window opened for a short period in Turkey when many 
advocates bombarded the political deliberations with their conceptions of prob-
lems and a plethora of solutions, exhausting the window’s capacity to manage. As 
Kingdon put it, “Th e subject  was  too complex, the problems too numerous, and 
the array of alternatives too overwhelming” (2003, p. 178). Th e window eventually 
closed without coupling the problem stream to the policy and political streams. 
Since evaluation has not organically risen on the Turkish decision agenda as 
a compelling policy alternative, it is safe to argue that ongoing eff orts to build 
evaluation capacity in Turkey by donor organizations will not succeed in fully 
integrating evaluation into decision-making practices. 

 CONCLUSION 
 In addressing the question of when the need for evaluation becomes a high pri-
ority on a governmental agenda, this article critiqued the foundational premise 
of widespread approaches to evaluation capacity building in low- and middle-
income countries; that is, evaluation is, by default, a valued commodity at both 
domestic and international levels ( Russ-Eft  & Preskill, 2009 ), and therefore capac-
ity for conducting and using evaluations should be developed and strengthened. 
It was argued that ECB in the Global South, orchestrated by large, multilateral or 
bilateral donor organizations, may fail to expand the fi eld of evaluation to con-
texts where the practice is historically missing as long as the need for evaluation 
does not rise on a government’s agenda organically or indigenously in response 
to national dynamics. 

 To illustrate this, the article benefi ted from the unique yet underutilized case of 
Turkey where evaluation has yet to be integrated as a form of inquiry into decision-
making practices despite the targeted capacity development eff orts provided by Tur-
key’s donor partners over the years. Th e explanation for the lack of interest in and 
lack of institutionalization of evaluation function in Turkey’s governmental circles 
was hinted at in the argument that agenda setting is a highly context-dependent, 
complex challenge. With this argument in mind, this article built on the work of 
 Kingdon’s (2003)  Multiple Streams Model as a conceptual framework to explore the 
rise and fall of evaluation on Turkey’s agenda. A recent countrywide demonstration, 
known as the Gezi movement, refocused the single-party government’s attention 
on particular agenda items and gave rise to several policy alternatives, including 
evaluation, as solutions to a wide range of national problems. Evaluation did not rise 
to a level of serious consideration at that time, however, due to a lack of coupling, 
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as Kingdon would argue, which largely defeats the purpose of ongoing evaluation 
capacity building eff orts by Turkey’s international donor partners. 

 Kingdon’s theory invites evaluators to be more cognizant about the country 
context (political, historical, cultural, economic, etc.) as they engage with ECB in 
settings outside of the Global North. Evaluation scholars have long argued that 
context plays an essential role in grounding and validating the concept of evalua-
tion in a particular setting for a particular group of people, as well as the ways in 
which it can be conducted and used ( Conner, Fitzpatrick, & Rog, 2012 ;  SenGupta, 
Hopson, & Th ompson-Robinson, 2004 ). Th ey assert that evaluation is a social 
intervention and that its reality is produced in politically, culturally, socially, 
and historically situated contexts ( Hood, Hopson, & Frierson, 2005 ;  LaFrance 
& Nichols, 2008 ;  Mertens, 2008 ;  Smith, 2012 ). As a result, it is suggested that 
evaluators “decolonize” evaluation ( Hopson, Kirkhart, & Bledsoe, 2012 ). Using 
Kingdon’s theory, this article contributes to the quest for decolonization by argu-
ing that governments, as in the case of Turkey, should determine their need for 
evaluation without it being imposed from outside or encouraged by invitation, 
well before discussing the kinds of evaluation systems they desire to establish and 
the capacity gaps they should address. Th is need, as illustrated by the Agenda 
Setting Th eory, is the byproduct of contextual dynamics strategically aligned at a 
window of opportunity. 

 As opposed to self-determination, essentializing evaluation concept and 
practice advances colonizing practices that dominate the governmental discourse 
of developing countries in a particular way but are not, rightfully, fully bought 
into. In  Decolonizing Methodologies ,  Smith (2012)  pointed to this overall essential-
ist tone in Western research and its cognate fi eld of evaluation: 

 Research “through imperial eyes” describes an approach which assumes that Western 
ideas about the most fundamental things are the only ideas possible to hold, certainly 
the only rational ideas, and the only ideas which can make sense of the world, of real-
ity, of social life, and of human beings. It is an approach to indigenous peoples which 
still conveys a sense of innate superiority and an overabundance of desire to bring 
progress into the lives of indigenous peoples—spiritually, intellectually, socially, and 
economically. (p. 58) 

 While the International Year of Evaluation has accelerated the desire to transfer 
evaluation concepts and systems into unadulterated contexts, the challenging 
question of whether and why evaluation is needed in a low- and middle-income 
country should merit serious attention. 
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 Lessons on Decolonizing Evaluation 
From Kaupapa Māori Evaluation 

   Fiona   Cram   
 Katoa Ltd. 

  Abstract:   Kaupapa Māori  is literally a Māori way. It is a reclaiming by Māori 
(Indigenous peoples of Aotearoa New Zealand) of a future that is founded within 
a Māori worldview; a future where cultural knowledge and values inform un-
derstandings of and responses to Māori needs, priorities, and aspirations. Self-
determination, cultural aspirations, and the importance of familial relationships 
and collectivity are among the central elements evident in Kaupapa Māori devel-
opment initiatives. Th e culturally responsive evaluation of these initiatives builds 
upon traditional commitments to information management and the updating of 
Māori knowledge. Kaupapa Māori evaluation looks “inwards” to assess develop-
ment on Māori terms, and “outwards” in a structural analysis of other facilitators 
of and barriers to that development. Aft er more than 20 years of Kaupapa Māori 
evaluation, it is timely to ask what learning might helpfully be shared with other 
Indigenous peoples to support their desire for the culturally responsive evaluation 
of development initiatives they experience. A Kaupapa Māori evaluation lens will 
be described and then used to critique international development evaluation to 
facilitate decolonization. Audiences for this article include development eff orts 
led by the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Aff airs within the South Pacifi c, and 
international development eff orts led by organizations such as UNESCO that are 
developing equity evaluation approaches. 

  Keywords:  decolonizing evaluation, evaluation practices, Indigenous, Kaupapa 
Maori evaluation 

  Résumé :  Kaupapa Māori signifi e littéralement « à la façon des Maoris ». C’est la 
revendication d’un avenir qui soit fondé sur une vision Maori (le peuple autochtone 
d’Aotearoa, la Nouvelle- Zélande); un avenir où la réponse aux besoins, aspirations 
et priorités des Maori serait ancrée dans leurs valeurs et savoir communautaire. 
L’autodétermination, les aspirations culturelles et l’importance des relations famil-
iales et communautaires sont des éléments évidents dans les projets de développe-
ment Kaupapa Māori, et l’évaluation culturellement sensible de tels projets tient 
compte d’un engagement traditionnel envers la gestion de l’information et la mise à 
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jour du savoir maori. L’évaluation Kaupapa Māori regarde « vers l’intérieur » pour 
évaluer le développement en termes maoris, et « vers l’extérieur » pour eff ectuer 
l’analyse structurelle des éléments qui facilitent ou empêchent ce développement. 
Plus de vingt ans après les premières évaluations Kaupapa Māori, il est temps d’en 
tirer des leçons qui profi teront à d’autres peuples autochtones souhaitant une évalu-
ation culturellement sensible de leurs projets de développement. Dans cet article, 
on décrit le fi ltre d’une évaluation « à la façon des Maoris », puis on s’en sert pour 
critiquer l’évaluation en contexte de développement international, dans le but de 
faciliter la décolonisation. Cet article pourra intéresser les intervenants en dével-
oppement qui travaillent dans le Pacifi que Sud sous la houlette du ministère des 
Aff aires étrangères de la Nouvelle-Zélande, et ceux du développement international 
qui relèvent d’organisations comme l’UNESCO et s’eff orcent de mettre au point des 
méthodes d’évaluation équitables. 

  Mots clés :  décolonisation de l’évaluation, pratiques d’évaluation, peuples autoch-
tones, évaluation Kaupapa Maori 

  Kaupapa Māori  literally means doing things a Māori way. It is an assertion of the 
sovereign status of Māori (Indigenous peoples of Aotearoa New Zealand) and an 
expression of certainty that the sustenance and fl ourishing of Māori culture and 
Māori people rests in the ability of Māori to be Māori. Over the past 25–30 years 
a discourse of Kaupapa Māori has permeated government agencies and nongov-
ernmental organizations, leading to the contracting of Kaupapa Māori services 
and programs, the exploration of Kaupapa Māori governance and management, 
and the funding of Kaupapa Māori research and evaluation. Th e last of these, 
Kaupapa Māori evaluation, is the focus of the present article. Th e lessons from 
this Indigenous evaluation practice within Aotearoa New Zealand are explored 
for how they might inform or reinforce evaluation practices within international 
development, especially when Indigenous communities are involved. Th e scene is 
set for this by an initial brief colonial history of Aotearoa New Zealand, followed 
by an overview of Kaupapa Māori theory. Kaupapa Māori evaluation is then de-
scribed, with a deeper exploration of what it means to “be careful”  (kia tūpato)  
within evaluation practice. 

 A COLONIZED LAND 
 When Māori signed the Treaty of Waitangi with British colonizers in 1840, 
they saw the opportunities that newcomers to these lands would bring. Tribes 
gift ed land for the establishment of towns, schools, and hospitals, and for a 
short time commerce fl ourished between Māori and settlers ( Orange, 1987 ; 
 Walker, 2004 ). However, this tide of opportunity soon receded, as treaty guar-
antees of Māori sovereignty and continued tribal possession of lands and other 
treasures were swept aside by successive colonial governments ( Orange, 1987 ). 
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Over the course of the 19th and 20th centuries Māori have faced the brunt of 
sickness, Christianity, warfare, loss of land, and an imposed system of justice, 
welfare, and education ( Cram & Pitama, 1998 ). Th ese colonial assaults under-
mined the Māori land and economic base, suppressed the Māori language, and 
overwhelmed the country with settler numbers that Māori never anticipated 
( Durie, 2001 ). 

 Th ese impacts were not unanticipated by the colonizer, however, as Aotearoa 
New Zealand was one of the last places where the British entered into a treaty with 
Indigenous peoples ( Barker, 2005 ). Experience had taught the British that coloni-
zation imposed high costs upon the fi rst peoples of a land, be it treaty-endorsed 
or not. Unfortunately, any good intentions to treat with the Māori and colonize 
diff erently in Aotearoa New Zealand were undermined by missionaries and their 
“unchristian denial of Māori humanity [that] rationalized and justifi ed their 
project of cultural invasion” ( Walker, 1994 , p. 103). Th e British then had to bend 
to the forces of commerce. By 1840, when Māori chiefs around the country were 
signing the Treaty of Waitangi, the Britain-based New Zealand Company had 
already sold the land out from under the tribes, and settlers were on their way to 
this “new land.” Th ere was some clawback from these presales, but compromises 
were made to ensure that the demands of immigrants could be met. Māori could 
then only sell land to the colonial government, who then sold it on at a profi t to 
fund itself ( Orange, 1987 ). 

 Over time the colonial government suppressed Māori protests about the 
breaking of treaty promises by many means, including the denial of services, leg-
islative restrictions, warfare, and  raupatu  (confi scation of land). Th e collapse of 
the Māori population over the course of 19th-century colonization was especially 
severe because Māori were dispossessed of their lands ( Kunitz, 1994 ). Th e tak-
ing of land made Māori poor and more susceptible to diseases, destroyed Māori 
social networks ( Kunitz, 1994 ), undermined cultural knowledge ( King, 1996 ), and 
demoralized Māori ( Orange, 1987 ). 

 Th is is not a unique story. Variations of this colonization experience have 
occurred in many lands, for many peoples, over many centuries ( Alfred, 2005 ; 
 Barker, 2005 ;  Mertens, Cram, & Chilisa, 2013 ).  Chilisa (2012 , p. 18) lists these 
others as coming from 

 historically oppressed groups, marginalized and labeled, former colonies, descend-
ants of slaves . . . those people in the third world, fourth world, developing countries, 
or those pushed to the margins on the basis of their gender, race/ethnicity, disabil-
ity, socioeconomic status, age, religion, or sexual orientation, and immigrants and 
refugees. 

 Indigenous peoples and others who have been marginalized and excluded know 
what it feels like “to be present while your history is erased before your eyes” 
( L. T. Smith, 1999 , p. 29). When Māori chiefs signed the Treaty of Waitangi in 
1840, Captain Hobson shook each one’s hand and said, “He iwi tahi tātou” (We 
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are [now] one people). While Māori may have understood the sentiment behind 
Hobson’s statement as many peoples coming together to make a nation ( Metge, 
2010 ), the reality turned out to be a colonial government committed fi rst to the 
assimilation and then to the integration of Māori into colonial society. Th ese 
antisovereignty agendas for Māori left  their mark in the wide-ranging dispari-
ties that Māori continue to experience through to the present day ( Ministry of 
Health, 2015 ;  Robson & Harris, 2007 ). When Māori leaders considered these 
disparities at the 1984 Hui Taumata (Māori Economic Summit), their conclu-
sion was that assimilation and integration had not worked for Māori, and that 
the intervention needed to bring about positive changes for Māori well-being 
was for Māori to be Māori. Kaupapa Māori theory and Kaupapa Māori evalu-
ation have been part of the ensuing movement to reclaim a Māori sovereign 
position where being Māori is seen as normal, and decolonization is about 
honouring the Treaty of Waitangi, decentring colonial ownership of Aotearoa 
New Zealand, and returning Māori land ( Cram, Kennedy, Paipa, Pipi, & Wehi-
peihana, 2015 ). 

 KAUPAPA MĀORI 
 Th e term Kaupapa Māori literally means a Māori way, and refers to Māori-
defi ned philosophies, frameworks, and practices. Kaupapa Māori derives from 
distinctive cultural epistemological and metaphysical foundations ( Nepe, 
1991 ) that frame and structure how Māori think and practice ( L. T. Smith, 
1996 ). Contemporary expressions of Kaupapa Māori theory connect Māori 
sovereignty to Māori survival and cultural well-being, stress that this cultural 
survival is imperative, and take for granted that being Māori is both valid and 
legitimate ( G. H. Smith, 1990 ,  2012 ). Six principles were at the core of Kaupapa 
Māori when it was developed within the academy:  Tino rangatiratanga  (Self-
determination),  He taonga tuku iho  (Cultural aspirations),  Ako  (Culturally 
preferred pedagogy),  Kia piki ake i nga raruraru o te kainga  (Socioeconomic 
mediation),  Whānau  (Extended family structure), and  Kaupapa  (Collective 
philosophy) ( G. H. Smith, 1990 ; see  Cram, Kennedy, et al., 2015,  for an over-
view of these principles). More recently, two additional principles have been 
proposed:  Te Tiriti o Waitangi  (Treaty of Waitangi) and  Āta  (Growing respect-
ful relationships) ( Pohatu, 2005 ). 

 Kaupapa Māori also opens up avenues for approaching and critiquing a colo-
nial worldview that constructs Māori disparities as personal defi cits. 

 Kaupapa Māori has its roots in two intellectual infl uences—the validity and legitimacy 
of Māori language, knowledge and culture, as well as critical social theory. And this 
critical tradition demands we pay attention . . . to structural analysis . . . and to every-
day practice, both of which inform the other. ( G. H. Smith, 2012 , p. 12) 

 Kaupapa Māori initiatives within education, health, justice, and other fields 
are now funded by government agencies and tribal organizations. While these 
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initiatives are governed by Māori and delivered according to Māori cultural 
values and practices, they are often for the whole-of-the-community rather 
than exclusively for Māori ( Grennell & Cram, 2008 ). For example, Māori 
primary health organizations provide health services to their community, 
while Māori universities enroll a diversity of students who find the kaupapa 
(agenda) of the institutions compatible with their own values and aspirations. 
Kaupapa Māori evaluation provides a culturally responsive way of assessing 
the success of these initiatives, and also the success of “mainstream” initia-
tives that often deliver to Māori constituencies ( Cram, Kennedy, et al., 2015 ). 
Kaupapa Māori evaluation is, simply, evaluation undertaken by Māori, for 
Māori, with Māori. 

 Evaluation practices with Māori have not always been able to represent 
their lived realities or endorse their right to be Māori ( Hamerton, Mercer, 
Riini, McPherson, & Morrison, 2014 ). Instead, representations have often 
been, for example, based on the stereotyped understandings of the evaluators, 
and the deficit-based views held of the Indigenous peoples by the dominant 
culture ( Kawakami, Aton, Cram, Lai, & Porima, 2007 ). Even in recent memory 
Māori communities can recall their negative experiences with non-Māori 
researchers and evaluators, and the harmful consequences of their represen-
tations of Māori realities that reinforced notions of deficits from colonizer 
“norms” that were seen as problematic differences and in need of adjustment 
( L. T. Smith, 1999 ). Like other Indigenous evaluators, Māori evaluators seek-
ing to bring culturally responsive evaluation theories and methodologies to 
bear on the evaluation of Māori initiatives often stumble upon and have to 
negotiate a history of a community’s negative experiences with research and 
evaluation ( LaFrance & Nicols, 2010 ;  National Collaborating Centre for Abo-
riginal Health, 2013 ). 

 Seven community-up research practices written about by Linda  Smith (1999 , 
 2006b ) and by Cram and colleagues ( Cram, 2001 ,  2009 ;  Cram & Phillips, 2012 ; 
 Kennedy & Cram, 2010 ;  Pipi et al., 2004 ) provide practice guidance for Kaupapa 
Māori evaluation (Table 1). Th e practices endorse Māori assumptions about col-
lective interdependence forged through  whakapapa  (genealogy) and other forms 
of connectedness with each other, with the environment, and with the cosmos 
( Henry & Pene, 2001 ). Th e practices provide guidance about the respect and 
care that need to be demonstrated within Kaupapa Māori evaluation in order 
for cultural and professional relationships to be strengthened so that all those 
involved are “enriched, empowered, enlightened and glad to have been part of it” 
( Mead, 2003 , p. 318). As part of a decolonization project the practices reinforce 
a Māori “economy of aff ection” as a form of resistance to the colonizer’s capitalist 
“economy of exploitation” ( Henry & Pene, 2001 ).   

  Cram, Kennedy, and colleagues (2015)  provide an overview of these practices 
within Kaupapa Māori evaluation. Th e fi ft h of these practices—Kia tūpato—is 
expanded upon here to examine what it means to precede with care in a Kaupapa 
Māori evaluation. 
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 KIA TŪPATO—BE CAREFUL 
 In her 1999 book  Decolonizing Methodologies , Linda Smith listed  Kia tūpato—be 
cautious —as one of seven sayings that “refl ect just some of the values that are 
placed on the way we behave” ( L. T. Smith, 1999 , p. 120) as researchers and evalu-
ators. Shortly aft erwards I expanded upon the relevance of these seven sayings for 
 Kaupapa Māori  (by Māori, for Māori) research, saying of  Kia tūpato  that it was 
“about being politically astute, culturally safe and refl exive about our insider/out-
sider status” ( Cram, 2001 , p. 46). Linda  Smith (2006a , p. 12) added that  Kia tūpato  
“is also a caution to insiders and outsiders that, in community research, things 
can come undone without the researcher being aware or being told directly.”  Kia 
tūpato  might therefore be considered to be so much more than its oft en-used 
translation of “Be careful.” Th is conclusion may, however, underestimate what 
“being careful” requires in terms of understanding etiquette and being able to move 
with politeness within any culture. Th e three characteristics of being careful—
being politically astute, culturally safe, and refl ective about insider/outsider 
status—guide this next discussion. 

 A short vignette about a recent evaluation of the InZone Project (IZP) 
opens each section ( Cram, Sauni, Kennedy, Field, McKegg, & Pipi-Takoko, 
2015 ). Terrance Wallace, a youth pastor and community worker from Chicago, 
began IZP in 2011 to provide Māori and Pasifi ka (from the Pacifi c Islands, Poly-
nesia, who reside in  Aotearoa  New Zealand) young men with an opportunity 

  Table 1.  “Community-Up” Approach to Defi ning Research Conduct 

Cultural Values (L. Smith, 1999) Researcher Guidelines (Cram, 2001)

Aroha ki te tangata Have respect for people—allow people 
to defi ne their own space and meet on 
their own terms

He kanohi kitea Be a face that is known and seen within 
a community

Titiro, whakarongo … kōrero Look and listen (and then maybe 
speak)—develop understanding to fi nd 
a place from which to speak

Manaaki ki te tangata Share, host, and be generous
Kia tūpato Be careful—be politically astute, 

culturally safe, and refl ective about 
insider/outsider status

Kaua e takahia te mana o te tangata Do not trample on the status or dignity 
of a person

Kia māhaki Be humble—do not fl aunt your 
knowledge; fi nd ways of sharing it

  Source . Adapted from L.  Smith (2006b , p. 12, Diagram 1) 
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to live in-zone so they can attend a prestigious secondary school, Auckland 
Grammar School. 

 Political Astuteness 

 Before beginning the evaluation of IZP the evaluators sought to understand why the 
initiative was needed. Th e views of the IZP founder were sought and research, strategy, 
and policy related to Māori and Pasifi ka education were accessed and read. Explana-
tions were developed for the disparities in the educational success experienced by Māori 
and Pasifi ka secondary school students, and the history of Māori engagement with 
church boarding schools was examined. It was also important to note that the zoning 
for Auckland Grammar School prevented the majority of Māori and Pasifi ka students 
from attending the school as their families could not aff ord housing in the expensive in-
zone suburbs. Our questioning continued during the mixed method evaluation: students, 
families, key informants, and school and hostel staff  were asked “why” IZP was needed, 
and media representations of the initiative were examined for answers to the same ques-
tion. Th e answers helped expand the evaluators’ understanding of what success looked 
like; namely, that it was more than access to a prestigious secondary school, it was also 
about Māori and Pasifi ka young men succeeding in many aspects of their lives, including 
educational achievement, while having their cultural identity nurtured and their aspira-
tions for themselves, their families, and their communities supported. 

 Kaupapa Māori evaluation calls upon evaluators to have a nuanced under-
standing of the social, cultural, and political context for their evaluation work 
( Ormond, Cram, & Carter, 2006 ). Th e very brief history of the colonization of 
Aotearoa New Zealand and the development of a Māori agenda (of  being  Māori) 
outlined at the start of this article implicates colonization in the marginalization 
and vulnerability of Māori, and highlights the importance of interventions and 
development that reclaim a sovereign space for Māori to be Māori.  Cram (2015)  
asserts that this includes inquiring about whose agenda is being served by the 
initiative being evaluated; for example, how the “problem” that the initiative is 
seeking to address was identifi ed, whether the “problem” is a priority for key 
stakeholders (e.g., community members), and if key stakeholders were involved in 
the development of the initiative. In addition, the institutions funding programs 
and program evaluation are oft en the same ones implicated in the colonization 
of Indigenous peoples ( Malezer, 2013 ). Kaupapa Māori evaluators need to have 
“an active awareness of the extent to which . . . government agencies and affi  li-
ated institutions have oppressed, discriminated against, and engaged in culturally 
biased practices with these communities” ( Kelley, Belcourt-Dittloff , Belcourt, & 
Belcourt, 2013 , p. 2146). 

 A key lesson for evaluators is about seeking out the “root causes” of the prob-
lem that any initiative they are evaluating is purporting to address. For example, 
if a Māori parenting program is being evaluated, then evaluators might enquire 
about whether the over-representation of Māori children in child maltreatment 
statistics can be explained in a more nuanced way than a simple attribution to bad 
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parenting. A theory of the problem that is co-designed with an organization and 
their community will unpackage layered explanations and perhaps also culturally 
responsive solutions and desired outcomes. 

 Indigenous people argue that [child maltreatment statistics are] the result of a com-
bination of factors, including assimilationist policies of colonial governments leading 
to the fragmentation of families, inequitable distribution of the goods and resources 
of society . . ., systemic racism of a child welfare protection system imposing white 
middle-class notions of family and child-rearing upon indigenous families, and ra-
cial bias in reporting of maltreatment and in child welfare agency decision-making. 
( Cram, Gulliver, Ota, & Wilson, 2015 , p. 2) 

 Māori are oft en confronted by “wicked problems” ( Rittel & Webber, 1973 ) that 
have a complex etiology and require multilayered interventions. Overlooking this 
complexity puts evaluators (and others) at risk of endorsing assimilationist or in-
tegrationist agendas and the ongoing colonization of Indigenous peoples. Asking 
aft er such issues when stakeholders in various positions of power or powerless-
ness might have confl icting answers requires evaluators to have a “thirst for [this] 
knowledge and the courage to pursue it” ( Ormond et al., 2006 , p. 181). 

 In their Kaupapa Māori evaluation of a “Healthy Eating, Healthy Action” 
program,  Hamerton et al. (2014)  describe the rationale for the initiative, begin-
ning with an acknowledgement of Māori as  tangata whenua  (Indigenous people 
of Aotearoa New Zealand). Th ey off er a multilayered explanation for Māori health 
disparities that includes social and economic factors. Th is then allows them to 
manage the expectations of the program they are evaluating, including proposing 
a theory of change that is aligned with people’s lived realities. 

 While it is not possible for health programmes to directly address structural factors 
that lead to health inequalities, one implication is that programmes need to be tar-
geted at the level of the family or community while not neglecting the importance of 
individual change. ( Hamerton et al., 2014 , p. 61) 

 Developing explanatory pathways and surfacing root causes may also increase the 
chances that evaluation can be part of a broader decolonization agenda. Th e odds 
of this can be improved by evaluators asking themselves and those they are work-
ing with pointed questions, such as these three adapted from Linda  Smith (2006b) : 

 • How can we decolonize evaluation so that it serves Indigenous peoples 
better? 

 • How do we create evaluation spaces that allow Indigenous stories to be 
told and heard? 

 • How do we use evaluation to destabilize existing power structures that 
hold Indigenous peoples in the margins? 

  Penehira and Doherty (2013)  conclude their Kaupapa Māori evaluation of an 
adaptation of Mellow Parenting for Māori mothers by endorsing the importance 
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of culturally responsive programs. Th ey also call for a reduction of the barriers 
to such programs and services being delivered in the community. Th ese conclu-
sions are founded upon their understanding of the problem that the program 
adaptation was aiming to address. Th is included the highlighting of individual 
and institutional racism as well as the existence of “successful traditional Māori 
parenting practices . . . in the 1800s and before signifi cant contact with Europeans” 
( Penehira & Doherty, 2013 , pp. 371–372). 

 Cultural Safety 

 Th e IZP evaluation began with a formal welcome for three of the evaluators by the young 
men and staff  in the IZP hostel. Th is was an opportunity for the evaluators to introduce 
themselves—where they were from (i.e., their genealogical connections) as well as their 
motivations and expertise—and to provide a brief introduction to the evaluation itself. 
Karakia (prayer) also played a role in this welcome. Th is seemed most appropriate, as 
the large open room where the welcome was held also functioned as the hostel’s chapel. 
Th ese rituals of encounter were repeated in more intimate ways in face-to-face encoun-
ters with the young men and with others who were involved in the evaluation (e.g., their 
families, hostel staff , key informants). Introductions between the evaluators and those 
they encountered were about acknowledging connections and inviting people to partici-
pate in the evaluation of IZP. 

 Kathy  Irwin (1994 , p. 27) describes how researchers and evaluators should 
engage in processes that are “culturally safe”; in other words, processes “where 
Māori institutions, principles and practices [are] highly valued and followed.” 
Being careful is therefore about being  tika  (right), which comes from being guided 
by  tikanga  (cultural rules and protocols) so there is a shared understanding of 
roles, responsibilities, and expectations ( Mead, 2003 ). 

 Māori are careful not to trample over etiquette, and others move in like bulls in so 
many china shops and break so many cups. ( Rangihau, 1992 , p. 185) 

 Moving in alignment with protocol requires an understanding of Māori culture, 
as well as knowledge about tribal variations within that culture. Th e mentor-
ship of  kaumatua  (elders) is an important part of  Irwin’s (1994)  defi nition of 
Kaupapa Māori research, while  Pipi and colleagues (2004)  described the senior 
Māori women in their evaluation team as having the cultural expertise to keep 
the team and their work culturally safe. Part of this cultural safety is knowing 
how to appropriately identify the connectedness between people ( Bishop, 1996 ; 
 Kerr, 2012 ). Th e relationships that are forged or strengthened for an evaluation 
through cultural rituals of encounter are the foundation upon which all other 
evaluative activities take place, because the Māori world is these relationships 
( Marsden, 1992 ). 

 Th e spiritual safety aspect of Kia tūpato was more intensively spoken about 
during a recent  wānanga  (discussion forum) of Māori and  Pasifi ka  (New Zea-
landers of Pacifi c Island descent) evaluators ( Kennedy, et al., 2015 ). In this forum 



Lessons on Decolonizing Evaluation From Kaupapa Māori Evaluation 305

CJPE 30.3, 296–312 © 2016doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.3.04

evaluators talked about taking care by ensuring they were prepared and in a good 
state of mind to undertake an evaluation, and also that they were responsive to 
the context they were in and the people they were with. 

 Part of fi nding this quiet place is about the rituals that take place in our encounters 
when I’m oft en asking people how they would like to begin. Part of this is about me 
not wanting to impose spirituality on a situation that may be inappropriate, and part 
of it is about wanting to acknowledge the  rangatiratanga  [sovereignty] of those I’m 
with to both protect and direct the context. (F. Cram, as quoted in  Kennedy et al., 
2015 , pp. 160) 

 Th e maintenance of everyday, customary practices such as  karakia  (prayer) are 
protective and refl ective mechanisms for evaluators when practiced privately. 
Th ey are also an important part of how people engage with one another and, as 
stressed in the quote above, heed should be taken of the  tikanga  (protocols) of the 
host organizations and communities. 

 Th e late Irihapeti  Ramsden (1988)  coined the term “Cultural safety,” or  Kawa 
whakaruruhau , within nursing education so that nurses would graduate with a 
critique of colonization and its impact upon Māori health. For Ramsden cultural 
safety was more about nurses having an understanding of how Māori patients 
are positioned within the power structures of our society rather than them 
having an intimate understanding of culture and protocols. In a similar vein 
 Symonette (2004)  proposed a broader understanding of the concept of cultural 
competency. Th e fi rst component, “Inside/Out,” requires evaluators to develop 
an understanding of power and privilege hierarchies, including how they and 
others are located within these hierarchies. Th e second component, “Outside/In,” 
encompasses the development of “diversity-relevant knowledge and skills.” Th ese 
two components—colonial critique and cultural knowledge—should therefore 
complement one another in Kaupapa Māori evaluation, as they do in Kaupapa 
Māori theory (see above). 

 Insider/Outsider Refl exivity 

 Th e welcome at the hostel for the evaluators was a time for the young men to meet the 
evaluators who they would be interacting with the most: a senior Māori male evaluator 
and a senior Samoan male evaluator. Th e involvement of these evaluators recognized 
their skill and expertise as well as the evaluation context of the IZP hostel that was 
largely male and Māori and Pasifi ka. Th ese evaluators also remembered their own 
secondary education and the struggles and triumphs they had experienced. So while 
they were older than the young men in the hostel, they were insiders by virtue of their 
sex, ethnicity, and life experiences. Th ey could also be considered insiders because 
they were matua (uncles) within their cultures. In addition, the Samoan evaluator 
had been involved with the hostel in its previous life as part of a church-based initia-
tive to provide a base for Māori and Pasifi ka young men learning trades. It was also 
acknowledged that the young men in the hostel were of a new generation, facing new 
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challenges while living away from home, and attending a prestigious secondary school 
where the demands upon them were great. Th e task of the evaluators was therefore to 
acquaint themselves with the lived reality of these young men and seek to represent it 
well within the IZP evaluation. 

 Trinh  Minh-ha (1989 , p. 74) writes that when we speak about the cultural 
group we belong to we need to do so by looking “in from the outside while also 
looking out from the inside.” Linda  Smith (1996)  illustrates the complexity of 
doing this by writing about the layers of similarity and diff erence that occurred 
for her as a Māori woman carrying out research with Māori women: 

 I was at three levels at least an “insider” as a Māori, as a woman and as a mother and 
at another set of levels an “outsider,” as a postgraduate student, as someone from a 
diff erent tribe, and as an older mother and as someone who actually had a partner. 
(pp. 197–198) 

 Within research and evaluation the insider/outsider issue is discussed in at least 
two ways. Th e fi rst is that illustrated above, of the dilemma a Kaupapa Māori 
evaluator faces when they are conducting evaluation within their own community 
and needing to negotiate the many ways in which they are simultaneously both 
an insider and an outsider on multiple, interacting levels ( Kerstetter, 2012 ). Th is 
insider/outsider dilemma is described as the positionality of the evaluator and is 
most oft en discussed in relation to qualitative methodologies. 

 It’s very hard working in your home community . . . Th ey really hold you to what you 
say and it’s not just that they hold you, you hold yourself because you just have this 
real sense of responsibility. To do what is right for them, represent them in a way that 
is fi ne with them and fi ne with the institution. It’s a lot of work in your mind to get 
that settled so that you’re at peace with it. (A. Ormond, quoted in  Ormond, Cram, & 
Carter, 2006 , p. 185) 

 Th e second way is the discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of be-
ing an insider/internal evaluator compared to an outsider/external evaluator 
( Conley-Tyler, 2005 ). Th is discussion is more focused on being internal to an 
organization and conducting the evaluation from the “inside” than on racial/
ethnic concordance or an evaluator’s genealogical relationships with those they 
are evaluating. 

 Th e positionality of an evaluator and the negotiation of insider/outsider 
status is undertaken initially through the acknowledgement of  whakapapa  (genea-
logical) connections. As  Keefe-Ormsby (2008)  notes, however, a whakapapa 
connection will only open a door. Th e journey that happens through that door 
also depends very much on the evaluator’s professionalism. Th is professionalism 
is about the development of a trust relationship within which all informants are 
acknowledged as holders of expert knowledge about a program and listened to 
and engaged with respectfully ( Hamerton et al., 2014 ). 
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 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 In Aotearoa New Zealand, colonization led to Māori land and resources being 
confi scated and redistributed to non-Māori newcomers, with a resulting status 
quo of Māori marginalization and disparities across numerous outcome areas. 
Prior to the invigoration of Kaupapa Māori, evaluation was oft en associated with 
the justifi cation of this status quo, with Māori seen as “failures” within colonial 
systems of education, justice, health, and so on and needing to change to be a 
better fi t if “success” was to be achieved ( Battiste, 2000 ).  Nobles (1991)  described 
this as scientifi c colonialism and presented it as a companion of, and oft en the 
supportive mechanism for, political colonialism. Kaupapa Māori arose out of a 
belief that Māori being Māori is a pathway to Māori revitalization. Stemming 
from this, Kaupapa Māori evaluation is the assertion that the evaluation of Māori 
initiatives should be undertaken by, with, and for Māori. Th is philosophical stance 
is backed up by seven practice principles, one of which—Kia tūpato—has been 
reviewed here for lessons that might be useful for those undertaking evaluations 
with Indigenous and other vulnerable groups involved in development projects. 

 Th e extension of a Kaupapa Māori stance to an international development 
context indicates that Indigenous people have a right to have programs and 
services developed by Indigenous people in response to their own needs, priori-
ties, and aspirations in their own communities, and to have these programs and 
services evaluated by Indigenous evaluators. Th e right of Indigenous peoples to 
these things comes from their status as fi rst peoples of the land, and is reinforced 
in the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples ( United 
Nations, 2007 ) as well as various local and international treaties, conventions, and 
declarations ( Cram & Mertens, 2015 ). Unfortunately many Indigenous peoples 
have been subjected to some combination of colonization, marginalization, seg-
regation, and impoverishment. If “colonialism teaches people to think that they 
are someone else” ( Daes, 2000 , p. 3), then the part that evaluation can play in 
decolonization is allowing Indigenous peoples to know and to be Indigenous. As 
Linda  Smith (1999)  writes, decolonization is about seeing Indigenous peoples as 
fully human. Th us the fi rst Article of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights 
of Indigenous Peoples is about being human: 

 Indigenous peoples have the right to the full enjoyment, as a collective or as individu-
als, of all human rights and fundamental freedoms as recognized in the Charter of the 
United Nations, the Universal Declaration of Human Right and international human 
rights law. ( United Nations, 2007 , Article 1) 

 Th e examination of Kia tūpato—being careful within Kaupapa Māori  evaluation—
has highlighted some ways in which evaluators can be part of a decolonization 
project that has at its heart an “economy of aff ection” and a desire to showcase 
Indigenous peoples as fully human: 

 1. Acknowledge the sovereign status of Indigenous peoples regardless 
of the forces that seek to undermine that status. At the same time be 
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aware of those forces and understand how the Indigenous peoples in any 
 territory—whether they live as a majority within their own lands or in 
minority spaces among other ethnic groups—are positioned within the 
power structures that govern that territory. A knowledge of the history 
of any territory should be gained before an evaluation is begun. 

 2. Seek to understand and describe a theory of the problem for an initia-
tive that is being evaluated. Strongly resist the urge to take for granted 
a funder’s version of why an intervention might be needed. Instead ask 
“why?” questions that enable local informants to describe their under-
standings and talk about their explanations. When  Jones (2008)  did this 
within a Native American community, he built a layered picture of the 
root causes and pathways to domestic violence. When this understand-
ing surfaced, the community came to new understandings of its own 
circumstances and was then able to make suggestions about what types 
of interventions might be helpful. 

 3. Be mindful of the cultural protocols of Indigenous peoples, especially 
rituals of fi rst encounters. Seeing people as fully human is about respect-
ing that evaluators will oft en be visitors to their place and should be 
mindful of the manners they need to display to negotiate that space. Do 
the homework and preparation needed so that insults are not off ered, 
and the relationships needed for the evaluation to proceed are started 
under good circumstances. Consider using intermediaries such as elders 
to enable encounters to be conducted according to local custom and 
protocol. 

 4. Acknowledge your insider/outsider status, along with any motivations 
to be involved in the evaluation. 

 Th ere are tensions in pulling these lessons out from Kaupapa Māori evalu-
ation philosophy and practice. It is eff ectively taking an internal—by Māori, for 
Māori, with Māori—evaluation model and applying it to what will most likely 
be non-Indigenous evaluation practice within Indigenous settings. While the 
number of Indigenous evaluators is increasing, they are unlikely—in the short 
term—to be able to meet the demands for the evaluation of programs and services 
for Indigenous peoples. It is important, then, for Indigenous peoples to be able to 
rely on non-Indigenous evaluators to be on their side in terms of their knowledge 
and understanding of, and ability to represent Indigenous realities. Th is is not 
necessarily news, as other evaluators writing about development evaluation have 
expressed their views on the importance of evaluators walking and working along-
side Indigenous peoples ( Hopson, Kirkhart, & Bledsloe, 2012 ;  Mertens, 2012 ). Th e 
inter-evaluator agreement within this wider conversation holds the promise that 
evaluation can and will contribute to decolonization. 

 Nāu te rourou nāku te rourou ka ora ai te iwi   

 With your basket and my basket the people will live 
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  Abstract:  Eff orts at making evaluation culturally relevant have become central to 
evaluation discourses globally. However, global attempts at culturally responsive 
practice have not succeeded in incorporating African voices. Th is article discusses 
African perspectives on decolonization and indigenization of evaluation. It further 
provides a description of an African relational evaluation paradigm as a basis for 
originating evaluation practices and theories rooted in African world views, and pro-
vides examples of evaluation studies that illustrate relational evaluation approaches. 
It makes claims for an African evaluation tree metaphor that features approaches to 
evaluation in Africa by African theorists. 
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  Résumé :  Partout dans le monde, la volonté de donner à l’évaluation une pertinence 
culturelle est au centre des discours sur l’évaluation. Mais les tentatives mondiales 
pour mettre en place des pratiques sensibles à la culture n’ont pas encore réussi à 
intégrer les voix africaines. Cet article présente certains points de vue africains sur la 
décolonisation et l’indigénisation de l’évaluation. Il décrit également un paradigme 
africain d’évaluation relationnelle pouvant servir de fondement à des pratiques et à 
des théories de l’évaluation enracinées dans une vision du monde africaine, et illustre 
par des exemples certaines approches de l’évaluation relationnelle. Nous proposons 
la métaphore africaine de l’arbre d’évaluation, qui s’appuie principalement sur des 
méthodes d’évaluation conçues en Afrique par des théoriciens africains. 
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 We begin this article with the argument that evaluation is a lens through which 
judgements are made and standards are set about what should be considered 
real program outcomes, what knowledge measures that reality, and what values 
support the evaluation practice. Monitoring and evaluation further regulate the 
implementation of programs, what evaluators should see, and how they should 
measure and report what they see. In developing countries, evaluation has become 
the worst instrument of epistemological imperialism: an attempt to determine the 
kinds of facts to be gathered, the appropriate techniques for gathering and theoriz-
ing the data, and the generation of reports based on these marginalizing research 
processes. Unlike research where there is a choice on using knowledge that is 
generated, evaluation has accountability and utilization of evaluation results as 
one of its objectives. As a practice, evaluation thus makes compelling judgements 
about the realities judged as relevant to measure accountability and about ways 
to improve interventions. 

 In debating the role of culture in international development, one of the 
questions that we need to address is whether the evaluation inquiry para-
digms are culturally neutral. Is it possible that the methods and procedures 
employed in evaluation are still culturally biased, racist, and still trapped 
in the historical moment dominated by global capitalism and its profit goals, 
therefore still recycling what  Bhabha (1994)  calls “colonial nonsense” about 
the “other”? Culture is lived realities (the nature of ontology), knowledge 
systems (epistemology), and values (axiology). There is compelling reason 
to debate the assumptions about the nature of reality (ontology), knowl-
edge (epistemology), and values (axiology) that inform evaluation inquiry 
and practice. Research methodology paradigms that are applicable in social 
science research are also relevant to evaluation ( Mertens & Wilson, 2012 ). 
Dominant research paradigms have been critiqued for constructing all human 
experience, including that of Africans, through Western hegemony and ide-
ology ( Elabor-Idemodue, 2002 ;  Scheurich, 1997 ) and for “seeing the world 
in one colour” (Guba & Lincoln, 2005, p. 212). Evaluation in Africa, and in 
developing countries in general, is thus under criticism for adopting western 
epistemological approaches to social inquiry that reinforce a donor-driven 
accountability-based approach to measure evaluation outcomes. From our 
perspective, Euro-Western research paradigms reinforce blind reliance on 
Eurocentric models, strategies, and techniques that often lead to inadequate 
assessment, wrong prescriptions, and deflated evaluation models ( Jeng, 2012 ). 
Under these circumstances, as Africans we ask ourselves fundamental ques-
tions about an African paradigm—evaluation is about values, and what is 
evaluated depends upon the realities that are seen, what is considered valuable 
knowledge, and for whom that knowledge is valuable ( Chilisa, 2015 ). 

 Evaluation is also heavily implicated in politics, as knowledge production in 
itself is highly political. Politics represents culture and power. Understanding the 
politics surrounding evaluation thus provides insight into the dominant culture, 
potential power dynamics in international development evaluation, and how 
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knowledge is produced in evaluation inquiry. Commenting on power dynamics 
in knowledge production,  Foucault (1977)  observes: 

 What we know and how we know is grounded in shift ing and diverse historical 
human practices, politics, and power. Th ere are in the production of knowledge 
multiple centres of power in constant struggle; confl ict, compromise and negotiation 
and whichever group is strongest establish its own rules on what can be known and 
how it can be known. A non-power related truth game is not possible, thus humanity 
installs each of its violence’s in a system of rules and thus proceeds from domination 
to domination. (p. 151) 

 At the same time, we are experiencing the globalization of knowledge, a system-
atic process through which the West reaffi  rms its power as a centre of legitimate 
knowledge ( Smith, 1999 ). Belief systems constructed along binary opposites of 
European and non-European, developed and developing, First World and Th ird 
World, colonizer and colonized have, for instance, constructed narratives about 
Africa that have come to be accepted as facts about the “other.” In Africa, these 
narratives began with colonization when Westerners propagated myths about 
the emptiness of intellectual creativity and spiritual values and the absence of 
rationality, to justify the displacement of natives from their lands and the erasure 
of their culture and knowledge systems. 

 Over time, the colonizer/colonized binaries have evolved and at each historical 
point the developed world scripts the social license by which its ideas “gain cur-
rency and hegemony.” In Africa today, the “except for Africa” myth, “doomsday” 
and the “crisis” narratives, partly create the context against which evaluation spon-
sors and commissioners create defi cit-theorizing approaches to Africa’s challenges 
that inform the development of the evaluation agenda, its methodology, and the 
dissemination process. In the doomsday narrative, the three Ds—death, disease, 
and despair—script a defi cit narrative that creates a dependence syndrome, result-
ing in the dearth of African leadership in designing development programs  for 
Africa . Consequently, the bulk of evaluation in Africa is on aid programs or phi-
lanthropy interventions that do not necessarily translate successfully into national 
development programs ( Moore & Zenda, 2012 ). Th e pertinent question in evalu-
ation thus still remains: Who sets the evaluation agenda? Th is question provides a 
lens in which to address cultural competence and relevance in evaluation practice. 

 History, colonization, imperialism, racism, and globalization are powerful 
analytical frameworks to interrogate culture in international development evalu-
ation. Understanding how Euro-Western research paradigms and methodologies 
marginalize and dismiss as irrelevant systems of knowledge from former colo-
nized, historically oppressed societies, and understanding the narratives about 
Africa that produce defi cit theories about the continent empower evaluators to 
be self-questioning, refl exive, and assess more critically power relations that are 
at work in setting evaluation agendas, deciding when evaluation starts and the 
evaluation methodology used. In Africa, participatory methodologies promote 
capacity building of participants as coevaluators to promote evaluation as a way 
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of life for all Africans. Th e challenge with using this approach is that evaluation 
commissioners will not always agree on the depth of stakeholder involvement in 
the evaluation process. Consequently evaluation methodologies that fall short of 
achieving their potential have become common practice in Africa. 

 In this article, we envisage a space where Africans may reclaim their lan-
guages, cultures, and “see through their own eyes” the history of colonization, 
imperialism, and its new form of globalization, and with that gaze recognize 
and label prevalent African-based evaluation practices that are steeped in the 
history, culture, lived experiences, philosophies, and world views of Africans. In 
a recent publication,  Carden and Alkin (2012)  identifi ed the absence of evalua-
tion theorists coming from low- and middle-income countries and from Africa 
in the evaluation tree metaphor, urging evaluators from these countries to build 
evaluation by originating evaluation practice and theories rooted in their cultural 
contexts. In this article, we invoke decolonization and indigenization discourses to 
locate African voices in the debate on culturally relevant evaluation approaches, 
and to make visible African evaluation theorists. Our overall purpose is to iden-
tify African relational forms of evaluation and an African-relational evaluation 
paradigm that become visible when we construct the evaluation tree metaphor 
from an African frame of reference. 

 DECOLONIZATION AND INDIGENIZATION DISCOURSES 
 Decolonization of evaluation may be viewed as the restructuring of power rela-
tions in the global construction of evaluation knowledge production, such that the 
African people may actively participate in the construction of what is evaluated, 
when it is evaluated, by whom, and with what methodologies. From this perspec-
tive, contextualized and culturally appropriate evaluation should be African-people 
centred, and should value culturally relevant and indigenized evaluation processes 
and methodologies that are predominantly informed by African world views and 
paradigms. Decolonization requires African resistance from blindly borrowing 
Western values and standards to evaluate programs in Africa; the capacity building 
of African policy analysts, researchers, and evaluators to enable them to carry out 
their own evaluation; the promotion and adaptation of evaluation tools, instru-
ments, strategies, theories, and models to ensure relevancy in African settings; and 
the development of novel evaluation practices, theories, and methodologies that 
emanate from local cultures, indigenous knowledge systems, African philosophies, 
and African paradigms.  Adair, Puhan, and Vohra (1993)  use the term “indigeniza-
tion” to describe “the blending of an imported discipline with the generation of new 
concepts and approaches from within a culture” (p. 155). Indigenization of evalu-
ation can be measured by the extent to which the evaluation process is African-
people centred, and the extent to which evaluation outcomes and standards and 
the methodology and evaluation tools emanate from African realities, and whether 
the ways of knowing and associated values are considered valuable by African 
stakeholders and benefi ciaries. Historically, the decolonization and indigenization 
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process has ranged from very cosmetic changes, such as translating evaluation 
instruments into local languages and adapting instruments and evaluation theory 
using local norms and values, to evaluation approaches predominantly informed 
by African world views. In what follows, we discuss culturally relevant evaluation 
and invoke the evaluation tree metaphor from an African cultural perspective. 

 AFRICAN-RELATIONAL BASED EVALUATION APPROACHES 
 Th ere are emerging African indigenous evaluation approaches that are informed by 
postcolonial indigenous paradigms ( Chilisa, 2012 ), African world views (  Carroll, 
2008 ), the Afrocentric world views and Ubuntu philosophy ( Asante, 1988 ,  1990 ; 
 Mkabela, 2005 ;  Muwanga-Zake, 2009 ;  Reviere, 2001 ), ethno-philosophy ( Chilisa & 
Malunga, 2012 ;  Chilisa & Preece, 2005 ;  Easton, 2012 ;  Emagalit, 2001 ). Th ese phi-
losophies, world views, and paradigms share relational ways of perceiving reality 
and of being, ways of knowing, and value systems that together make up an African 
relational paradigm. While the African relational paradigm does not represent 
all the possible world views that can come from Africa, the paradigm is based on 
world views that are dominated by the African defi nition of self, relations with one 
another, the environment, and the living and the nonliving. It is a paradigm that 
creates a space for African evaluators to think out of the box, to decide how they 
want to reshape evaluation that resonates in an African context. 

 For some, there is something “generically African,” and that can indeed impact 
an evaluation ( Chilisa, 2015 ). Just as we can talk of Euro-American methodologies 
or Euro-Western paradigms, so we can talk generically about African-rooted and 
African world views and paradigms. Th ere is a growing literature on paradigmatic 
groupings, for example, an Eastern paradigm of evaluation ( Russon, 2008 ), Kau-
papa Maori theory based evaluation ( Kerry, 2012 ), Indigenous research paradigms 
( Wilson 2008 ), postcolonial indigenous research paradigms ( Chilisa & Malunga, 
2012 ), and reference to Euro-American paradigms that lend support to attempts 
to debate and make concrete a “made in Africa” evaluation that is informed and 
driven by African philosophical assumptions about the nature of reality, knowl-
edge, and values in evaluation ( Chilisa, 2015 ). A claim to an African-based rela-
tional evaluation paradigm has to make clear the philosophical assumptions that 
form the basis for program evaluation’s intent, motivation for the evaluation, 
expected outcomes, choice of methodology, methods and evaluation strategies or 
design and interpretation, and dissemination of evaluation fi ndings. What follows 
is a discussion on philosophical assumptions about the nature of reality, knowl-
edge, and values from the perspective of an African-based relational paradigm. 

 RELATIONAL ONTOLOGY 
 Among the Bantu people, the philosophy of  Ubuntu  captures the nature of being, 
expressing an ontology that addresses relations among people, relations with the 
living and the nonliving, and a spiritual existence that promotes love and harmony 
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among peoples and communities ( Chilisa & Malunga, 2012 ;  Chilisa & Preece, 
2005 ). Th is African way of perceiving reality comes out more clearly when ad-
dressing the nature of being. Th e common answer on what is being comes out in 
the adage, “I am because we are, I am a person through other persons, I am we; I 
am because we are; we are because I am, I am in you, you are in me.” Relationships 
as opposed to individualism form an integral part of identity. Du Toit as cited by 
 Forster (2010)  noted that 

 in Africa a person is identifi ed by his or her interrelationships and not primarily by 
individualistic properties. Th e community identifi es the person and not the person 
the community. Th e identity of the person is his or her place in the community. In 
Africa it is a matter of “I participate, therefore I am.” (p. 248) 

 Th e community plays an essential part in defi ning one’s identity.  Forster (2010)  
indicated that “one’s truest identity comes not just from a moment of encountering 
another person; it comes from a continuum of shared being (called having a rela-
tionship)” (p. 246). Th us, as  Martin and Mirraboopa (2003)  express, “one experi-
ences the self as part of others and that others are part of self; this is learnt through 
reciprocity, obligation, shared experiences, coexistence, cooperation, and social 
memory” (p. 11). Th e “we” in the adage  I am because we are  includes the living and 
the nonliving. Th us, an African reality includes a spiritual and a material existence 
( Carroll, 2008 ) and recognizes people’s relation to the cosmos, and an interdepend-
ent and interconnected ontology that promotes peace, love, and harmony. 

 Th e “I am because we are” is evident in the everyday greeting practices of the 
majority of African communities, where a greeting involves a person asking the 
other about their wellness, the wellness of their children, and those related to 
them, including nonliving things. Relational evaluation valorizes an evaluation 
approach that is evident in the everyday evaluation of wellness as it comes out 
through the way people greet each other. Th e I/We relationship, with its emphasis 
on a connection of human beings to nonliving things reminds us that evaluation 
of projects from the African perspective should include a holistic approach that 
links the project to the sustainability of the environment. All areas of culture, 
including lived experience and indigenous knowledge systems, must be used 
to conceptualize the realities to be evaluated and to come up with techniques 
through which these realities can be known. Th e evaluation of development 
programs in Africa should involve projects that contribute to the quality and 
well-being of people; the well-being of relatives (and others) is as important as 
one’s own well-being. Th us, an African will usually say they are not that well if a 
relative is not well. 

 RELATIONAL EPISTEMOLOGY 
 A relational epistemology draws our attention to relational forms of knowing as 
opposed to the Euro-Western theories on ways of knowing that emphasize indi-
viduality ( Th ayer-Bacon, 2003 ). Knowing is something that is socially constructed 
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by people who have relationships and connections with each other and with 
the environment, as well as the spirits of the ancestors, including the living and 
the nonliving. An African epistemology is oriented toward an aff ect-symbolic- 
imagery such that an aff ective-oriented evaluator studies reality through the inter-
action of aff ect and symbolic imagery ( Carroll, 2008 ). Emphasis is on the process 
and use of words, gestures, dance, song, rhythm, well-established general beliefs, 
concepts, and theories of any particular people, which are stored in their language, 
practices, rituals, proverbs, revered traditions, myths, and folktales to access or 
convey meaning ( Carroll, 2008 ;  Chilisa, 2012 ). Th ese modes of knowing are the 
basis for the design of methodologies used to access a reality that is connected 
with the knower, and includes a means of verifying this reality. For example, an 
evaluation of the utilization of a clinic has to start with the space and place where 
the clinic is located. Th e evaluation has to access process and methods that enable 
the exploration of all the revered traditions and myths about the space and place, 
in addition to describing clientele and the reasons for the visit. Of critical impor-
tance is what informs the evaluation process, what the outcomes of the evaluation 
are, and how best to access that reality. 

 RELATIONAL AXIOLOGY 
 Axiology refers to the nature of values and focuses on the question of what we 
value. Th e value system of most African societies is built around respect for others 
and oneself. Th is respect is built around the concept “humanness or personhood” 
( Segobye, 2000 , p. 3) or respect. A relational axiology is embedded in the Ubuntu 
relational ontology principles of (a) I am we, I am because we are; (b) relations of 
people with the living and the nonliving; and (c) spirituality, love, harmony, and 
community building ( Chilisa, 2012 ). Th e emphasis is on values grounded on col-
lective responsibilities, cooperation, interdependence, and interpersonal relation-
ships among people ( Carroll, 2008 ). From these principles, an ethical framework 
emerges that is focused on the responsibilities of researchers and evaluators and 
on the creation of respectful relationships between researchers, evaluators, and 
participants, and that takes into account the participants’ web of relationships 
with the living and the nonliving. Community spirit, cooperation, collective-
ness, democracy, and consensus building are the values espoused through this 
philosophy ( Chilisa & Preece, 2005 ). Th ese value orientations also infl uence the 
evaluation theory of change, criteria or standards, indicators of success or failure 
of projects, and conclusions about the worth or merit of programs, policies or 
projects. In what follows, we present three examples of African-relational based 
evaluation approaches. 

 1. Ethno-Philosophy and Proverb-Based Evaluation 
 Ethno-philosophy has been described as a system of thought that focuses on the 
collective world views of diverse African peoples as a unifi ed form of knowledge 
( Chilisa & Preece, 2005 ;  Emagalit, 2001 ). According to this philosophy, knowledge 
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is the experience of the people encoded in their language, folklore, stories, songs, 
culture, values, and experiences. Th e language, stories, songs, and folklore are 
the banks where the knowledge is stored, and from where it can be retrieved and 
disseminated. Our languages, metaphorical sayings, proverbs, languages spoken 
through our tattoos, the languages spoken through the arts, artifacts, pottery, 
sculptures, home paintings, basket weaving, folklores, and legends are the only 
weapons to use to break the chains of academic imperialism and begin to theo-
rize and conceptualize other ways of knowing outside the domain of Western 
disciplines. 

 2. Proverb-Based Evaluation Approach 
 Language, proverbs, metaphors, folklores, stories, songs, artifacts, and oral tradi-
tions contain African literature, concepts, and theories that African scholars can 
draw upon to originate or develop completely new evaluation practices ( Chilisa 
and Malunga, 2012 ;  Easton, 2012 ). By way of example,  Easton (2012)  has devel-
oped ways to contextualize fi ve common evaluation concepts based on proverbs 
from Nigeria, East Africa, and Senegal. 

 •  Assessment measurement and performance : Proverbs in this category 
illustrate the setting of standards, and the use of comparisons to judge 
merit or worth, the direct measure and the provision of empirical proof. 

 •  Inquiry, causal analysis, and discernment:  In this category the proverbs 
emphasize the importance of understanding the root cause of behaviour 
so that social reality can be seen from varying perspectives. 

 •  Transparency, responsibility, and governance:  Proverbs in this cat-
egory emphasize the importance of transparency, accountability, and 
good governance. 

 •  Stakeholder involvement, collective eff ort, and political discretion:  
Proverbs in this category frame dialogue as essential for ensuring the 
inclusion of benefi ciaries in the evaluation. 

 •  Planning, foresight, and capacity building:  Th e proverbs in this cat-
egory emphasize the need for new planning eff orts and improved capac-
ity building in a healthy cycle of program improvement. 

  Easton (2012)  notes that, in his evaluation practice, proverbs were an inte-
gral part of the discussions in all the evaluation stages. Th e proverbs helped to 
embody a mindset and establish a climate for an unprecedented level of stake-
holder buy-in. Proverbs thus play three roles: (a) they serve as a reminder of the 
cultural context in which the evaluation occurs and of the meaning conveyed by 
the culture; (b) they provide critical guidance for probing motives behind actions 
and behaviours; and (c) they mobilize local stakeholders to actively engage with 
the evaluation, thus promoting local ownership of the program. 

 Easton’s evaluation framework focuses on culturally relevant methods that 
promote the use of evaluation results by both participants in the evaluation and 
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commissioners of evaluation. Evaluation should be a tool for development. Th e 
approach is not, however, explicit about African peoples’ values and beliefs about 
development in Africa, and how evaluators can bring the development discourse 
back to evaluation when success measures are determined and reports are writ-
ten and fi ndings disseminated. Th e strength of the framework is on valuing par-
ticipants’ realities, knowledge systems, and value systems. From our perspective, 
the framework forms a separate evaluation branch in the African evaluation tree 
metaphor ( Chilisa, 2015 ). 

 3. Afrocentric World View and the Ubuntu Philosophy 
  Muwanga-Zake’s (2009)  study illustrates an African-relational based evaluation 
approach predominantly informed by the Afrocentric world view and Ubuntu 
philosophy. In the study, the Afrocentric world view and Ubuntu philosophy 
were combined with aspects of Western participatory paradigms, namely post-
modern, developmental, and constructivist paradigms, to evaluate a computer 
educational program for teachers in South Africa. Th e Afrocentric world view 
holds that African evaluators must hold themselves responsible for uncovering 
hidden, subtle, racist theories that may be embedded in current methodologies, 
work to legitimize the centrality of African ideals and values as a valid frame of 
reference for acquiring and examining data, and maintain inquiry rooted in strict 
interpretation of place. 

  Muwanga-Zake (2009)  engaged with the decolonization and indigenization 
of evaluation research by moving the focus from externally determined program 
goals and objectives to a focus on the agenda of the people, namely the teachers’ 
valued needs and priorities as represented by the program. For the teachers, 
a computer program would be a priority if it contributed to poverty allevia-
tion and if it contributed toward learning leading to the future employment of 
learners. Using Ubuntu elements of collaboration, togetherness, cooperation, 
and consensus building, teachers were involved in the planning and execu-
tion of the evaluation. Ubuntu was used to inform a strategy of gaining access 
and achieving rapport with the participants. According to  Muwanga-Zake 
(2009) , the strategy used to gain entry into the research site was “greet Bantu, 
sit with them, understand their needs, and if possible eat with them. In short 
become a Muntu for full co-operation of Bantu in research” (p. 418). Becoming 
a Muntu is described as a method that involves evaluators being transformed 
and submitting themselves to Ubuntu. It is Ubuntu, for instance, to share with 
participants one’s family, history, clan, and totem. It is the participants’ depth 
of knowledge of the evaluator that determines the quantity and quality of 
indigenous knowledge accessed ( Muwanga-Zake, 2009 , p. 418). Th rough the 
application of Ubuntu and the I/We relationship, with emphasis on inclusive-
ness, a non-Muntu (through transformation) can become a Muntu. In short, 
a Muntu evaluator can go through a complete transformation by embracing 
generic African values and moving further to embrace the ethno-philosophy 
dominant in a particular location. 
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 IDEAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION 
FRAMEWORK 
  Chilisa and Malunga (2012)  articulated an ideal community development evalua-
tion framework based on fi ve interrelated and complementary Ubuntu principles, 
whose meanings are reinforced through proverbs, including the “lighting the fi re” 
proverb. Th e fi ve principles are 

 • Sharing and collective ownership of opportunities, responsibilities, and 
challenges—“Ants united can carry a dead elephant to their cave,” “A 
rooster may belong to one household but when it crows, it crows for the 
whole village,” and “A lit candle loses nothing by lighting another candle”; 

 • Th e importance of people and relationships over things—“It is better to 
be surrounded by people than by things”; 

 • Participatory decision-making and leadership—“Taking action based 
on one person’s views is like provoking wasps in a nest,,” and “No matter 
how blunt, a machete should never be held by a mad person”; 

 • Loyalty—“Th e river that forgets its source will soon dry up”; and 
 • Reconciliation as the goal for confl ict management and resolution—

“Th ose who live in peace work for it.” 

 Th e fi ve principles describe the ideal community, resulting in concrete mate-
rial, social, and spiritual benefi ts. Th ey are used in African societies as a basis for 
the assessment of community/societal progress. 

 A RELATIONAL-BASED EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
  Carroll (2008)  has proposed research methodology questions based on an African 
world view that can be adapted to a relational-based evaluation inquiry as follows: 

 • How does the evaluation inquiry refl ect the interdependent and inter-
connected nature of the universe? 

 • How does the evaluation inquiry compensate for the spiritual and mate-
rial nature of reality? 

 • How does the evaluation inquiry refl ect the communal nature of African 
people? 

 • How does the evaluation inquiry access the nonmaterial reality? 
 • How does the evaluation inquiry refl ect the both/and logic? 
 • How does the evaluation inquiry advance the interests of the African 

community? 
 • How does the evaluation inquiry contribute to the liberation of the Afri-

can people? 

  Carroll’s (2008)  questions reveal an evaluation strategy that is relational. 
Th e African relational-based evaluation methodology informs a relational-based 
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evaluation inquiry. What is critical in the approach is what informs the evalua-
tion process and the identifi cation of targeted outcomes. Th e evaluation process 
and the methods are focused on building relationships between the evaluator and 
the program benefi ciaries, and among the benefi ciaries and all other stakehold-
ers. Th e methods target the advancement of communal interest. In a relational-
based evaluation methodology it is thus important to understand the context and 
program site, and to collect information from people about their values, beliefs, 
customs, spirituality, and general characteristics of their perceptual space that 
includes the living and nonliving. It is critical for the evaluator to understand that 
reality is not only framed by a materialist ontology, but also by an African perspec-
tive; nonmaterial things such as spirits, witches, sacred places, and the universe 
also form part of that reality. In an African relational-based evaluation approach, 
there are multiple realities that need to be considered in the evaluation process. 
Knowledge is situationally located. 

 Th e targeted evaluation outcomes refl ect the communal nature of Africans by 
concentrating on change for all rather than change for individuals. As the commu-
nity is actively involved in the evaluation process through scribes, the community 
supports the external evaluator on ways of collecting data from the nonmaterial 
world. Th e evaluation processes refl ect the African logic of circularity as opposed 
to the linear logic of traditional Western evaluation methods. Th e circular nature 
of African logic represents the interdependence and interconnectedness between 
the universe and nature. By actively involving the African people from the begin-
ning to the end of the evaluation process, the process is participatory throughout. 
As such, African people are no longer viewed as passive recipients of knowledge 
constructed on their behalf, but as people who can coproduce knowledge and, 
more importantly, own their knowledge through the collection and interpretation 
of their own stories/narratives. Data are analyzed with the community or with the 
people who understand and can interpret the language, idioms, and proverbs of 
the local people. Th e process of building relationships throughout is as valuable 
as the evaluation outcome itself. 

 In an African relational-based evaluation methodology, evaluation questions 
are not predetermined but developed through consultation with participants or 
community. Th e community determines the measures and the goals of the evalu-
ation study. Th ere is a relationship between the evaluator and participants that is 
not based on a power hierarchy but on the coproduction of knowledge. Evalu-
ation participants are involved in identifying the problem, defi ning it based on 
the understanding or incorporation of the living and nonliving, and collectively 
sharing their knowledge, life experiences, and needs as a frame of reference. 

  Muwanga-Zake’s (2009)  approach illustrates the valuing branch in the evalua-
tion tree metaphor (see  Figure 1 ).  Chilisa and Malunga’s (2012)  evaluation frame-
work and Carroll’s methodology have a focus on the use of evaluation results by 
both participants in the evaluation and commissioners of evaluation for develop-
ment and on valuing participants’ realities, knowledge, and value systems.  Chilisa 
(2015)  has reviewed the evaluation tree metaphor ( Chilisa & Malunga, 2012 ) to 
include a relational development evaluation tree ( Figure 1 ). 
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 THE ADAPTIVE EVALUATION APPROACH 
 In addition to relational evaluation approaches,  Carden and Alkin (2012)  have 
identifi ed the “adaptive” evaluation approach as a dominant evaluation frame-
work used in Africa. Th is approach is characterized by the adaptation of Western 
evaluation models, theories, and instruments to make them contextually relevant, 
culturally appropriate, and inclusive of local stakeholders and African evaluators. 
Th e goal is to ensure that the evaluation is African-driven and rooted in African 
values. Th e African Peer Review Mechanism is presented as a good example of an 
adapted evaluation approach that was indigenously developed and evolved locally 
in Africa. It is defi ned as a specifi c set of procedures for country self-assessment 
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around governance and human rights. Th e procedure was adapted from an OECD 
Peer Review Mechanism and developed by the New Partnership for Africa’s 
Development (NEPAD). It is driven by African researchers and policy makers, 
leading to African-based assessments. 

 Th e adaptive evaluation approach is predominantly focused on integrative 
methods and the use of evaluation results by evaluation commissioners. As such, 
it lacks an approach for valuing and for addressing the disconnect between evalu-
ation and development. Th is is refl ected in the adaptive evaluation tree branch 
(see  Figure 1 ). Th e approach demonstrates clearly that methods alone cannot 
adequately address the complex politics of evaluation. In fact, methods only tell 
researchers and evaluators what they must see, what they must investigate, what 
they must report, and how they must report. 

 LEAST INDIGENIZED APPROACH 
 Th ere are other approaches to evaluation that make minimal attempts at contextu-
alization, what  Chilisa (2015)  has referred to as the least indigenized approaches. 
Th ese evaluations are dominated by Western evaluation theory and practice, with 
the emphasis simply on translating evaluation instruments to local languages 
and indigenizing techniques of gathering data, without addressing fundamental 
questions on world views that can inform evaluation theory and practice coming 
from Africa. In a critique of this approach,  Chilisa and Malunga (2012)  argue 
that they are essentially mere modifi cations of Northern-rooted and Northern-
driven practices that do not go deep enough to qualify as African-rooted and 
African-driven. In a study of the extent to which the Centre for Development 
of People (CEDEP) ensures benefi ciaries’ and stakeholders’ involvement in de-
velopment evaluation in Northern Ghana, Aliu Mohammed  Nurudeen (2012)  
found signifi cant cosmetic contextualization that failed to make the evaluation 
of outcomes relevant to the benefi ciaries. Th e indigenization entailed factoring in 
the benefi ciaries’ views on sacred issues such as sacred groves, gods, and taboos 
in the program. While participatory research tools were used (including dream 
mapping and community meetings to create a picture of the type of development 
intervention the communities required), the evaluation was conducted by exter-
nal agencies contracted by the donors to evaluate predetermined objectives using 
a predetermined standard for the measure of success and failure, and requiring 
all that stakeholders adhere to that standard. Th is is a clear example of the least 
indigenized evaluation approach. 

 CONCLUSION 
 In this article, we have argued that knowledge and dominant Euro-Western 
paradigms are based on Western culture. To contextualize evaluation and 
make it culturally responsive to Africans, there must be consistent refl ection 
on evaluation approaches that span a continuum from the least indigenized 
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approaches to evaluation approaches predominantly driven by African world 
views, paradigms, and philosophies. Drawing from  Carden and Alkin’s (2012)  
evaluation tree metaphor,  Chilisa and Malunga (2012)  and  Chilisa (2015)   have 
developed an African evaluation tree metaphor that shows African scholars’ 
attempts at decolonizing, indigenizing, and envisioning new evaluation tools 
and practices that push the boundaries of international development theory 
and practice to make space for other knowledge systems that promote cultural 
competence in evaluation. 
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 A Cross-cultural Evaluation Conversation in India: 
Benefi ts, Challenges, and Lessons Learned 
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  Abstract:  Th rough a guided discussion, this article explores a fi ve-year cross-cultural 
evaluation relationship comprising multiple projects involving an evaluator from 
Canada and a group of Indian colleagues working on educational reform in India. 
Th e initiative was funded through a multilateral consortium of donors and involved 
Western evaluation specialists working in collaboration with Indian colleagues 
to (a) develop evaluation capacity within the country and (b) produce evaluative 
knowledge about education quality initiatives associated with large-scale education-
al reform. Th is article is based on a conversation between the principal investigator 
from Canada and three Indian colleagues who had been involved in all phases of the 
work. It focuses on their respective perspectives and experiences, including the ben-
efi ts obtained and the challenges encountered in the process of bridging Western and 
Indian knowledge systems. Th e article begins with background about the initiative 
and continues with a conversation among the participants about their cross-cultural 
evaluation experience. It concludes with an analysis of the issues that emerged and 
generation of lessons learned for evaluators interested in cross-cultural evaluation. 

  Keywords:  Cross-cultural evaluation, evaluation capacity building, participatory 
evaluation, program evaluation 

  Résumé :  Sous forme de discussion, l’article fait le point sur cinq années de relations 
entre un évaluateur canadien et un groupe de collègues indiens ayant travaillé, dans 
le contexte d’une évaluation interculturelle regroupant plusieurs projets, sur la ré-
forme de l’éducation en Inde. Le projet était fi nancé par un consortium multilatéral 
de subventionneurs. Des spécialistes occidentaux de l’évaluation ont collaboré avec 
leurs collègues indiens (a) au développement des capacités en évaluation dans le 
pays, et (b) à la production de connaissances en évaluation concernant des projets 
éducatifs de qualité associés à une réforme majeure de l’éducation. L’article est tiré 
d’une conversation entre le chercheur principal du Canada et trois de ses collègues de 
l’Inde ayant participé à toutes les étapes du travail. Il est centré sur leurs perspectives 
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et expériences respectives, et aborde notamment les avantages du rapprochement 
entre les deux systèmes de connaissances, occidental et indien, et les diffi  cultés qu’il 
soulève. L’article s’ouvre sur la présentation générale du projet et poursuit avec les 
échanges des participants au sujet de leur expérience d’évaluation interculturelle. Il se 
termine par une analyse des questions soulevées par la discussion et une synthèse des 
leçons à retenir pour les évaluateurs qui s’intéressent à l’évaluation interculturelle. 

  Mots clés  :  évaluation interculturelle, renforcement des capacités en évaluation, 
évaluation participative, évaluation de programmes 

 Today, cultural diversity in the evaluation context is increasingly the norm rather 
than the exception. Evaluation stakeholders and participants are likely to contrast 
with the evaluator in terms of the ways in which they look, think, and act. For this 
and multiple other reasons, the relationship between culture and evaluation has 
received considerable attention from scholars and evaluators who are attempting 
to raise awareness about the need to understand the complexity of evaluations 
taking place in cross-cultural and multicultural contexts ( Chouinard & Cousins, 
2007 ,  2009 ;  Hopson, 2003 ,  2009 ;  Mertens, 2008 ). Th is attention is justifi ed by the 
fact that an understanding of cultural dimensions is critical for evaluations that 
aim to improve social programs and generate desired outcomes ( Hopson, 2009 ). 

 In this article we share an informal conversation that took place among a 
Canadian evaluator and a group of colleagues from India, all of whom have been 
collaborating together on a large-scale evaluation capacity building (ECB) initia-
tive and a variety of evaluation projects over the past fi ve years. As a cross-cultural 
experience, the focus of this conversation is on the benefi ts obtained and the 
challenges encountered in the process of bridging Western and Indian evaluation 
knowledge systems. 

 BACKGROUND 
 Th e focus for this article is an ongoing collaborative evaluation relationship associ-
ated with two large-scale initiatives in India: (a) ECB in the context of elementary 
education reform and (b) the design and implementation of a national evaluation 
of teacher in-service training in secondary education. Both involved evalua-
tors and consultants from Western, developed country contexts working with 
Indian professional colleagues. Professor Brad Cousins from Canada has been 
in a leadership role with both initiatives since the outset. Dr. Jayshree Oza has 
led the coordination of the initiatives as head of the SSA Technical Cooperation 
Fund (SSA-TCF) and subsequently the RMSA Technical Cooperation Agency 
(RMSA-TCA), organizations created to manage these donor-funded initiatives. 
Professors Undurthy Lakshminarayana and Vassant D. Bhat, members of the Re-
gional Institute of Education in Mysore, were participants in the elementary ECB 
initiative and assumed leadership roles in the national evaluation of secondary 
teacher training. In total, these colleagues have worked together for more than 
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fi ve years on evaluation-related activities and can be described as cross-cultural 
implicating evaluation experts and specialists from Western developed countries 
and Indian education specialists. 

 Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA)– Evaluation Capacity Building 
 Th is multiyear evaluation capacity building (ECB) initiative unfolded in two 
cycles. 

  Cycle 1 : Since 2009, Cousins has been directly involved in large-scale evalua-
tion capacity building projects and evaluations associated with the national edu-
cational reform in India. In January 2009, Cousins travelled to New Delhi, India, 
to begin what turned out to be the fi rst cycle of an ECB initiative designed and 
coordinated by the SSA-TCF, an organization created to lead capacity-building 
work funded by international donors. Working in cooperation with the National 
Council for Educational Research and Training (NCERT), the initial 3.5-year ECB 
initiative included the training of NCERT faculty and educational program com-
munity members in evaluation methods and practice. In the fi rst cycle, four state-
level educational quality initiatives were evaluated as part of the ECB strategy. 
Th ese interventions were associated with Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA), the major 
national elementary educational reform initiative sponsored by the Indian gov-
ernment with some multilateral donor support. Th e reform followed the United 
Nations Millennium Goals for education including “access to education for all.” 

 Th e evaluations were designed to assist the Government of India with elemen-
tary educational quality initiatives associated with large-scale national elementary 
educational reform across the country. Under supervision, over 50 NCERT profes-
sors and educational program stakeholders in four separate states—Tamil Nadu, 
Andhra Pradesh, Orissa, and Himachal Pradesh—designed and implemented 
evaluations of selected educational quality initiatives (e.g., activity-based learning, 
multilingual education). Under the coordination of TCA and the leadership of 
Cousins, Western evaluation specialists and consultants participated in design-
ing and implementing training and on a technical advisory committee providing 
guidance to four state-level evaluation teams. Four state-level evaluations were 
produced and subjected to external peer review by Western international experts. 

  Cycle 2 : A second cycle of the ECB elementary education sector initiative began 
in the summer/fall of 2011. A cohort of Indian educators committed to program 
evaluation training was sponsored by NCERT in New Delhi. About 50 educators 
from more than a dozen states in India answered the call for interest broadcast by 
SSA-TCF. Th e training, led by Cousins, involved centralized workshops given by 
Western international experts in program evaluation. Whereas the fi rst cycle of 
training focused on four state-level evaluations, the second cycle focused on four 
multistate evaluations on (a) teacher training program in English (Karnataka), (b) 
Continuous Comprehensive Evaluation (CCE) (Chattisgarh, Mizoram), (c) teacher 
professional development (Andaman & Nicobar Islands; Chattisgarh), and (d) Mid-
day Meal programs (MDM) (Punjab & Uttarakhand). NCERT professors, having 
participated in the fi rst cycle of training, provided support and guidance to teams 
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from the new cohort. Th e 2011–2012 series of workshops were delivered by a team 
of fi ve evaluation specialists from Canada, the United States, and Israel with support 
from additional Canadian resource persons who were coordinated by SSA-TCF. 

 Both cycles of these initiatives involved centralized workshops held at key 
points: planning, instrument development, data analysis, and reporting. Most 
workshops were held in New Delhi, and one was held in each of Dharhamsala 
and Mysore. Ongoing technical support was provided to evaluation teams by 
Western resource persons. We now describe the second initiative, a national 
collaborative evaluation involving Western evaluation experts and Indian profes-
sional colleagues. 

 Rashtriya Madhyamik Shiksha Abhiyan (RMSA): National 
 Evaluation of Secondary School Teacher In-service 
 Cousins recently assumed the role of principal investigator for a large-scale na-
tional evaluation coordinated by RMSA-TCA and was joined on the project by 
Hind Al Hudib. Th is formative evaluation focused on RMSA teacher in-service 
training, which had been implemented nationally in India since 2009–2010. 
RMSA is the most recent initiative of the Government of India to achieve the goal 
of universalization of secondary education. 

 Th e evaluation was essentially a mixed-methods, multiple case study in nine 
selected Indian states—Assam, Bihar, Delhi, Gujarat, Himachal Pradesh, Kar-
nataka, Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, and Odisha—and it comprised teacher ques-
tionnaire data, interviews, focus groups, and document data collection in each 
state. It was augmented by (a) a global review and integration of research on 
teacher in-service training, including a collection of empirical studies in devel-
opment contexts, and (b) profi les of two organizations—British Council and 
IT for Change—implementing reputationally eff ective teacher training in the 
country. Th is formative evaluation project is being coordinated by RMSA-TCA, 
in cooperation with NCERT. Th e evaluation is based on principles for collabora-
tive approaches to evaluation and involves a large team consisting of educational 
stakeholders and several Indian program evaluators who were involved previ-
ously in the SSA ECB project (including Lakshminarayana & Bhat). Members of 
the team met four times in Delhi to (a) conceptualize the evaluation, (b) develop 
instruments and a plan for data collection, (c) analyze data, and (d) interpret fi nd-
ings and generate recommendations for action. 

 Cousins and his three Indian colleagues (Oza, Lakshminarayana, & Bhat) 
have been collaborating on these projects for more than fi ve years. During this 
long and successful relationship of exchange and interaction among them, they 
have on numerous occasions informally identifi ed and discussed cultural dif-
ferences related to their work on evaluation and capacity-building activities. 
Th is being the case, the inspiration to write this article came from Al Hudib, 
who has an interest in evaluation in cross-cultural settings and remained 
curious about Indian colleagues’ views on evaluation and other cross-cultural 
diff erences. 
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 Th e following section presents a modestly edited transcript of a recorded 
refl ective conversation among Cousins, Oza, Lakshminarayana, and Bhat, based 
on their collaboration over the past six years. Of particular interest are cross-
cultural elements and dimensions, and the potential benefi ts and challenges these 
bring. 

 CROSS-CULTURAL CONVERSATION 
  Cousins:  We’ve been working together for about fi ve years. You can look at the 
work that we’ve been doing as a cross-cultural evaluation. Catherine Elliott, Jill 
Chouinard, and myself are all coming from a diff erent culture and we’re working 
on capacity building and evaluation here in India, and everyone we’re working 
with is within this culture. Th is is how we can defi ne cross-cultural evaluation—
when you have people constructing evaluation knowledge from two diff erent 
cultures. In this conversation we want to talk about the benefi ts of this kind of 
arrangement and about the drawbacks or challenges that we face. 

  Oza:  Th is cross-cultural experience brings increasing richness because we’re 
bringing diff erent perspectives. Th e diff erent perspectives are emanating from 
lifestyles, belief systems, and historical orientations. I would also say that in this 
particular cross-cultural reference we’re talking about a country from the South 
and a country from the North. While this could be a challenge, it’s also a strength 
because you want to see if there’s a meeting ground, particularly because you’re 
looking at evaluating intervention programs, because intervention programs in 
a developed country will look and feel very diff erent from the ones in develop-
ing countries. I think when you talk about the transfer of knowledge, evaluation 
methods and techniques, and how do you do evaluation, it’s of course clear that 
these are good things to learn, so that it is by itself a big benefi t. But, in doing so, 
the need to understand the diff erent kinds of challenges comes up, and I think 
that brings a great amount of wealth to both parties in learning, so it’s not that one 
party gives and the other party receives. I think in that sense I fi nd it very healthy. 

  Cousins:  Th at defi nitely resonates with me. I have always looked at it as a 
colearning experience. Every time I come here I learn new things. I was relatively 
in the dark in terms of any level of depth of knowledge about Indian culture when 
I came here. It was a bit of a cultural shock at some levels to begin with. For me it 
has been a growth period over time and it’s still happening with all the interactions 
that we have. Evaluation is increasingly important globally, but what would it look 
like if it was somebody from India leading the capacity building versus somebody 
from the outside? Is there added value from bringing somebody from the outside? 

  Bhat:  For me, there are a lot of academic benefi ts. First and foremost I feel a 
whole lot of validation of your knowledge, your studies, and academic institutions. 
Th is experience of working together helps you see that in perspective, not only 
from the evaluation knowledge but also from the fi eld perspective. So, to me it’s 
an opportunity to validate. Th e second aspect is I feel it’s a kind of an academic 
challenge. It’s that academic challenge that took us a little more from participation. 
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If you work with someone from your own culture, you don’t see it as challenging 
compared to when you work with a person who is not from your culture. 

  Lakshminarayana:  I think the major benefi t is the interaction with people 
from a diff erent culture. Th ere are great variations between cultures and pro-
grams, and within the program itself. We’re working on a project from diff erent 
states in India. Across India there is a signifi cant cultural variation. Evaluating 
educational programs in the Indian context is complex, as there are no inbuilt 
intentions or plans for evaluation. For example, most of the programs were 
implemented in one shot for a larger population, resulting in problems in terms 
of fi nding the counterfactual. However, thanks to interaction with experts from 
Canada and the United States, we could arrive at a program theory and evalua-
tion design. Th e most important benefi t is learning. We could learn while adapt-
ing to diff erent cultures. I learned about accuracy and professional standards 
of evaluation. I learned about accuracy standards alongside tool development 
and data analysis, and about integrity while collecting data. Th e other most 
important benefi t is that, in Indian culture, we speak whenever we want to 
make a point but during this cross-cultural interaction process over the past 
fi ve years, I learned how to listen and wait for my turn and then speak. Th is is a 
great learning opportunity for me. 

  Cousins:  For me, an important aspect was learning about Indian approaches 
to systematic inquiry. For example, it seems to me what I learned early on is that 
people have a pretty good fi x on the quantitative methodology part, but the quali-
tative methodology—at least with the group that we’re working with—this is all 
new to them. For me, that was a real eye-opener because I had not encountered 
that in such a direct way so much. But you know, in some of our faculties and 
departments of psychology they are very quantitative. For me that was a revelation 
in context and it led to some challenges as well. 

  Bhat:  Direct interaction with a person brings you things that aren’t in the 
textual knowledge. For example, I learned about the practice of informed consent 
before you start gathering the data. In India, we don’t even think that it’s neces-
sary to obtain the permission of someone before you start collecting the data. We 
have seen the reaction to it, within ourselves also. How do you go and ask about 
consent? It’s supposed to be a given thing. What we understand is that you have 
the right to collect the data and they have to provide you with it. Th e other thing 
is the program logic model. When we developed the logic model, I felt that in the 
other countries the logic model is there before you start the program, whereas 
in India it’s culturally a diff erent practice. It happens in what I would say is an 
“unplanned manner.” It’s an emergent thing. When we had to do the logic model, 
it was very diffi  cult because I didn’t know whom I should check with and there 
was the question about how it gets verifi ed and how to get other people’s input on 
it. Th e other thing is sampling. 

  Oza:  In terms of sampling, we conduct a national survey and to me I think 
we don’t need a big sample and I try to explain this to them. Well, it’s not very 
technical but the concept is, for example, when you go to the doctor or the lab 
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to check, they will take a little sample of your blood and they will not drain all 
of your blood. “Please understand you do not need to ask all of the kids. You can 
take a few thousand and still get a very good picture.” I struggle because in India 
we still believe the bigger the sample the better. It’s a challenge! 

  Cousins:  It also ties into that comment about qualitative and quantitative 
because my sort of reading of what happens, even when we’re doing qualitative 
interviews and so on, people still have the mindset that we have to have a big 
sample because we’re going to generalize the fi ndings, whereas of course you want 
to get more depth and richness and that’s a challenge. 

 I had a couple of challenges and I want your reaction to them. Th ese are my 
interpretations of how things went because I had some thoughts that were pretty 
good ideas but they didn’t fi t. One of them was when we talked about hiring an 
evaluation specialist to help out and we had four evaluations going on; I thought if 
we could tag an evaluation specialist to each group they would act as a coach. Th ey 
could come from North America for a three-week period at critical times when 
instruments are being developed and fi nalized, when data collection is happening, 
as well as analysis of data and reporting. So I imagined having one person assigned 
to each of the four teams. Th at was just not going to happen. My understanding 
was there were some concerns among at least some of the members that might 
undermine their own sort of authority with the local team. Was that an accurate 
perception by me? Was that the reason why we couldn’t go that way? 

  Oza:  I want to tie this to a bigger picture. Th ere are two intertwining con-
cepts. One is that I look to myself as the team leader and think about what I could 
have done diff erently, early on in our project, when we were all talking about the 
interventions and you know it was all about making change. So to expect resist-
ance to change should be inbuilt at that time to win people over. I’m sure we did 
a good job in trying to do that and we see the results over time. But was the time 
and process adequate before we proposed something like this? I would question 
that. Th ere’s always resistance anywhere in the world, so this is the resistance part. 
Th e other thing is we have a top-down hierarchical system. To understand and be 
clear about that is to the advantage of the evaluation, and the capacity-building 
process is challenging. Th ese two came in the way of a very good and smart idea. 
If you notice, as time went by, people grew into it in a more natural way. 

  Cousins:  So it seems the idea was good in principle but it’s a question of fi nd-
ing the right way to weave it in. 

  Oza:  I won’t say it’s all cultural, some of it is human everywhere. I agree it has 
some cultural elements to it. It’s a matter of the time. 

  Bhat:  It’s really interesting. Th ere is a kind of cross-cultural relationship not 
only between India and other nations, but also within India as there are all kinds 
of subcultures. It’s really surprising to note that it may be, in the processes that 
were generated, we can see what worked and what didn’t work. Now the process 
that we went through has an impact on the formation of teams. Even today, we 
meet with the same kind of happiness and they do inquire and send messages 
and greetings. You know that even aft er the partnership is over, the relationship 
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continues. Th e relationships linger. Some of the team members initiated activities 
and there’s networking. We put together a certifi cate program. 

  Cousins:  I was thrilled when I heard that. 
  Bhat:  Th e point here is why others didn’t do the same? Th e benefi ts here are 

not equally distributed. I think there are certain preconditions. One is that there’s 
minimal appreciation of program evaluation and they don’t believe there’s a need 
for it. Th e second is the systemic situation and where you are positioned and how 
much leverage you have in the program and its planning and implementation, and 
the kind of support you get within the system. 

  Cousins:  And you’re well set up in that regard in Mysore. 
  Bhat:  Yes, and some members enjoy a certain amount of academic freedom 

and they did an evaluation of their own. 
  Lakshminarayana:  Th ere’s a variation in benefi ts because some people are 

interested in learning and some aren’t really motivated. Motivation is diff erently 
directed and this aff ects whether or not they carry out evaluations. Th e other 
point is in our culture there’s a big gap between ideal and real in the sense that 
what we plan is likely to diff er from what is done or implemented. What’s ideal 
may not be compatible with what’s real. In other developed cultures, I think that 
gap is smaller. Th is gap in Indian culture makes the diff erence in planning and 
executing evaluation. 

 Another challenge is to get real consent from the respondents. Like what 
Bhat said, we never thought about obtaining permission for data collection from 
people. We take it for granted and the respondents also are not aware of such 
a procedure. Hence, when we’re asking for consent from people/respondents, 
they’re technically giving their consent. Th ey’re putting their signature without 
even reading it. Th is may be due to our culture of openness to provide the infor-
mation one has. 

  Oza:  Th e other thing I want to add is even if we have a process and a protocol 
to do something, if it was to be done in a particular manner, my observation is that 
Westerners will stick to the process more oft en than Indians will. It’s not a lack of 
intelligence. It’s just that we haven’t been disciplined in that way. 

  Bhat:  Evaluation standards are another important example. How many of 
them really adhere to these standards? 

  Cousins:  I keep hammering away at that and I know that people understand 
it diff erently, but I think some of the messages are there and maybe are looked 
aft er naturally, like we don’t want to do harm to anybody. Nobody should suff er as 
a result of giving data. It’s just there are diff erent approaches to doing that. Obvi-
ously my comfort zone comes from the training in evaluation logic and methods 
and professional standards. 

  Oza:  As we’re talking about cross-cultural issues, you really raised a very 
important point. Even when we were preparing these letters it would continue to 
come to our minds that in general there’s so much empathy, even to the system 
of individuals or one-to-one. I would never want to harm a teacher but, when it 
comes to write the rules and regulations, everybody is so rigid. Oh, but the teacher 
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must be punished if they don’t perform! But you don’t ask what happens if they 
perform well! I’m not saying that people shouldn’t be held accountable but the 
manner in which we express this is not eff ective. So those 50,000 who you don’t 
know—you’re dealing with them with accountability measures, but those 5,000 
I know—I say we need to be sensitive to their needs! Accountability measures take 
care of both, being sensitive to individual needs but also making sure the system 
ultimately benefi ts. Th at clarity is actually missing. 

  Bhat:  True. Regarding the qualitative point, culturally as a nation, Indians are 
storytellers but they might not have seen stories as a valuable form of knowledge. 
Th ey don’t think or look at narratives as knowledge. For them knowledge has to 
exist in some other forms that are quite scholarly, like books or numbers. Numbers 
matter to us more than explanations. 

  Cousins:  Th at’s interesting, as I have been using the metaphor and it’s work-
ing quite well. We’ve got to answer these four evaluation questions and we are 
working on the data and we’re so close to the data and it’s that little question. Is 
it that code or this code? And I kept trying to bring people back. Remember the 
questions that you have to answer. What’s the story? You have to tell the story and 
support it with the data. So if you’re asking yourself which code, think about the 
question to tell the story. So it’s good that the narrative aspect is part of the culture 
because these two things can intertwine together. 

  Oza:  Also, quantitative methods were extremely popular in the Western 
world in the ’50s and ’60s and they started qualitative over the ’80s and ’90s. I feel 
in India there’s a 20-year lag time with the Western world. Okay, what about con-
structing knowledge? Actually, what was in the West in the ’80s and ’90s is what 
you tried to bring in 2008. So there’s a big gap. Th ere are Indians who did good 
qualitative work but they are very few. Th ere are more quantitative people here 
and they’re really good at it and now you’re asking them to shift . First, they have 
to learn. So their existing paradigm has to change and the comfort zone has to 
shift . Believe me, if I was 20 years younger, I would have learned it and have done a 
good job at it. Th is is a storyteller, but I was ahead of the department because of my 
quantitative knowledge. Importance was gained because of that knowledge, and 
I know the head in a hierarchical system and know that he feels he’s threatened 
because of this. See, it’s his life work. 

 Just adding to that, knowledge created within India is not seen as true knowl-
edge, and therefore more academics are engaged in creating that knowledge. I’m 
looking at the past 20 years of my experience in the government system. Before 
that I was in the private sector. Now, in 20 years we have implemented three pro-
grams, and the fourth one is going on right now. Now think about the population 
of this country and the number of schools. We have 1.5 million schools with so 
many classrooms and so many kids learning. Th ere’s no single research study that 
talks about how we learn in our context. As you know, we are culturally diff er-
ent and we have not really explored or examined this and what it means for the 
curriculum. When the kids come from home, they’re bringing a wealth of knowl-
edge and they’re told here is the book and this is what we’re going to do. Th ese 
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experiences have not been documented because there is no qualitative research 
and these stories are not seen as a creation of knowledge. 

  Lakshminarayana:  About the point that we’re lagging behind, it’s not that 
our knowledge is not a true knowledge but that we’re unable to defend that and 
say this is a true knowledge. We have failed in establishing this base of knowledge 
because we don’t have the tools that would make this knowledge true. 

  Cousins:  Yes, and a lot of it is related to the evidence—providing the evidence 
and thinking of that as a way of knowing. 

  Bhat:  We have not theorized this. We’re heavily pragmatic. We believe in 
doing rather than theorizing. We take up tasks, we complete tasks, we might even 
report, but then theorizing is one step ahead. Foreseeing certain things, collecting 
evidence, and establishing them—I don’t think fi ts into this loop. 

  Cousins:  Th at runs up against the program logic model, which is the pro-
gram theory, and I can see a misfi t there and why people struggled with it. 

  Lakshminarayana:  I think the context is important. Here, if I want to special-
ize in one fi eld, the context and competition are really hard. As a result I cannot 
stick to one particular fi eld or specialization consistently over an extended period. 

  Bhat:  Working on one thing for very long is actually a benefi t but because of 
the context we don’t have this chance. 

  Cousins:  We also had challenges around some of the activities like the study 
tours, and I think this is intangible. People have benefi ted just because they’ve 
been immersed in a diff erent culture. In terms of the benefi ts of the program, I’ve 
wondered about the value of that part. 

  Bhat:  When we went to Michigan, we learned about the qualitative research 
and the standards. We did benefi t, but as you said the benefi ts are more intangible. 

  Cousins:  Th is is the other thing I have and it doesn’t fl y so well. It’s expensive! 
And I was really thinking, is there really value for money? My idea was, why not 
identify a conference somewhere around the world—Australia, Canada, USA, 
or UK—and send a small delegation, like fi ve people. Th ey go to the conference 
and have to present and network and absorb, and then they come back and it’s 
kind of like the cascade model and they share with others. But I think there was 
something about the study-tour thing, and it had to do with people having the 
opportunity to just go abroad and understand things from a diff erent perspective. 

  Bhat:  When someone comes from a diff erent culture, you see that individual 
and the knowledge they bring, whereas when you go to the workplaces you have 
several other things to observe. Like, for example, your university, the way the 
library was organized, the way you used the whiteboard, and many other things. 

  Oza:  I take your point about presenting at a conference. Th e fi rst thing is if 
you’re not familiar with the background and workplaces where these people work 
and how things operate it’s very critical. To go and present at a conference, I think 
it requires confi dence building and understanding the context from where the 
other presenters are coming and then bringing myself up to speed. I think the sec-
ond generation of these rounds of things happening should be the way to go. Also 
I think meeting the big names in program evaluation and understanding their 
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whole approach is important. When people see that very well recognized people 
are very humble it makes a big diff erence and people begin to understand that. 

  Bhat:  True, like for example we met Michael Patton. Th ese are big names we 
see in the library, but when you meet this person, someone who’s really established 
in the fi eld, it makes a diff erence. 

  Oza:  We were a big group, but I think that institutionalizing the knowledge 
is very diffi  cult. Some of us learned 50% and some others 80%, but the question is 
how we can institutionalize the knowledge we gain collectively. 

  Cousins:  One last comment from me. It gets back to the hierarchy point. I 
remember we wanted to get people involved with data analysis but people were 
saying “No, no, no, we hire people to do that,” and I think there were a couple of 
people hired temporarily to do the SPSS and then they were gone. Th is is part of 
the institutionalizing thing. When they were gone, the memory, the knowledge, 
and the capacity building were literally gone. Th at was a challenge. 

  Oza:  Well, I see. Th e thing is that the use of technology is one of the big 
things that is being shift ed because it was initially seen that any kind of a letter or 
a memo or even a report is done by somebody who is hired to be typing it in, and 
therefore we’re not doing it. I see this changing. It’s a huge cultural change because 
of the e-mails and so on that people are doing, and I’m so glad this is happening. 

 DISCUSSION 
 Th e primary purpose of this article is to explore a cross-cultural evaluation experi-
ence from the perspectives of a Western evaluator and Indian colleagues working 
in collaboration on ECB projects. Th e conversation shows that evaluators from 
diff erent cultures have diff erent perspectives on the evaluation process, including 
the selection of evaluation questions, stakeholders and potential users, the methods 
of data collection, and the methods of reporting. Th roughout the conversation, the 
evaluators brought to our attention some very interesting cross-cultural benefi ts and 
challenges that they identifi ed during their collaboration. Th e analysis of this brief, 
yet rich, conversation is guided by the conceptual framework of the dimensions 
of culture and cultural practice that has evolved over several years ( Chouinard & 
Cousins, 2009 ;  Chouinard & Milley, 2016 ; Chouinard & Hopson, this issue). Th e 
framework, which is represented in the introduction to this special issue of  CJPE , in-
cludes seven dimensions of cultural practices: epistemological, ecological, methodo-
logical, political, personal, relational, and institutional. In a cross-cultural context, 
these key dimensions aff ect not only the evaluation process but also the production 
of evaluation knowledge, the usefulness of the evaluation, and the extent to which 
unintended outcomes of the evaluation will be positive or negative. 

 Th e conversation reveals that learning is a common thread from the perspec-
tive of both the Western evaluator and the Indian colleagues. It is evident that, 
throughout the years of the collaboration, learning has taken an essential place 
at individual and group levels through ECB and process use, which has been one 
of the major benefi ts of this cross-cultural experience. It is through the act of 
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collaboration and through the relationships that are built, nurtured, and sustained 
that learning takes place. Th e conversation also shows that the colearning process 
that took place among evaluators was highly interactive, social, conversational, 
and dialogical. In fact, dialogue provided the evaluators with the opportunity 
to move beyond technical and instrumental learning to interactions that engage 
sometimes-confl icting perspectives, values, and experiences, which lead to the 
unfolding of new understandings. Learning has also accrued among the Indian 
participants themselves because of the number of states involved in the evaluation 
and the tremendous interstate cultural variation. 

 As we can see from this collaborative experience, the relational dimension 
was a key factor between the Western evaluator and the Indian colleagues, and it 
is clear that it infl uenced the process of constructing knowledge, which was a joint 
process that happened at two levels: between the Western evaluator and the Indian 
colleagues, and among the Indian colleagues themselves. Th roughout the conversa-
tions, storytelling arose as a key theme when data-collection methods where dis-
cussed. Th e conversation confi rms that Indians place a higher value on quantitative 
methods than on qualitative methods as ways to create scientifi c knowledge. Th e 
reason for this is that, even though India is a storytelling nation, Indians do not 
perceive stories or narratives to be a particularly valuable source of evidence-based 
knowledge for educational and social reform. Despite the fact that Indian culture 
is rich with stories, most of these stories are epics, legends, and myths and are seen 
more as a form of entertainment and cultural legacy preservation than as a way to 
create credible knowledge for reform. To Indians, as Bhat says above, “knowledge 
has to exist in some other forms that are quite scholarly, like books or numbers. 
Numbers matter more than explanations.” If Indians do not trust their own stories 
or do not have faith in their own narratives, it would seem to follow that there are 
many challenges associated with collecting and analyzing qualitative data in such 
a context. Yet qualitative data were central to the evaluations that were conducted. 

 A related issue of concern touched on propriety standards, specifi cally the 
idea of obtaining informed consent from participants before starting data collec-
tion. In the Western context, informed consent is now an ethical requirement for 
research involving human participants and is integral to professional standards 
of practice. It is the process whereby a participant is informed about all risks and 
aspects of the study to enable her or him to make a well-founded decision and 
whereby he or she voluntarily confi rms his or her willingness to participate. Our 
Indian colleagues discuss the fact that many people perceived informed consent 
to be a strange and superfl uous bureaucratic practice and formality that appears 
to be at variance with the culture of openness to provide the information one has. 
In fact, the external evaluators recognized the limitations of using this mode of 
informed consent in India. Such documents are sometimes viewed with suspi-
cion and are oft en accompanied by Indian participants’ reluctance to affi  x their 
signature. In such a context, the informed-consent process can become a mere 
formality, with participants simply acquiescing to whatever is required of them. 
As such, informed consent that is premised on the principles of autonomy and 
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rational decision making as they are understood in the West is problematic in 
India as a result of the many diff erences in cultural norms and values. 

 Another important aspect that should be emphasized is the fact that this evalu-
ation experience must be understood as being contextually grounded in the local 
Indian program setting, as well as being interconnected with the broader social, 
historical, economic, and political climate in India. In India, context exerts tremen-
dous infl uence on the program and on its evaluation, a fi nding that becomes all 
the more signifi cant in culturally and socially diverse communities ( Chouinard & 
Cousins, 2009 ). For example, the prevalence of hierarchy that aff ects every part of 
life in India emerged from the conversation as a very important factor during the 
evaluation process. In many ways, working structures mirror Indian society. Both 
are extremely hierarchical in nature, where people have an allotted position that 
they do not attempt to overturn. As such, it is absolutely essential for evaluators to 
understand how deeply these hierarchical thought processes impact Indian attitudes 
to evaluation. Overlooking them runs the potential of seriously compromising the 
best intentioned evaluation process. Of course, India is not unique in using hier-
archy to assign values and order, although for typical Western evaluators the ways 
in which hierarchy is practiced could be seen as considerable cultural challenges. 

 IMPLICATIONS FOR EVALUATION PRACTICE 
 “All evaluation refl ects culturally infl uenced norms, values, and ways of know-
ing” ( American Evaluation Association, 2011 , p. 5). Th e program evaluators’ and 
stakeholders’ beliefs, values, ways of knowing, and ways of communicating are 
all rooted in their respective cultures. As the subject of evaluation, social pro-
grams per se are embedded within specifi c social, cultural, political, and historical 
contexts ( Chouinard & Cousins, 2009 ). Th erefore cultural competence is indis-
pensable for evaluators to enhance their credibility and to engage meaningfully 
with stakeholders in cross-cultural evaluation. A lack of cultural competence can 
cause confl ict, frustration, and ultimately program failure. It follows that evalua-
tors need to adopt ways of thinking and behaving that enable stakeholders of one 
cultural, ethnic, or linguistic group to work eff ectively with stakeholders of 
another group. Th is requires an awareness of one’s own cultural limitations; a level 
of openness, respect, and appreciation for cultural diff erences; regard for inter-
cultural diversity as a source of learning opportunities; the ability to use cultural 
resources in interventions; and an acknowledgement of the integrity and value 
of all cultures ( Lynch & Hanson, 1998 ). In a cross-cultural context, this means 
“an active demonstration of respect for diff erences, an enthusiastic eagerness to 
learn about other cultures, an acceptance of diff erent viewpoints on reality, and a 
fl exibility and willingness to adjust, change, and reorient where required” ( Lynch 
& Hanson, 1998 , p. 493). 

 Evaluators need to know that “cultural competence is a stance toward culture, 
not a discrete status or simple mastery of particular knowledge and skills” ( Ameri-
can Evaluation Association, 2011 , para. 3). Th us, maintaining an appropriate 
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attitude toward a diff erent culture is paramount for evaluators throughout the 
entire evaluation process, especially during their interactions with stakeholders. 
Th e investment of eff ort into developing a genuine understanding of Indian cul-
ture might be extrinsically and intrinsically worthwhile for Western evaluators, 
particularly when they are involved in long-term evaluation projects in India. Th e 
ongoing and rapid economic growth of India is producing a multitude of opportu-
nities for evaluators to apply their expertise and to test evaluation theories. A deep 
understanding of Indian culture makes it easier for Western evaluators to win the 
trust of and to work eff ectively with Indian stakeholders and participants. Th is 
article is an endeavour in this vein. It attempts to enrich evaluators’ understanding 
of Indian culture by drawing on the perspective of local Indian professional col-
leagues engaged with evaluation so that in future they will be able to work more 
effi  ciently in the Indian cultural context. 

 Finally, evaluators who work in a country that is diff erent from their own 
need to understand the importance of giving serious consideration to includ-
ing on their evaluation team individuals who are native to that country and 
who are sensitive to the cultural context in which their work is conducted. In 
our view, this is a strong rationale for the development and use of collaborative 
approaches to evaluation that stand to benefi t from partner strong suits: knowl-
edge of evaluation logic and professional standards of practice, on the one hand, 
and knowledge of program logic and cultural, political, economic, and social 
context on the other. 

 In the end, it is our hope that the cross-cultural conversation set out above 
and the discussion that follows will help to expand the range of thinking about 
the benefi ts and challenges of conducting evaluations in cross-cultural contexts 
while stimulating ongoing dialogue and refl ection. 
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 Considering the Social Determinants of 
Equity in International Development Evaluation 

Guidance Documents 
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 Kalamazoo, Michigan, USA 

  Abstract:  Several international development organizations have published equity-
focused evaluation guidance documents to promote and meet an increased demand 
for equity-focused evaluation practice. Evaluating progress toward equity neces-
sitates focusing on changes in the social determinants of equity (i.e., barriers and 
enabling factors). Th us, the purpose of this study is to describe how and the extent 
to which international development organizations recommend addressing the social 
determinants of equity in evaluation practice guidance documents. Implications for 
evaluation quality, cultural responsiveness, and the decolonization of evaluation are 
discussed and a summary of practical examples and guidance is presented. 

  Keywords:  Decolonization, equity, evaluation, international development, social 
determinants 

  Résumé :  Plusieurs organismes de développement international ont publié des con-
signes d’évaluation axées sur l’équité, dans le but de faire connaitre et de satisfaire 
la demande concernant des pratiques d’évaluation de cette nature. Pour évaluer 
les progrès équité, il faut étudier les changements dans les déterminants sociaux en 
terme d’équité (à savoir les obstacles et les facteurs facilitants). Cette étude vise donc 
à décrire de quelle manière et dans quelle mesure les organisations de développement 
international recommandent d’aborder les déterminants sociaux de l’équité dans leurs 
consignes concernant la pratique de l’évaluation. Les conséquences sur la qualité de 
l’évaluation, la sensibilité culturelle et la décolonisation de l’évaluation sont analysées, 
puis, des exemples concrets sont présentés et des recommandations sont formulées. 

  Mots clés :  décolonisation, équité, évaluation, développement international, déter-
minants sociaux 

 INTRODUCTION 
 Despite the signifi cant progress made toward the achievement of the United Na-
tions (UN) Millennium Development Goals, widening social disparities in many 
economically developing countries have led to a greater focus on equity in devel-
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opment policies, programs, and evaluation ( Bamberger & Segone, 2011 ;  Jones, 
2009 ;  United Nations Development Programme, 2013 ). Equity has been increas-
ingly viewed as a smart development strategy and imperative for the achievement 
of the UN’s new Sustainable Development Goals ( World Bank, 2012 ). To coincide 
with the launch of the Goals, 2015 was declared the International Year of Evalua-
tion to promote demand and use of high quality, context-relevant, equity-focused, 
and gender-responsive evaluation at country, regional, and local levels (My M&E, 
2015).Th e movement was led by EvalPartners, a collaboration of professional 
evaluation organizations, UN agencies, and international donor organizations, 
and implemented via a series of events held around the globe. To ensure that an 
emphasis on equity-focused and gender-responsive evaluation does not dissipate, 
EvalPartners launched the  EvalGender+  initiative in December 2015. Th e  Eval-
Gender+  initiative aims to bring attention to the importance of addressing equity 
and gender within evaluation by engaging key individuals and organizations, 
promoting practical innovation, and facilitating learning to inform equity- and 
gender-focused evaluation practice (My M&E, 2015). 

 Th e UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF) has been instrumental in bringing a renewed 
attention to equity in international development evaluation, as demonstrated by 
a series of publications and webinars. In UNICEF’s “How to Design and Manage 
Equity-Focused Evaluations,”  Bamberger and Segone (2011)  acknowledge that many 
equity-focused evaluation methods and techniques are based on approaches and 
practices that are already familiar to many international development evaluation 
practitioners. Th e authors describe equity-focused evaluation as an assessment of 
“what works and what does not work to reduce inequity” and the “intended and 
unintended results for worst-off  groups as well as the gaps between best-off , average, 
and worst-off  groups” ( Bamberger & Segone, 2011 , p. 9). Equity-focused evaluation is 
also noted to look “explicitly at the equity dimensions of interventions, going beyond 
conventional quantitative data to the analysis of behavioral change, complex social 
processes and attitudes, and collecting information on diffi  cult-to-reach socially 
marginalized groups” and empower worse-off  groups ( Bamberger & Segone, 2011 , 
pp. 7–8). Similarly,  Hay (2012)  describes equity-focused evaluation “as a way of 
understanding how intersecting social cleavages (such as gender, race, class, sexual-
ity, caste, and religion) defi ne and shape the experience and the exercise of power 
in diff erent contexts” (p. 40). Further, while externally promoted equity-focused 
programming and evaluation may be perceived as an imposition of outside values, 
in theory equity-focused evaluation approaches should emphasize the importance of 
acknowledging and conducting evaluation in a locally appropriate manner, and thus 
do not have to be conducted in a way that imposes evaluation approaches and meth-
ods ( Hopson, Kirkhart, & Bledsoe, 2012 ). Despite the recent surge in equity-focused 
evaluation publications, the literature and guidance on equity-focused evaluation 
is still emerging and somewhat limited ( Bamberger & Segone, 2011 ). Th erefore, in 
this article I address gaps in the international development evaluation literature that 
have important practical and theoretical implications for the quality of evaluation 
design, methods, and reporting within an equity-focused evaluation context. More 
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specifi cally, I examined how and the extent to which 21 international development 
organizations recommend addressing the social determinants of equity in 26 equity-
focused evaluation guidance documents. 

 Defi ning Equity 
 Equity is generally defi ned as “freedom from bias or favoritism” and “fairness 
or justice in the way people are treated” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary, n.d.). 
Equity can be operationalized as the absence of systematic disparities in indi-
vidual outcomes and/or the major social determinants of equity (i.e., structural 
determinants that infl uence the distribution of power, resources, processes, and 
opportunities) between groups with diff erent levels of social disadvantage/advan-
tage ( Braveman & Gruskin, 2003a ). Social advantage/disadvantage “refers to one’s 
relative position in a social hierarchy determined by wealth, power, and/or pres-
tige” and is most oft en associated with inequity in terms of gender/sex, geographic 
location, ethnicity/race, education, wealth, income, and occupation ( Braveman, 
2006 , p. 168). However, it should be noted that individuals experience multiple 
intersecting forms of oppression and/or privilege associated with their various 
identities (e.g., gender/sex, race, and class)—thus, experiences of advantage/dis-
advantage are neither uniform within nor across social groups ( Crenshaw, 1989 ). 

 Not all diff erences between groups are unfair. Inequitable diff erences (a) are 
unjust, unnecessary, and avoidable because they are caused by social determinants; 
(b) further disadvantage vulnerable/marginalized groups; and (c) are systematic, 
in that diff erences between groups with diff erent levels of advantage/disadvantage 
are signifi cant and frequent across outcomes, not random or occasional ( Brave-
man & Gruskin, 2003a ;  Starfi eld, 2001 ;  Whitehead, 1992 ). Equitable diff erences 
are (a) a result of natural inevitable biological factors, (b) based on free choice 
and/or an individual’s direct control, and (c) occasionally or randomly observed 
between groups with diff erent levels of advantage/disadvantage ( Starfi eld, 2001 ; 
 Whitehead, 1992 ). For example, diff erences in maternal mortality rates between 
wealthy urban women and poor rural women are inequitable because the major-
ity of these deaths are attributable to preventable social conditions (e.g., greater 
access to skilled health care professionals and facilities) rather than a result of 
biology or other factors within a women’s direct control. 

 Social Determinants of Equity 
 Th e concept of equity is concerned with fairness in the distribution of resources 
and opportunities so that all individuals have the opportunity to fulfi ll their life’s 
potential ( Braveman, 2006 ). Such fairness is thwarted when barriers cause an un-
fair distribution of resources and opportunities, resulting in conditions that bring 
about systematic diff erences between social groups that experience diff erent levels 
of advantage/disadvantage. Th us, the elimination of barriers that prevent fairness 
among social groups is central to the concept of equity; therefore, a focus on eq-
uity in evaluation requires attention to the social determinants of equity ( Brave-
man et al., 2011 ;  Commission on Social Determinants of Health [CSDH], 2008 ; 
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 Sen, 2002 ). Th e social determinants of equity are structural factors (e.g., social, 
cultural, political, economic)—not biological factors or individual  behaviours—
that directly or indirectly create conditions that explain the distribution of life 
outcomes (e.g., illness, wealth, power) within or between populations with dif-
ferent levels of social advantage/disadvantage ( Braveman, 2006 ; CSDH, 2008; 
 Krumeich & Meershoek, 2014 ). Th us, the social determinants of equity inform the 
 how  and  why  of current conditions and include both barriers and enabling factors. 
While many interventions seek to empower individuals and change individual-
level behaviour, it is the social determinants of equity that explain the majority of 
life outcomes ( Blas & Kurup, 2010 ;  Krumeich & Meershoek, 2014 ;  Tarlov, 1999 ). 

 Current states of inequity are a result of a wide range of economic, political, 
cultural, and environmental factors (e.g., legislation, culture, exposure to violence, 
school funding, and international trade) that are historic and complex in that they 
are deeply “rooted and intricately intertwined with power structures, knowledge 
levels, belief systems, attitudes and values of societies” ( Silva & Rugh, 2012 , p. x). 
Inequities are typically multidimensional, meaning they are most oft en caused 
by multiple factors that intersect and interact in complex ways varying across 
contexts and time ( Sen, 2002 ). As a result, a conclusive determination of the 
causal pathway or even the most immediate causes of inequities may not be pos-
sible ( Braveman & Gruskin, 2003a ;  Sen, 2002 ). However, a social disparity is not 
considered an inequity “because we know the proximate causes of that disparity 
and judge them to be unjust, but rather because the disparity is strongly associated 
with unjust social structures” (i.e., the social determinants of equity) systemati-
cally disadvantaging already disadvantaged populations ( Braveman & Gruskin, 
2003a , p. 256). Th erefore, to justify the existence of an inequitable diff erence “it 
must be plausible, but not necessarily proven, that policies could reduce the dis-
parities” ( Braveman et al., 2011 , p. 152;  Sen, 2002 ). 

 Despite the fact that inequities are considered unjust, unfair, and avoidable, 
they are “killing people on a grand scale” (CSDH, 2008, p. viii). Th erefore, the 
CSDH (2008) urges immediate action and identifi es evaluation that addresses 
the social determinants of equity as a critical component of reducing inequities. 
Addressing the social determinants of equity in evaluation can yield useful data 
for the improvement of policies and programs seeking to reduce inequities (Annie 
E. Casey Foundation [ACF], 2006). For example, knowing only that rural women 
tend to have higher maternal mortality rates than urban women does not provide 
information that can be used for programmatic change. However, gathering data 
on the social determinants of equity (e.g., distance to clinics, availability of trained 
health professionals, customs) inherently encourages a focus on local culture and 
context, facilitates accurate explanation of the  how  and  why  of outcomes, and 
provides information that can be used to make programmatic changes. 

 Culture and Context 
 A focus on the cultural context of the evaluand (i.e., what is being evaluated) is 
key for producing evaluations that are useful and responsive to local stakeholders’ 
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needs ( Ofi r & Kumar, 2013 ;  Phillips, Muller-Clemm, Ysselstein, & Sachs, 2013 ; 
 Scriven, 1991 ). Cultural and contextual responsiveness is also essential for evalu-
ation quality, given the impact of culture and context on the implementation and 
outcomes of an evaluand, as well as evaluative information generation, use, and 
dissemination ( Chouinard & Cousins, 2015 ;  SenGupta, Hopson, & Th ompson-
Robinson, 2004 ). Addressing social justice in evaluation (i.e., equity, equality, and/
or empowerment) also necessitates a focus on culture and context (CSDH, 2008; 
 Hopson et al., 2012 ;  Phillips et al., 2013 ). Identifying and eliminating unfair social 
determinants is central to the concept of equity and thus, within the context of 
equity-focused evaluation, the social determinants of equity represent much of 
the relevant cultural and contextual factors (CSDH, 2008). Th erefore, address-
ing the social determinants of equity in evaluation practice requires a detailed 
understanding of local culture and context as the social determinants of equity 
vary across settings and time, and are situated within and/or a product of history, 
culture, and context ( Hopson et al., 2012 ). 

 Decolonizing Evaluation 
 International development evaluation is situated within “a development context 
that has held, and oft en continues to hold, an explicitly colonial agenda” ( Hopson 
et al., 2012 , p. 78). Th at is, the dynamics of international development aid, policy, 
and programming oft en result in economically and politically powerful donor 
agencies exerting infl uence and control over less powerful countries. Likewise, the 
dynamics of international development evaluation have exerted a colonizing eff ect 
over marginalized and indigenous populations, as evaluations are oft en required by 
and designed to meet the needs of foreign funding agencies ( Johnston- Goodstar, 
2012 ;  Smith, 1999 ). For example, colonizing evaluation dynamics are present 
when evaluation policies, guides, and plans are developed in geographically distant 
donor countries and imposed without regard for culturally and contextually ap-
propriate standards, validity, and methods ( Hopson et al., 2012 ;  Samuels & Ryan, 
2011 ). It is crucial that evaluators acknowledge this history and actively seek ways 
to avoid such practices ( Hopson et al., 2012 ;  Johnston-Goodstar, 2012 ). 

 Evaluation can be considered colonizing when external notions of validity 
and determinants of program merit and worth are imposed without regard for 
local cultural context. Such colonizing dynamics compromise the relevance and 
validity of evaluation fi ndings in local contexts and, thus, the degree to which 
evaluations are useful and responsive to the needs of marginalized groups and 
local stakeholders ( Carden, 2013 ;  Ofi r & Kumar, 2013 ;  Samuels & Ryan, 2011 ). 
Colonizing evaluation practice is done to or imposed  on the poor , who neither 
benefi t from nor have an opportunity to shape the evaluation process. In contrast, 
decolonizing evaluation is done  with the poor  and benefi ts them directly ( Hop-
son et al., 2012 ). Decolonizing evaluation is grounded in and responsive to local 
epistemology that encourages culturally and contextually appropriate standards, 
validity, and methods; thus, a key feature of decolonizing evaluation is a recogni-
tion and critical interrogation of “Eurocentric knowledge systems and standards 
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of inquiry that have historically been imposed upon Indigenous cultures” ( Hop-
son et al., 2012 , p. 62). 

 Evaluators can work to “challenge, disrupt, and strive to change the existing 
social order” or “maintain and reinforce the existing system” ( Greene, Millett, & 
Hopson, 2004 , p. 102). Colonizing evaluation intentionally or unintentionally 
reinforces and “bolsters majority power structures without critique or challenge” 
( Hopson et al., 2012 , p. 62). Utilization of participatory evaluation approaches 
throughout the evaluation process can help to structure an evaluation to confront 
power imbalances and avoid exploitation, giving local stakeholders input or con-
trol in the evaluation process ( Bishop, 2011 ). Further, decolonizing evaluation 
practices can empower disadvantaged groups by challenging existing systems 
and conditions as a result of calling attention to inequities and the corresponding 
social determinants ( Hopson, 2014 ). Consideration of the social determinants of 
equity inform  how  and  why  groups are oppressed and others are privileged. 

 Problem Statement 
 Th e concept of equity is oft en poorly communicated in international develop-
ment, and at times the term is used inconsistently and interchangeably with 
similar concepts ( Jones, 2009 ). Th erefore, equity-focused development policies 
and programming are oft en implemented without a solid understanding of what 
organizations are striving toward or what it takes to achieve equity; thus, the 
burden of defi ning and operationalizing the construct oft en falls on evaluators 
( Jensen, 2006 ;  Jones, 2009 ). Research and guidance on equity-focused evalua-
tion is still emerging and somewhat limited in terms of clarity and availability 
of conceptual theories and practical guidance ( Bamberger & Segone, 2011 ). For 
example, while it has been noted that many of the equity-focused methods and 
techniques overlap with existing evaluation practices, oft en the evaluation litera-
ture does not clearly distinguish between generally accepted promising evaluation 
practices—which strengthen the quality of any evaluation—and those that are 
exclusive or central to equity-focused evaluation. 

 While the need to focus on context and barriers to equity is noted within 
the growing equity-focused evaluation literature, there has not been a detailed 
discussion or an examination of how the social determinants of equity should be 
addressed within international development evaluation practice. Research suggests 
that equity is typically addressed in a vague fashion and that the social determinants 
of equity are rarely addressed within international development programming, 
policies, and evaluation (O’Meara, cited in  Jones, 2009 ). Similarly, current develop-
ment practice tends to focus only on the  who  and  what  (e.g., who is impacted, what 
the intervention does, what the outcomes are), while consideration of the social 
determinants of equity calls attention to power relationships, local culture, and 
context to understand the  why  and  how  of conditions, interventions, and outcomes 
(e.g., why did the results impact groups diff erently, how did the results come about) 
( Eversole, 2005 ). Further, when inequities are discussed within international devel-
opment evaluation, the focus on  who  and  what  is typically communicated in terms 
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of individual- or group-level outcomes (e.g., maternal mortality rates for urban 
versus rural women) that are symptoms or manifestations of the social determi-
nants of equity (ACF, 2006;  Whitehead, 1992 ). Neither individual- nor group-level 
outcomes indicate whether factors that cause or perpetuate inequities have changed; 
therefore, they cannot provide the type of evidence decision makers need to develop 
or improve policies and programs seeking to reduce inequities (ACF, 2006;  Dunn, 
Van der Meulen, O’Campo, & Muntaner, 2013 ;  Sen, 2002 ). For this reason, attention 
must also focus on measuring changes in the social determinants of equity, which 
requires collection and/or use of structural-level data to assess whether contextual 
changes have occurred. Identifying and describing the social determinants of equity 
alone, as is oft en done in practice, is insuffi  cient ( Phillips et al., 2013 ). 

 METHODOLOGY 
 International development agencies (i.e., multilateral, bilateral, and nongovernmen-
tal organizations) have a major infl uence on international development evaluation 
practice and use, as they oft en sponsor the majority of evaluation that takes place in 
countries that that receive development aid ( Bamberger, 2000 ). Th erefore, I chose 
international development agencies to serve as my unit of analysis. For the purpose 
of this research, international development evaluation refers to evaluation of inter-
ventions that take place in countries that receive international development aid and 
evaluations funded by foreign or external organizations. To identify international 
development organizations that address long-term goals such as equity, I focused 
on those that primarily provide long-term development aid or programming—as 
opposed to those that primarily provide short-term humanitarian aid. Given the 
high volume of evaluations commissioned by international development agencies, 
evaluations are oft en implemented by a variety of evaluators (i.e., internal, external, 
national, or foreign evaluators) and organizations (i.e., funding agencies themselves, 
organizations administering the program, or evaluation consultants) ( Bamberger, 
2000 ). Th erefore, many international development organizations have evaluation 
offi  ces that manage the evaluation process, set evaluation requirements (e.g., ques-
tions, criteria), and create evaluation practice guidance documents as a means to 
encourage consistency and quality of donor evaluations. As a result, guidance docu-
ments produced by these prominent organizations have the potential to infl uence 
international development evaluation practice. For this reason, I chose evaluation 
guidance documents as my data source. Evaluation guidance documents are guide-
lines and manuals that include substantive instruction or recommendations on how 
to conduct evaluation and are intended to infl uence evaluation practice. 

 Sample Selection 
  Figure 1  outlines the multistage sampling process and inclusion criteria I used to 
identify international development organizations and relevant evaluation prac-
tice guidance documents (i.e., documents that include substantive detail on how 
to conduct evaluation and are intended to infl uence evaluation practice). My 
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data sources included (a) United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the 
Empowerment of Women’s (UN Women) Gender Equality Evaluation Portal, 
(b) AidData 2.1 research release data set, and (c) a snowball sample generated 
from documents from the two aforementioned sources ( AidData Beta, 2013 ; UN 
Women, 2013). I determined the sample was complete when the point of satura-
tion was reached (i.e., when no additional organizations could be identifi ed). 

Figure 1. Multistage Sampling Process
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 As shown in  Figure 1 , in the fi rst sampling stage I employed multiple pur-
posive sampling strategies to identify international development organizations 
that predominantly provide long-term development aid or programming—as 
opposed to short-term humanitarian aid. I included all organizations ( n  = 44) 
from the UN Women’s Gender Equality Evaluation Portal based on the assump-
tion that organizations that conduct gender equality focused evaluations would 
be more likely to have relevant evaluation guidance documents. I identifi ed 71 
organizations for inclusion in the study from the AidData 2.1 research release 
data set for 2010—the most current year for which there was a complete data 
set. Because there are more than 100,000 entries for 2010, I established criteria 
to identify organizations that made and/or received the largest contributions and 
would result in a manageable number of organizations within three strata (i.e., 
multilateral donors, bilateral donors/donor-fi nancing agencies, and implementing 
agencies). Given the magnitude of funds transferred, I assumed these agencies 
would be more likely to require evaluation, have relevant documents, and be 
infl uential in terms of evaluation policy and practice. 

 In the second sampling stage, I searched for relevant evaluation guidance 
documents within organizations’ websites and used Google to search the Internet 
to ensure all relevant online documents from sampled organizations were retrieved. 
As shown in  Figure 1 , I established the following inclusion criteria for documents: 
available on the Internet; in English; free; published since 2000; and include the 
terms  evaluation  and  equity ,  equality , and/or  empowerment  in the title, abstract, or 
introduction of the document. Equity, equality, and empowerment are terms fre-
quently used when the topic of social disparities is discussed within international 
development evaluation guidance documents and, at times, used alongside or inter-
changeably ( Facio & Morgan, 2009 ;  Freeman & Mikkelsen, 2003 ;  Whitehead, 1992 ). 
Th us, while the stated purpose of this study focuses on the social determinants of 
equity, evaluation guidance documents that focus on similar concepts (i.e., equal-
ity and empowerment) were included to increase the pool of relevant documents. 

 Th e third sampling stage involved verifi cation that the documents met the 
inclusion criteria established in Stage 2 as well as identifi cation of additional docu-
ments and organizations via a snowball sampling approach. Documents were 
removed from the sample during this state if, for example, the title indicated a focus 
on evaluation and gender equality but the content focused on organizational gen-
der mainstreaming to achieve equality. Organizations were added to the snowball 
sample if they had relevant guidance documents referenced within texts obtained 
from the fi rst sampling stage. In this manner, I identifi ed three additional organiza-
tions and four guidance documents via the snowball sampling approach in Stage 3. 

 Instruments 
 I developed a rating instrument to analyze the content of evaluation guidance 
documents and collect descriptive information about how and the extent to which 
organizations recommend addressing the social determinants of equity. I modelled 
the structure of the instrument aft er the UN Women’s UN System-wide Action 
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Plan Individual Evaluation Scoring Tool, which was developed to assess the degree 
to which evaluation reports met the UN Evaluation Group’s gender-related norms 
and standards (2014). As shown in  Figure 2 , the instrument consisted of fi ve fi xed 
rating criteria. Rationale for addressing equity was the only criterion rated simply 
as  present  or  not present . For each document, the remaining four rating criteria 
were scored in terms of degree of direct focus of the wording, level of detail, and 
presence of examples.  Not applicable  was used when criteria were not relevant to 
the stated purpose of a document (e.g., documents that focused heavily on moni-
toring or indicators typically did not comment on fi ndings and conclusions). Space 
was provided for justifi cation of each rating and examples from the guidance docu-
ments that addressed the social determinants of equity to the greatest extent (i.e., 
documents that received a rating of  explicit reference  and  suffi  cient detail ). 

 Given the complex nature of the criteria (i.e., ratings required a degree of 
inference), each document was assessed by two independent raters (i.e., the 
author and a doctoral-level evaluator with international development experience). 
I developed a detailed scoring guide to provide a common frame of reference 
that included guidance on key terms/topics of interest in the documents as well 
as descriptions of rating levels. We focused on the evaluation sections of each 
document (sections on other topics, such as program planning, were not subject 
to review) and used the search function to ensure we located relevant text. Prior 
to coding, we piloted the instrument on three documents to familiarize ourselves 
with the coding procedure and to refi ne the instrument. We then worked inde-
pendently and met regularly to calibrate ratings and resolve disagreement through 
a consensus-seeking procedure. We reached consensus on ratings for all docu-
ments, indicating high interrater agreement. 

Figure 2. Overview of Rating Instrument

Research Questions Criteria Indicators Ratings

Documents include guidance
on how to address the social
determinants of equity in
relation to:

1. Evaluation questions,
criteria, and/or performance
benchmarks

2. Local context: Identification
of local social determinants of
equity

3. Methodology

4. Findings and/or conclusions

5. Rationale for addressing the
social determinants of equity is
provided

Degree of focus of wording:
Document text directly focuses on
and/or references the concept of
the social determinants of equity.

Examples present:
Document provides examples of

how to address the social
determinants of equity.

Level of detail:
Document provides details on

how to address the social
determinants of equity.

• Explicit focus
• Ambiguous focus
• No focus

• Sufficient detail
• Insufficient detail
• No detail

• Present
• Not present

Rationale:
Document provides rationale for

addressing the social determinants
of equity in evaluation.

Best guidance documents:
Should have rating of explicit
reference and sufficient detail Note: Not applicable

was an option for all
criteria and
justifications were
provided for all ratings.

• Present
• Not present

a. To what degree are
the social
determinants of
equity addressed in
the guidance
documents?

b. How do evaluation
guidance documents
recommend
addressing the social
determinants of
equity within the
evaluation process?
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 FINDINGS 

 Characteristics of the Sample 
 Th e sample included 26 evaluation guidance documents from 21 international 
development organizations; this included 6 bilateral (29%) and 15 (71%) mul-
tilateral organizations, the latter of which comprised nine UN agencies (43%). 
Th e majority of organizations’ global headquarters are located in North America 
(48%;  n =  10) and Europe (43%;  n =  9); the remaining two are located in Asia and 
Australia, respectively. More than three fourths (77%;  n =  20) of the evaluation 
guidance documents focused on gender issues (e.g., gender equity, gender equal-
ity, or gender empowerment); others focused on health equity, child rights, and 
general equity and empowerment issues. Th e documents were published over a 
period of 14 years (2000–2013), and half were published in 2010 or later, indicat-
ing an increased focus on evaluation and equity and related concepts. A complete 
list of the sampled documents can be viewed in the Appendix. 

 To What Extent Are the Social Determinants of Equity Addressed by 
International Development Organizations Within Evaluation Practice 
Guidance Documents? 
 As shown in  Figure 3 , more than half of the organizations explicitly referenced 
and/or suffi  ciently described how to address the social determinants of equity 
in relation to the criteria for  identifi cation of local context  and  methodology . Th e 
social determinants of equity were referenced and described by the fewest organi-
zations in terms of  evaluation questions, criteria, and/or performance benchmarks  
and  fi ndings and/or conclusions . While not shown in  Figure 3 , most organizations 
(81%;  n =  17) also explained why it is important to address social determinants 
of equity within the evaluation process. 

 How Do International Development Organizations Recommend 
 Addressing the Social Determinants of Equity Within Evaluation 
 Practice Guidance Documents? 
 In terms of addressing the social determinants of equity within  evaluation ques-
tions, criteria, and/or performance benchmarks,  recommendations predominantly 
centred on evaluation questions with little guidance provided on evaluation cri-
teria and performance benchmarks. An example of an evaluation question that 
addresses the social determinants of equity as indicated in one sampled document 
states, “Did the program address the key barriers to women’s economic empower-
ment and build on their strengths?” (Australian Agency for International Devel-
opment & Asian Development Bank, 2013, p. 93). Although most organizations 
were not explicit in their guidance, suggesting that the social determinants of 
equity could be informed via typical outcome-focused evaluation questions that 
get at  how  and  why  change occurred (e.g., Why did it change? How did it change? 
How much did it change?). 
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 Organizations addressed the social determinants of equity to the greatest 
extent through guidance on how to understand the  local context.  Guidance typi-
cally centred on the importance of conducting multiple forms of contextual analy-
ses (e.g., situational, social, poverty, gender, and/or vulnerability analysis) and use 
of the results to inform each stage of the evaluation process. Contextual analysis 
provides evaluators with an understanding of possible structural factors and con-
ditions that cause and/or perpetuate inequity and impact program implementa-
tion, outcomes, and sustainability. Although contextual analysis identifi es which 
social groups ( who ) are experiencing particular disadvantage/advantage ( what ), 
the main purpose of an equity-focused contextual analysis is to identify  why  and 
 how  power relations, systems, and structures interact and aff ect access and control 
of opportunities and resources ( Kalanda, Makwiza, & Kemp, 2004 ). Practical sug-
gestions for conducting contextual analyses are presented in  Table 1 . 

Table 1. Practical Considerations on How to Conduct A Contextual Analysis

Factors to be Addressed in the Contextual Analysis
✓ What is inequitable?
✓ Who experiences advantage and disadvantage as it relates to the inequity?
✓ What are the underlying causes of inequity? / Why are some groups worse off ?
✓ Why does the inequity exist? / How did it get that way? (i.e., historical factors)
✓  What are the factors that act as barriers and enabling factors of equity? (i.e., What 

prevents equity? What helps encourages equity?)
✓ What are the power relationships that enable or prevent inequity?
✓ How do factors that act as barriers and enablers of equity intersect or interact?
✓  How do factors that act as barriers and enablers of equity impact social groups 

over time?
✓  What are the needs of disadvantaged groups? What are the aspirations of 

disadvantaged groups?
✓  For which outcomes are systematic diff erences observed between the most 

advantaged and disadvantaged groups?
✓ What change needs to take place to ameliorate underlying causes of inequity?

Guidance for Conducting the Contextual Analysis
✓  Document whether or not a contextual analysis was conducted before project 

implementation
✓ Conduct during project and/or evaluation planning
✓  Utilize multiple forms of contextual analysis (e.g., situational, social, poverty, 

gender, and/or vulnerability analysis)
✓  Engage stakeholders with diff erent levels of advantage/disadvantage to conduct 

a contextual analysis
✓  Use contextual analysis throughout the evaluation process (e.g., to analyze and 

interpret fi ndings and conclusions)
✓  Use a theory of change to map out a contextual analysis (i.e., enablers and 

barriers to intended change) and demonstrate how the evaluand is expected to 
bring about change
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   In  Table 2 , I present themes I identifi ed within organizational recommenda-
tions on how to identify inequities between social groups, as well as structural 
factors and conditions that lead to inequitable outcomes. In addition, as a means 
of assessing progress toward equity, this guidance can be used to facilitate the 
description and measurement of changes in the social determinants of equity. 
Th e left  side of  Table 2  includes guidance on how to identify inequities between 
social groups by considering factors that (a) are commonly associated with social 
advantage/disadvantage, (b) may be associated with inequities in particular con-
texts, and (c) mediate the experience of diff erent social groups in relation to the 
evaluand. Th e right side of  Table 2  includes examples of structural-level factors 
that create conditions that explain the distribution of life outcomes across groups 
with diff erent levels of social advantage/disadvantage. 

 Recommendations on how to incorporate the social determinants of equity 
in evaluation  methods  most oft en focused on diff erent types of outcomes and the 
importance of disaggregating data. In  Table 3 , I present a summary of consid-
erations for outcomes that address the social determinants of equity related to 
timeframe, directness of measure (i.e., proxy outcome indicators), and level or 
degree to which outcomes refl ect changes or challenges to the barriers to equity. 
Most organizations also recommend engaging stakeholders with diff erent levels 
of advantage/disadvantage in the identifi cation of outcome indicators, as they 
oft en have diff erent perspectives; however, only a few reference the importance 
of involving participants in data interpretation ( Temby, 2007 ). Th e social deter-
minants of equity were referenced and described to the least extent in terms of 
evaluation  fi ndings and/or conclusions . Th e few organizations that made recom-
mendations related to fi ndings and conclusions emphasized the importance of 
pairing disaggregated data with qualitative contextual data to facilitate accurate 
interpretation of results.   

 DISCUSSION 
 While the fi ndings indicate that organizations discussed how to address the social 
determinants of equity in evaluation practice to some extent, there is room for 
improvement—specifi cally in terms of the clarity and directness of language and 
quality and level of detailed instructions. Th e fact that so many of the organiza-
tions included little or no guidance on how to address the social determinants 
of equity in relation to  evaluation questions, criteria, and/or performance bench-
marks  and  fi ndings and/or conclusions  raises concerns about the degree to which 
evaluations that adhere to such guidance documents are culturally responsive, 
promoting decolonizing evaluation practice, and adequately assessing changes 
in the social determinants of equity. If the social determinants of equity are not 
addressed within evaluation questions, criteria, and/or performance benchmarks, 
the determinants will likely not be addressed in the remainder of the evaluation 
either. In addition, evaluation fi ndings and conclusions constitute the majority of 
information used for decision making and/or program improvement. A lack of 
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guidance on how to address the social determinants of equity in evaluation fi nd-
ings and conclusions is problematic, as identifi cation of the social determinants 
of equity helps to support accurate interpretation of individual- or group-level 
outcomes within local cultural contexts. 

 Based on my review of the sampled documents and broader literature, I 
interpret the purpose of equity-focused evaluation to be the examination of 
the relationship between the evaluand and (a) experiences of social groups 
with diff erent levels of advantage/disadvantage, and (b) the social determinants 
of equity ( Bamberger & Segone, 2011 ;  Braveman, 2006 ;  Hay, 2012 ). I identify 
the social determinants of equity as both (a) structural factors (e.g., customs, 
policies, systems) that cause and (b) intermediate conditions (e.g., conditions 
of schools, availability of clinics) that perpetuate equity and inequity (CSDH, 
2008). Th e ACF (2006) distinguishes the social determinants of equity from 
individual- and group-level data (e.g., percentage of males and females that 
complete secondary school). However, the ACF (2006) recommends collecting, 
analyzing, and presenting both types of data together to maintain a focus on the 
social determinants of equity (i.e., the factors that enable or prevent equity and 
the level at which change can most eff ectively be made). Th us, discussion of the 
social determinants of equity brings a more collective- and societal-level focus 
to the issue at hand, compared to viewing inequity solely in terms of biological 
factors and individual-level behaviours, as is oft en done and advocated by donor 
countries ( Macdonald, 2010 ). Further, the social determinants of equity include 
factors that both enable and act as barriers to equity, highlighting the problem 
areas as well as the strengths of a society that prevent or resist inequity, the latter 
of which is advocated by more indigenous methods of research and evaluation 
( Chilisa & Ntseane, 2010 ). 

 Recommendations for Practice 
 Recommendations about how to address the social determinants of equity in 
evaluation guidance documents predominantly focused on the importance of 
conducting and using contextual analyses throughout the evaluation process, 
thereby encouraging a focus on the cultural context of the evaluand. Very few 
organizations provided fi gures or visual tools to help identify relevant contex-
tual factors, such as UNICEF’s bottleneck framework ( Bamberger & Segone, 
2011 ) and CARE’s Strategic Impact Inquiry classifi cation of outcomes ( Picard 
& Gillingham, 2012 ). Th emes identifi ed across these organizational recom-
mendations and tools are presented in the fi ndings section in  Table 3  and can be 
used by evaluators to help identify inequities and relevant social determinants. 
I recommend that evaluators use visual and conceptual frameworks to help 
identify structural, intermediate, and individual- or group-level outcomes across 
contexts—such as the types of models oft en used in the health sector to represent 
the social determinants of health (see CSDH, 2008, and  WHO, 2010 ). Such tools 
can also be used to engage and communicate with stakeholders when conducting 
contextual analysis. 
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 In  Table 3 , I present a list of ways in which the social determinants of equity 
can be addressed throughout the evaluation process, informed by my fi ndings 
and the broader literature. I suggest that international development organizations 
incorporate these recommendations into evaluation guidance documents, terms 
of reference, and requirements for evaluation reporting, so that evaluation practice 
can move beyond simply identifying and describing the structural determinants 
of equity, and also measure changes in the social determinants of equity over time. 

 As presented in  Table 3 , one important takeaway from the ACF’s (2006) racial 
equity lens is the distinction between outcomes at an individual- or group-level 
(i.e., manifestations of unfair conditions and structural factors) and outcomes 
that represents the social determinants of equity. According to the ACF (2006), 
presenting individual- or group-level outcome data in relation to the structural 
determinants helps to (a) more accurately describe and discuss the nature of 
inequities; (b) avoid active prejudice, stereotypes, or implicit stigmatization of 
individuals or groups; and (c) establish a structural-level analysis that can be 
used to identify areas of need for policy and programs improvement. Such rec-
ommendations are supported by the health equity literature in which the social 
determinants of equity have been shown to explain the majority of life outcomes; 
therefore, it could be misleading not to connect individual- or group-level data to 
the contextual and structural factors (ACF, 2006;  Blas & Kurup, 2010 ;  Krumeich 
& Meershoek, 2014 ;  Tarlov, 1999 ). For example, if the secondary school dropout 
rates for females is higher than the rate for males, it does not mean that females 
are not capable of exceeding academically but rather could indicate that there 
are barriers to female participation, such as cultural norms and practices that 
prioritize females’ work in the home above their attendance at school. While 
there is a need for “more practical, aff ordable, sustainable, and scientifi cally sound 
methods and data sources” to monitor and evaluate progress toward equity, it has 
been suggested “in virtually every country more could be done now with existing 
data and relatively simple methods” ( Braveman & Gruskin, 2003b , p. 542). For 
example, if structural-level project data are not available, the ACF (2006) suggests 
using existing regional or national data to aid in understanding why individual- or 
group-level results may or may not have been achieved. Furthermore, the ACF 
(2006) suggests that even without data on structural-level factors, individual-level 
outcomes can be presented in a way that directs the reader’s attention to potential 
structural or contextual considerations. 

 Th e ACF (2006) also recommends using language throughout the evaluation 
that focuses on and accurately describes the structural determinants of equity. 
For example, instead of labelling families as  families in poverty , organizations 
should consider more structurally focused language such as families  making a 
living wage  or  families able to meet basic needs . In addition, although communi-
ties that have historically experienced discrimination or disadvantage are oft en 
referred to as  minorities —a term that means a smaller segment of a larger group 
or population—it may be more accurate to use structural language that refl ects 
the experience of the group such as  disadvantaged ,  underrepresented ,  oppressed , 
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Table 3. Summary of How to Address the Social Determinants of Equity in 
the Evaluation Process

Evaluation planning
Contextual Analysis: Conduct and use multiple forms of contextual analyses 
throughout the evaluation process. (Most sampled organizations recommended.)
Participatory Evaluation: Engage stakeholders with diff erent levels of social advantage/
disadvantage and provide them with opportunities for input or decision making 
throughout the evaluation process. (Most sampled organizations recommended.)
Theory of Change: Visually demonstrate how the evaluand intends to bring about 
change as it relates to the social determinants of equity and context (UNICEF/
Bamberger & Segone, 2011; CARE/Picard & Gillingham, 2012).
Model of Program Theory: Use such a visual model (e.g., logic model, log frame) to 
depict the relationships between program components and intended impact on 
the social determinants of equity (Rogers, 2012).
Evaluation Matrix: Explain how the social determinants of equity are addressed at 
each stage of the evaluation process. For example, develop an evaluation matrix 
that clearly links the evaluation questions, criteria, and performance benchmarks to 
demonstrate the degree to which the evaluation addresses the social determinants 
of equity (Robertson & Schroeter, 2014).

Measurement
Types of Data: Include and present data on the social determinants of equity 
and individual- or group-level outcomes together as much as possible to enable 
accurate analysis and a focus on the social determinants of equity (ACF, 2006).
Timeframe: Include outcome indicators that are realistic within the given timeframe 
(i.e., short-term, intermediate/medium-term, and long-term) (USAID/Bloom & 
Negroustaoueva, 2013; CARE/Picard & Gillingham, 2012).
Proxy Outcome Indicator: Use a proxy outcome indicator to measure unobservable 
or complex constructs (e.g., legal empowerment measured vis-à-vis  federally 
elected representatives) and explicitly document their use—especially with social 
constructs (e.g., race used as a proxy for racism) (Davis, 1992; USAID/Bloom & 
Negroustaoueva, 2013; Zuberi, 2001).
Degree of Equitable Change: Determine and explain how outcome indicators relate to 
the degree to which the social determinants of equity are changed or challenged (i.e., 
practical, strategic, and breakthrough indicators) (CARE/Picard & Gillingham, 2012).

Findings and Conclusions
Findings: Present both individual- or group-level and structural-level data on the 
social determinants of equity together as much as possible (ACF, 2006).
Disaggregation of data: Disaggregate data by social groups that have historically 
experienced diff erent levels of social disadvantage/advantage. (Most sampled 
organizations recommended.)
Data interpretation: Describe data and explain the why or how of individual- 
or group-level outcomes in relation to structural-level data (i.e., the social 
determinants of equity) to support accurate interpretation of results (ACF, 2006).
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or  marginalized populations . Likewise, terms such as  advantaged  or  privileged  
should be used to refer to dominant groups to highlight the socially constructed 
nature of the inequities. Further, within the international development context, 
 Global South  (i.e., literally references to countries located south of the equator) 
may not refl ect the underlying cause of the issues of interest. Th us, it may be more 
appropriate to refer to these countries as  countries that receive development aid  or 
 formerly colonized countries , depending on the context. 

 While not addressed in the sampled documents, it is important to state that 
race or other indicators of social advantage (e.g., sex/gender, sexual orientation) 
are used as proxies for structural inequities such as racism, because doing so shift s 
focus to the structural explanations rather than individual or group biases and ste-
reotypes ( Davis, 1992 ;  Zuberi, 2001 ). For example, racial inequities in test scores 
are not caused by the colour of children’s skin, but rather by structural factors and 
conditions associated with racism that directly and indirectly privilege or disad-
vantage children because of their skin colour. Likewise, the sampled documents 
do not discuss the importance of acknowledging the socially constructed nature 
of the demographic characteristics associated with systematic disparities (e.g., 
gender, race, ethnicity). Acknowledging the socially constructed nature of such 
concepts can be stated explicitly and/or indirectly through wording choice (e.g., 
questionnaire items). While altering the wording does not explicitly demonstrate 
that variables such as race are being used as proxies for racism, they do refl ect a 
more accurate description of the construct. Further,  nontraditional  wording may 
draw attention to and remind the reader of the socially constructed nature of the 
concepts. For example, instead of asking “What is your race?” ask “What race(s) 
do you identify with?” or “What gender do you identify with?” versus “What is 

Reporting
Focus on the social determinants of equity: Maintain a focus on social determinants 
of equity rather than specifi c groups to avoid activating prejudices and 
appropriately describe the situation—even when data on the social determinants 
of equity are not available (ACF, 2006).
Structural Language: Use language that accurately describes the structural 
or underlying causes of inequitable conditions (e.g., disadvantaged, 
underrepresented, or marginalized populations versus minorities; countries that 
receive development aid versus Global South) (ACF, 2006).
Acknowledge the Socially Constructed Nature of Demographic Characteristics: State or 
accurately refl ect socially constructed nature of demographic characteristics within 
language and construction of surveys (e.g., what race(s) do you identify with versus 
what race are you) (Ward, 2003).
Participatory Evaluation: Engage stakeholders with diff erent levels of social advantage/
disadvantage and provide them with opportunities for input or decision making 
throughout the evalution process. (Most sampled organizations recommended.)
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your gender?”—ideally providing a text box and/or options such as man, woman, 
my gender is not listed (i.e., not  other ) ( Ward, 2003 ). 

 LIMITATIONS 
 Although sampling was conducted in a way that would identify a broad repre-
sentation of organizations, the degree to which fi ndings refl ect the state of all 
evaluation guidance documents that focus on social disparities is unknown. It is 
probable that some unpublished and/or internal guidance documents (that are 
not freely accessible by the public) and non-English language documents were 
not captured in the sample. Th us, it is likely that the perspectives of some cultures 
and organizations were excluded and the voices of others overrepresented. Th e 
confi rmability of my fi ndings may be limited because I chose documents as my 
sole data source, as I wanted the fi ndings to be refl ective of the limited informa-
tion available in the fi eld to evaluators and what is communicated to practitioners 
across evaluation projects ( Trochim, 2006 ). Further, it should be recognized that 
my research is largely based on donor country or Western conceptualizations 
of equity and the causes of inequity; thus, the degree to which the fi ndings are 
transferable to diverse global settings is unknown. High ratings (i.e., explicit focus 
and suffi  cient level of detail) do not necessarily imply that the social determinants 
of equity were addressed with the highest possible quality or that there was no 
need for improvement. Rather, these ratings indicate that the document met the 
minimum requirement for each rating. Finally, I designed the rating instrument 
so that recommendations had to be made in direct relation to each criterion. Th us, 
a generic statement at the beginning of a document such as “You need to consider 
addressing the barriers to gender equity within all stages of evaluation” did not 
ensure that the rating criteria were met. 

 CONCLUSIONS 
 Th ere is room for improvement in the extent to which the social determinants of 
equity are discussed in sampled evaluation guidance documents, especially as it 
relates to  evaluation questions, criteria, and/or performance benchmarks,  and  fi nd-
ings and/or conclusions.  Th us, there is legitimate reason to question the degree to 
which evaluations that adhere to such guidance documents are culturally respon-
sive and adequately assess progress toward equity. In  Table 3 , I presented guidance 
on how to address the social determinants of equity at each stage of the evaluation 
process informed by both the sampled organizations and the broader literature. 
I found the key to this approach lies in the ACF’s (2006) distinction between 
individual- and group-level outcomes and structural-level outcomes that they 
recommend be collected, analyzed, and presented together to maintain a focus 
on the social determinants of equity, rather than individual or groups. Maintain-
ing a focus on the structural determinants of equity throughout the evaluation 
process encourages accurate description of inequities, measurement of changes in 
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social determinants, accurate interpretation of fi ndings, and collection of useful 
information for policy and program improvement (ACF, 2006). 

 Value Added 
 Th is research is intended to stimulate the international development evaluation 
community to think critically about what equity-focused evaluation practice 
means and refl ect on the importance of addressing the social determinants of 
equity in evaluation practice. Specifi cally, I hope this work encourages evaluation 
practice to measure progress in the social determinants of equity, as opposed to 
just describing relevant barriers. Further, while monitoring and evaluation that 
has focused on the social determinants of equity has been largely confi ned to the 
health sector, I hope my research encourages scholars and practitioners to apply 
and expand these practices in other contexts to support equity-focused, culturally 
responsive, and decolonizing evaluation practices. 

 Future Studies 
 Additional research and interviews with the sampled organizations would 
strengthen the confi rmability of this research. To expand on this study, the crea-
tion of a comprehensive guide on how to address the social determinants of equity 
in evaluation practice would be benefi cial to the fi eld, as well as the identifi cation 
of relevant exemplary evaluations. Additional empirical research is also needed to 
investigate the degree to which the social determinants of equity are addressed in 
evaluation practice (e.g., evaluation reports, terms of reference) and how doing so 
aff ects evaluation quality and use. Further, research is also needed to understand 
how the social determinants and larger concept of equity is addressed in evalua-
tion practice across settings in light of the oft en-sensitive nature of the topic. For 
example, it would be valuable to learn about the challenges practitioners have 
encountered in diff erent cultures and strategies for navigating the process. 
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 A Transcultural Global Systems Perspective: 
In Search of  Blue Marble  Evaluators 

   Michael Quinn   Patton   
 Utilization-Focused Evaluation 

  Abstract:  Ten dimensions of a core culture of evaluative inquiry are identifi ed as 
themes that emerge from and cut across the diverse articles in this volume. Cross-
cultural evaluation emerges as involving mixed methods; integrated epistemologies; 
politically and institutionally supporting indigenous peoples and cultures; framing 
cross-cultural intersections, interactions, and integration through an understand-
ing and appreciation of complex ecologies; personal, relational, and institutional 
refl exivity; and transparent praxis at every level and throughout every aspect of 
evaluation. Enhancing the capacity of evaluators outside the industrialized world 
has been important, appropriate, and eff ective despite major challenges and resource 
limitations. However, evaluation capacity-building has focused at the nation-state 
level. Such a focus is important and necessary but inadequate to deal with global 
issues. Th e major problems the world faces today and into the future are global in 
nature. Building on the impressive developments in international and cross-cultural 
evaluation documented in this special issue of  CJPE , the next step and the way for-
ward is to treat the global system as the evaluand and to develop evaluators capable 
of undertaking transcultural global systems change evaluations .  Th e implications of 
this new focus are discussed. 

  Keywords:  Blue marble, global, systems, transcultural 

  Résumé :  Dix thèmes fondamentaux se dégagent des articles de ce numéro concer-
nant la conception et l’importance de la culture dans l’évaluation du développement 
international. Il en ressort que l’évaluation transculturelle suppose une méthodologie 
mixte; des épistémologies intégrées; une défense des cultures et populations indigènes 
au niveau politique et institutionnel; une anticipation des intersections, des interac-
tions et de l’intégration transculturelles grâce à une sensibilité à la complexité des 
écologies; une réfl exivité personnelle, relationnelle et institutionnelle; et, enfi n, une 
pratique transparente à tous les niveaux et dans tous les aspects de l’évaluation.  

 L’évaluation s’est développée de façon marquée en dehors du monde industrialisé 
malgré des diffi  cultés majeures et des ressources limitées. Ce développement s’est 
toutefois principalement fait au niveau de l’État-nation. Les interventions à ce 
niveau sont importantes et nécessaires, mais insuffi  santes si l’on veut s’attaquer 
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aux grands problèmes contemporains et futurs qui sont d’envergure planétaire. 
En s’appuyant sur la progression impressionnante de l’évaluation internationale et 
transculturelle relatée dans ce numéro spécial de la RCÉP, il faudra maintenant 
faire du système mondial lui-même l’objet de l’évaluation et former des évaluateurs 
capables d’analyser l’évolution des systèmes transculturels. 

  Mots clés :  Bille bleue, global, systèmes, transculturel 

 Th is special issue of  CJPE  on Decolonizing International Development Evalu-
ation aims to highlight the relevance of culture and context for evaluation in 
the international development arena. Th e editors and article authors set out to 
address fundamental questions about how culture is being conceptualized in 
international development contexts, and how and to what extent local, marginal-
ized, and indigenous cultures are being included in the conversation. Across the 
diverse contributions in this special issue, the authors share some perspectives 
that constitute an overarching  culture of inquiry  into the challenge of decolonizing 
international development evaluation. I shall begin by identifying what strikes me 
as the core culture of inquiry that permeates this important collection of articles. 
I shall then refl ect on the limitations of that core culture of inquiry represented 
by these authors, posit what I think is missing, and suggest a new way forward: 
 transcultural global systems change evaluation.  

 THE CORE CULTURE OF INQUIRY HEREIN MANIFEST 
 Below are 10 dimensions of a core culture of evaluative inquiry that strike me as 
the cross-cutting themes of this issue. 

  1. Culture is embedded in, informs, undergirds, guides, and shapes all 
human perceptions, thinking, actions, and interactions, sometimes 
explicitly and overtly, but oft en implicitly and covertly. Culture includes 
language and concepts, and  language matters  ( Hopson, 2000 ). 

  2. Culture is a dynamic concept that shift s and changes shape, manifesting 
varied nuances of meaning over time and in diverse contexts. 

  3. Diff erent groups operate from diff erent cultural perspectives; groups 
also vary in their access to resources and exercise of power; therefore, 
cross-group interactions are inevitably and intrinsically cross-cultural 
interactions aff ected by power and resource imbalances. Cross-group as 
cross-cultural interactions include any and all interactions between eval-
uators and stakeholders as well as between and among evaluators from 
diff erent parts of the world, diff erent disciplines, varying approaches, 
and diverse institutions. 

  4. Th e cross-cultural encounters manifest in colonialism and imperialism 
have historically led to the domination of Western cultural perspectives 
and practices (the perspectives and practices of the colonizers), and 
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undercut, threatened, and damaged (even eliminated) alternative indig-
enous cultural perspectives and practices. 

  5. Culturally defi ned values, beliefs, perspectives, and practices frame any 
and every evaluation. 

  6. Embedded in much international development evaluation are dominant 
perspectives and practices, including methodological approaches and 
evaluation models, shaped by colonialization and imperialism. 

  7. Decolonizing evaluation requires understanding and addressing multi-
ple cultural dimensions and their eff ects on evaluative practice: episte-
mological, ecological, methodological, political, personal, relational, and 
institutional. 

  8. Cultural and contextual sensitivity are intertwined and mutually rein-
forcing; both honouring and valuing contextual and cultural diversity 
provide a way of understanding layers and levels of cultural and con-
textual analysis (concentric circles embedded in one another depicting 
both micro- and macro-contextual levels) that can inform and enhance 
cross-cultural dialogue. 

  9. Because colonialization and imperialism created huge imbalances be-
tween the more powerful and less powerful, between the richer and 
poorer, between the privileged and the disadvantaged, and between the 
oppressors and the oppressed, the legacies of which remain formidable 
to this day, decolonizing evaluation requires addressing directly and 
seriously issues of equity and social justice. 

 10. Decolonizing evaluation requires culturally responsive and contextually 
sensitive evaluation that is authentically and committedly dialogic, in-
clusive, refl exive, empowering, capacity-enhancing, mutually respectful, 
complexity-aware, and transformative. Such evaluations are  not  cur-
rently the norm in international development evaluation, but this issue 
off ers examples, even exemplars, of such evaluation approaches from 
around the world. 

 DECOLONIZING EVALUATION CROSS-CULTURALLY 
AND THE GROWTH OF EVALUATION INTERNATIONALLY 
 Th e articles in this special  CJPE  issue treat culture as the focus of inquiry, thereby 
essentially making culture the unit of analysis (the  evaluand ). Cross-cultural 
evaluation emerges as involving mixed methods; integrated epistemologies; po-
litically and institutionally supporting indigenous peoples and cultures; framing 
cross-cultural intersections, interactions, and integration through an understand-
ing and appreciation of complex ecologies (contextual sensitivity); personal, 
relational, and institutional refl exivity (especially cultural refl exivity that involves 
knowing how personal, relational, and institutional culture aff ects perceptions, 
approaches, actions, and understandings); and transparent praxis (acknowledging 
and addressing power and resource imbalances and inequities) at every level and 
throughout every aspect of evaluation. 
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 Appreciation for the importance of cross-cultural understandings has 
increased as evaluation has become more international. Th is issue refl ects and 
extends the international and cross-cultural intersection with case exemplars 
from Africa, Aotearoa New Zealand, India, Turkey, and United Nations’ and inter-
national development agencies. It is worth noting that evaluation as a profession 
has been international in orientation and membership from its formal association 
beginnings in the mid 1970s when the Australasian Evaluation Society (AES), the 
Canadian Evaluation Society (CES), and AEA predecessors (the Evaluation Net-
work and the Evaluation Research Society) were all formed. Th e European Evalu-
ation Society (EES) was founded in 1992 and the African Evaluation Association 
(AfrEA) in 1999. Th e past 15 years have seen exponential international growth 
and development culminating in 2015 as the International Year of Evaluation. 
 Exhibit 1  lists examples of 21st-century developmental milestones for evaluation 
internationally. Th is list is far from exhaustive. I include it here to illustrate the 
growth and development of evaluation cross-culturally and internationally, a 
trend to which this special issue of  CJPE  contributes. 

  Exhibit 1    A Selection of 21st-Century Developmental Milestones for 
 Evaluation Cross-Culturally and Internationally 

     2001 : International Program for Development Evaluation Training (IPDET) 
launched in Ottawa. 
  2002 : Th e International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS) was inau-
gurated in September 2002 to help fi ll a gap in the international evaluation archi-
tecture. 
  2003 : Inaugural assembly of the International Organization for Cooperation in 
Evaluation (IOCE) was held in Lima, Peru. 
  2004 : Th e fi rst issue of the  Journal of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation  was published 
with a commitment  

 to move toward some coverage of signifi cant evaluation happenings in coun-
tries outside North America. We will gradually develop this, as we extend our 
network of correspondents overseas and from overseas, and we will try to pro-
vide some periodic overviews of major meetings, movements, and publications 
that occur in languages other than English. ( Scriven, 2004 , pp. 2–3) 

 Th e journal provided “immediate open access to its content on the principle that 
making research freely available to the public supports a  greater global exchange of 
knowledge ” (italics added). 
  2005 : AEA/CES joint international conference in Toronto:  Crossing Borders, Cross-
ing Boundaries.  General Romeo Dallaire, head of the United Nations peacekeeping 
operation in Rwanda before and during the genocide, was given the fi rst (and only) 
 International Speaking Truth to Power Prize . 
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  2008 : Better Evaluation website generated the Cali conference: Rethinking Impact—
Understanding the Complexity of Poverty and Change. 
  2009 : International Conference on National Evaluation Capacities, Casablanca, 
Morocco. 
  2010 : Th e OECD/Development Assistance Committee (DAC) published  Quality 
Standards for Development Evaluation.  
  2011 : Th e Joint International Evaluation of the Paris Declaration on International 
Development Aid was commissioned. 
 2nd International Conference on National Evaluation Capacities, Johannesburg, 
South Africa. 
 AEA members adopt statement on Cultural Competence in Evaluation. 
  2012 : EvalPartners, “the Global Movement to Strengthen National Evaluation Ca-
pacities,” was founded. 
 Th e second edition of  Evaluation Roots  ( Alkin, 2012 ) was published with interna-
tional chapters and international contributors added to the “Th eory Tree.” Also 
published: 
 “Evaluation Roots: An International Perspective” ( Carden & Alkin, 2012 ). 
 Evaluation Voices from Latin America,  New Directions for Evaluation , #134 
  2013 : Th e AEA Outstanding Evaluation Award went to the Joint International 
Evaluation of the Paris Declaration on International Development Aid. 
 Th ird International Conference on National Evaluation Capacities, São Paulo, Brazil. 
 2015: International Year of Evaluation 
 Evaluation reports on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and adoption 
of a new set of internationally agreed Sustainable Development Goals.    

 THE STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF INTERNATIONAL AND 
CROSS-CULTURAL EVALUATION AS IT HAS DEVELOPED 
 Th e focus of most international evaluation development has been reaching out to 
and including evaluators and countries outside the industrialized world. Th is has 
been important, appropriate, and eff ective despite major challenges and resource 
limitations. Examining evaluation capacity-building approaches internationally 
shows that “international” means multiple nations and cultures. Th e fundamental 
focus and unit of analysis for international evaluation development has been the 
nation-state. Consider the four examples below. 

 •  EvalPartners  has as its mission developing national evaluation capacity. All 
of its goals focus on national monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems: 
°   To share experiences, challenges, and solutions from program coun-

tries with national M&E systems, including countries that may be 
considering creating one; 
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°   To identify lessons and challenges in implementing national M&E 
systems and the use of evaluation; 

°   To identify supply and demand for technical assistance in strength-
ening institutional capacity for national M&E systems under the 
umbrella of South-South and triangular cooperation. 

 • Th e Paris Declaration on Aid Eff ectiveness, endorsed in 2005 by over 
100 countries and international agencies, is based on the principle that 
 national ownership and leadership  are overarching factors for ensur-
ing good development outcomes. “Th e implication for the evaluation 
function is fundamental. Th e principle of ownership means that part-
ner countries should own and lead their own country-led evaluation 
systems, while donors and international organizations should support 
sustainable national evaluation capacity development” (EvalPartners, 
  http://www.mymande.org/evalpartners/strengthen-civil-society  ). 

 •  Th e Evaluation of the Paris Declaration on Aid Eff ectiveness  was based on 
22 national case studies conducted by national evaluation teams ( Wood, 
Betts, Etta, Gayfer, Kabell, Ngwira, & Samaranayake, 2011 ). 

 • Th e Millennium Development Goals (MDG) were based on  national 
goals  and  national reports of goal attainment . ( UNDP, 2015 ;  United Na-
tions, 2014 ;  World Bank, 2015 ) 

 THE EVOLUTION OF THE  EVALUAND  
 Evaluation began with a project, program, policy, or product as the  evaluand —
the profession’s jargon for the thing evaluated, the unit of analysis and focus of 
evaluation. Over the past 40 years since the breakthrough publication of the fi rst 
two-volume  Handbook of Evaluation Research  ( Guttentag & Struening, 1975 ), we 
have become quite sophisticated and adept at evaluating these traditional units of 
analysis. In recent years, new evaluands have emerged as refl ected in  New Direc-
tions for Evaluation  issues on 

 •  Evaluating Social Networks  (#107, 2006) 
 •  Program Evaluation of a Complex Organizational System  (#120, 2009) 
 •  Evaluating Strategy  (#128, 2011) 

 Th e last section noted that international evaluations such as the Millenium 
Development Goals and the Paris Declaration on International Aid tend to treat 
the nation-state as the unit of analysis, as the evaluand. Th is emphasis continues 
as evidenced by the latest EvalPartners newsletter celebrating the new Agenda for 
Sustainable Development. 

 Th e outcome document of the United Nations Summit for the adoption of the post-
2015 development agenda, “Transforming Our World: Th e 2030 Agenda for Sustain-
able Development,” was agreed with consensus by member states on August 2, 2015. 

http://www.mymande.org/evalpartners/strengthen-civil-society
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 For the international evaluation community, what is particularly exciting is that 
“evaluation” was integrated in this new agenda, in the Follow-up and Review section. It 
indicates that the follow-up and review processes of implementation of the post-2015 
development agenda will be informed by country-led evaluations and data (paragraph 
74G). It also calls for strengthening national evaluation capacity (paragraph 74H). 

 We are proud to say that EvalPartners and the United Nations Evaluation Group 
(UNEG), with support from our partners, played a critical role in advocating for the 
importance of evaluation during the intergovernmental negotiations. Th is is another 
important milestone for UNEG and the international evaluation community, fol-
lowing the stand-alone United Nations General Assembly Resolution, “Capacity 
Building for the Evaluation of Development Activities at the Country Level,” which 
was adopted in December 2014. In this context it is important that evaluation culture 
is promoted at the country level. (EvalPartners Newsletter #17, August 2015:   http://
evalpartners.createsend1.com/t/ViewEmail/d/7935A9293E2A4F96  ) 

 WHAT IS MISSING? 
 Promoting evaluation culture at the country level is important and necessary but 
inadequate to deal with global issues. Th e major problems the world faces today 
and into the future are global in nature. Building on the impressive developments 
in international and cross-cultural evaluation documented above and throughout 
this special issue of  CJPE , it seems to me that the next step and the way forward 
 is to treat the global system as the evaluand and to develop evaluators capable of 
undertaking transcultural global systems change evaluations.  Th e remainder of 
this article examines the implications of treating global systems as the evaluand. 

 TRANSCULTURAL GLOBAL SYSTEMS EVALUATION 
 Making culture the unit of analysis and focus of inquiry directs attention to cross-
cultural dynamics and, especially, cross-cultural confl icts whether manifest in 
opposing epistemologies (Western science versus indigenous ways of knowing), 
power dynamics (development done  to  people instead of  with  them), opposing 
agendas (international agency mandates and plans versus local people’s real needs 
and self-determined interests), diff erent levels of outcomes (individual outcomes 
versus shared community impacts), and confl icting evaluation purposes (ac-
countability versus learning). 

 Decolonizing evaluation as presented in this issue means reaffi  rming the 
importance, value, and rights of precolonial and preimperialist cultures, or what 
is left  of them or can be recreated. Th at’s a worthy vision, the value of which is 
well articulated and thoroughly justifi ed by the contributors to this issue. What is 
generally missing in evaluation discussions of cultural and cross-cultural framing 
is  a transcultural perspective , one that is genuinely global and makes the Earth and 
the whole human family the unit of analysis. 

 Globalization, when brought into discussions of decolonizing evaluation, 
is treated as a threat to cultural diversity and sustainability, with concerns about 

http://evalpartners.createsend1.com/t/ViewEmail/d/7935A9293E2A4F96
http://evalpartners.createsend1.com/t/ViewEmail/d/7935A9293E2A4F96
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global homogenization, global cultures permeating and overwhelming local ones, 
and emergent cultural hybrids that attempt to integrate opposing top-down and 
bottom-up change processes, but are more likely than not to impose colonial 
legacies implicitly or inadvertently, sometimes overtly but more oft en covertly. 
International development and aid initiatives can be and oft en are undertaken 
with the best of motives and well-meaning intent (alleviating poverty and sick-
ness, higher quality of life, meeting development goals) but with devastating 
consequences—increasing disparities, destroying the environment, and undercut-
ting indigenous culture, including but not limited to loss of traditional languages 
under the momentum of universal and standardized education. 

 As a way forward, I want to off er an alternative global perspective, one that 
treats the Earth as a global village and therefore the focus of inquiry, the unit of 
analysis (the evaluand), and a transcultural evaluation specialization. 

 GLOBAL SYSTEMS AS THE EVALUAND 
 Global challenges require global interventions, which need global systems change 
evaluation conducted by globally competent evaluators. Albert Einstein observed, 
“We cannot solve our problems with the same level of thinking that created them.” 

 Global problems transcend national and agency boundaries. It is beyond 
the scope of this article to document the nature and extent of the global issues 
humanity now faces—and experts disagree about the severity, scope, and urgency 
of global challenges, but the essentially global essence of these problems is not in 
doubt: 

 • Climate change, including eff ects on gender equity because climate 
change aff ects women in poorer countries more than men ( Diep, 2015 ) 

 • Global economic interdependence and turbulence (for example, the 
2008 global economic crisis) 

 • Virulent infectious diseases and evolving super-viruses (Epidemiologists 
talk not of whether there will be a new global pandemic but when and 
how extensive it will be) 

 • Dying oceans 
 • Global terrorism 
 • International drug cartels 
 • Global human traffi  cking 
 • Global arms merchants 
 • Poverty and inequality interconnected globally 
 • Refugees (50 million refugees worldwide, more displaced people in the 

world today than at any time since World War II) 
 • Feeding the world—a growing challenge 
 • Technological changes, which are global in impact 
 • Cyber terrorism and threats to the World Wide Web 
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 • Multinational corporation infl uences and global capitalism 
 • Accelerating species extinctions: 

 Th e  Holocene extinction , sometimes called the  Sixth Extinction , describes the current 
& ongoing loss of species during the present epoch mainly due to human  activity—
spanning numerous families of plants and animals—including mammals, birds, am-
phibians, reptiles and arthropods. 

 Th e International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources esti-
mates the present rate of extinction may be up to 140,000 species per year. ( Kolbert, 
2014 ) 

 Global issues are being addressed in international think tanks, through global 
philanthropic initiatives, at global conferences, and through international coop-
erative agreements. For evaluation to play its appropriate role in these initiatives 
and through these diverse platforms, for evaluation to be invited to the table 
where global initiatives are the focus and make a contribution to solving global 
problems, we need evaluators knowledgeable about and competent in global 
systems analysis. 

 WORLD SAVVY AND GLOBAL COMPETENCY 
 World Savvy is a national education nonprofi t that works with educators, schools, 
and districts to integrate the highest quality of global competence teaching and 
learning into K-12 classrooms. World Savvy has been working on global compe-
tency for more than a decade. 

 Global competence refers to the knowledge, skills, and dispositions neces-
sary to navigate and succeed in today’s interconnected world. Globally competent 
individuals are life-long learners, have an appreciation for cultural diff erences, an 
ability to understand and consider multiple perspectives, critical and comparative 
thinking skills, problem-solving abilities, comfort with ambiguity and change, and 
understand globally signifi cant issues. 

 Th e Partnership for 21st Century Skills—an advocacy coalition of educators 
and business, community, and government leaders—has identifi ed global aware-
ness as one of the six core skills that all students need to acquire. Th e OECD’s Pro-
gram for International Student Assessment (PISA)—the benchmarking standard 
for measuring student performance around the world—will for the fi rst time in 
2018 include global competence in its measurements, signalling yet again how 
critical it is for graduates to thrive in the 21st century. For our society to col-
lectively confront challenges that are global in scope, all sectors require globally 
literate and culturally competent employees, citizens, and leaders (World Savvy, 
  http://www.worldsavvy.org/global-competence/  ). 

 World Savvy has generated and is engaged with a network of educators 
and education leaders conceptualizing and implementing global competence 
training. 

http://www.worldsavvy.org/global-competence/
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 EVALUATOR GLOBAL COMPETENCE 
 Identifying and developing evaluator competencies has been a major thrust in the 
evaluation profession over the last decade. Jean King and her colleagues ( King, 
Stevahn, Ghere, & Minnema, 2001 ) pioneered an evaluator Essential Competen-
cies framework that prescribes competence in (a) professional practice, (b) sys-
tematic inquiry, (c) situational analysis, (d) project management, (e) interpersonal 
competence, and (f) refl ective practice. Th is framework is being used as a basis for 
voluntary certifi cation of evaluators in Canada and Japan ( King & Podems, 2014 ). 
In addition, as noted in  Exhibit 1 , the American Evaluation Association Statement 
 On Cultural Competence in Evaluation  was adopted by the AEA membership in 
2011. Th e way forward is to develop a new Evaluator Global Competency to build 
the capacity of specialized evaluators to engage in transcultural global systems 
change evaluations. In essence, I am arguing that engaging knowledgeably and 
skillfully as a global systems change evaluator requires specialized competence. 
Th e next section suggests what the dimensions of global evaluation competence 
might include. Th ese are meant to be suggestive, not defi nitive. 

 FOUR POTENTIAL DIMENSIONS OF GLOBAL EVALUATION 
COMPETENCE 

 1. Global Perspective:  Th e Blue Marble Lens  
 2. World Systems knowledge 
 3. Global systems analysis skills 
 4. Global systems change network connections 

 1. Global Perspective:  The Blue Marble Lens  
 You can’t see the Earth as a globe unless you get at least 20 thousand miles away 
from it. Only 24 humans ever went that far into outer space—the three-person 
crews of the nine Apollo missions that travelled to the moon between 1968 and 
1972. But only the three in the last Apollo mission saw a full Earth and took the 
fi rst complete photo of Earth. On December 7, 1972, the fi rst photograph was 
taken of the whole round Earth ever snapped by a human being (in contrast 
to computer-directed). Th at photo became known as the “Blue Marble Shot” 
(  Figure 1 ). 

 Th e Blue Marble perspective means thinking globally, holistically, and sys-
temically; in essence, thinking of the world and its peoples as the evaluand. Th is 
means thinking beyond a world of national-states.  Blue Marble Evaluators  would 
not ignore nation-states, indigenous cultures, or cross-cultural and international 
relationships, but would add a truly global perspective. 

 2. World System Knowledge 
 Th ere is a large and growing literature focused on the world system and global is-
sues. Th is constitutes a specialized knowledge base for global evaluators. Consider 
 World Systems Analysis  ( Wallerstein, 2004 ): 
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•	 Emphasis on world-systems rather than nation-states
•	 Considers historical processes as they unfold over long periods
•	 Combines within a single analytical framework bodies of knowledge 

usually viewed as distinct from one another—such as history, political 
science, economics, and sociology

•	 Treats the world-system as a social reality comprising interconnected 
nations, corporations, households, classes, and identity groups of all 
kinds.

A substantial literature is emerging on global health, the interconnected 
global economic system, global security issues, global food systems, global pov-
erty, global climate change, global institutions, global capitalism, the globalization 
of inequality, and global technology, to name but a few examples, and, of course, 
the interconnections among these global systems. We need global systems change 
evaluation approaches to inform these analyses and intervention strategies.

Figure 1. Blue Marble Shot, NASA, December 7, 1972
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 3. Global Systems Evaluation Inquiry Skills 
 A major confusion at the global level is to equate evaluation with simply moni-
toring indicators. Global indicators are available in several arenas. Data sets are 
available on the web for  sociodemographic trends  (e.g., population size, growth, 
age and urban distribution, infant mortality rate, education);  economic patterns  
(trade levels, growth rates, debt levels, infl ation);  technological change  (e.g., elec-
tricity consumption, telephone mainlines);  political developments  (e.g., political 
rights, freedom, armed confl ict); the  environment  (greenhouse gas emissions, 
endangered species, ocean health indicators); and  communication  (social media 
data, and radio, newspaper, Internet, and television coverage). 

 Global indicators are one resource for global evaluation, but far from the 
whole picture. An evaluation approach to global systems change will need to 
incorporate and apply diff erent purposes and approaches to evaluation; gen-
eration and application of innovative rubrics; criteria for making judgements of 
merit, worth, and signifi cance; and evaluative thinking throughout. Indeed, one 
of the contributions of a global evaluation approach would be to use multiple and 
mixed methods, appropriate designs, and innovative complex systems inquiry 
alternatives to map, understand, interpret, and evaluate global systems change. 

 4. Global Network of Transcultural Global Systems 
Change Evaluators 
 A fourth and fi nal dimension of global evaluation is the creation of a global net-
work of globally competent evaluators. A transdisciplinary approach is critical for 
global evaluation, so the network must include evaluators from diverse disciplines 
and professions, from around the world, and with varied institutional affi  liations 
and work assignments. Hopefully, a global evaluation network focused on global 
issues and the Earth as evaluand would function more cohesively than the current 
 world disorder.  Here’s our current baseline situation as articulated by George Soros, 
a global citizen and global activist. He reviews failures to reach agreement on and 
take collective action on climate change, world trade, stopping genocide, fi ghting 
poverty, refugees, intellectual property . . . the list goes on and on. He concludes: 

 International cooperation is in decline both in the political and fi nancial spheres. Th e 
UN has failed to address any of the major confl icts since the end of the cold war . . . 
In the political sphere local confl icts fester and multiply. Taken individually these 
confl icts could possibly be solved but they tend to be interconnected and the losers 
in one confl ict tend to become the spoilers in others. . . . 

 In all areas, national, sectarian, business, and other special interests take precedence 
over the common interest. Th is trend has now reached a point where instead of a 
global order we have to speak of global disorder. ( Soros, 2015 , p. 4) 

 An example of the kind of person who can contribute to such a network is 
Paula Caballero, Senior Director, Environment and Natural Resources Global 
Practice, Th e World Bank. In a blog she recently wrote: 
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 Th is is a year in which the health of the planet is fi nally understood to be of central 
concern to the future of people. A year in which the management of natural resources—
from fi sh stocks and fresh water, to fertile soil, forest habitats and the carbon in the 
atmosphere—is understood to have signifi cant national, international and inter-
generational consequences. 

 Climate change, water shortages and other environmental crises are bringing home 
the message loud and clear: we need to connect the dots between human actions 
across the landscape and seascape, or the earth will cease to care for us. It will cease 
to grow food, to store water, to host fi sh and pollinators, to provide energy, medicine 
and timber. Changing temperatures will stress systems already overwhelmed by un-
sustainable patterns of production and consumption, while a growing middle class 
will further strain planetary boundaries. 

 Many of the solutions, however, will require breaking down the walls of specifi c 
 sectors—forestry, agriculture, energy, transport, health—and working with a variety 
of stakeholders across landscapes, seascapes and cities to achieve multiple goals at 
once. Th ere simply isn’t enough time or money to pursue isolated and contradictory 
solutions. 

 Th e world is getting smaller—more constrained and interconnected. We have an op-
portunity to apply system-wide thinking and leverage data to solve the challenges of 
our time. ( Caballero, 2015 ) 

 Th is statement represents the perspective that needs to be articulated and 
communicated through a network of global systems change evaluators, what I’ve 
come to call  Blue Marble Evaluators . 

 TRANSCULTURAL GLOBAL SYSTEMS CHANGE EVALUATION 
AS A CONCEPTUAL EVOLUTION IN EVALUATION 
 Scriven’s infl uential analysis of evaluation’s evolution and development as a  trans-
discipline  positions evaluation as the  alpha discipline , or more accurately, the alpha 
transdiscipline: “It is the discipline that develops and validates admission into 
the admissions requirements for membership in the club of disciplines” ( Scriven, 
2012 , p. 174). “Evaluation is the alpha discipline because its domain includes the 
methodology of the task of validation of any discipline’s claim to legitimacy as a 
discipline” (p. 175). 

 Th e evolution to  transcultural global systems evaluation  is necessary to com-
plete the alpha discipline claim. Th e paradigm shift  from nation-state-based 
international evaluation to global systems change beyond national borders and 
boundaries is parallel, it seems to me, to the paradigm shift  to understanding and 
applying evaluation as the alpha transdiscipline. 

 Moreover, at a global level, the practice of evaluation, such as it is, is mired in 
the mistakes Scriven has identifi ed as necessary to overcome if evaluation’s poten-
tial contributions are to be fully realized. For example, the focus on attainment 
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of management goals rather than meeting consumer needs is rife internationally. 
International evaluation is dominated by measuring attainment of politically 
negotiated and management-asserted goals, from the Millennium Development 
Goals to the targets set by international agencies, multinational corporations, 
and international philanthropic foundations. Global Systems Change Evalua-
tion will necessarily, both methodologically and ethically, emphasize meeting 
genuine needs, not politically and administratively generated targets on readily 
available indicators. 

 DECOLONIZING INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION 
THROUGH A GENUINELY GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE 
 International evaluation capacity-building has been focused on building national 
evaluation capacity. Th at is important and worthy, and both will and should continue. 
But let’s also acknowledge that artifi cial national boundaries and imposed cultural 
identities are among the worst and most enduring legacies of colonialism and impe-
rialism. Th e Blue Marble—the Earth—has no nation-states. Nation-state boundaries 
are the result of war, colonialism, imperialism, enslavement, exploitation, genocide, 
oppression, greed, politics, religious persecution, dominant cultural hegemony, and 
indigenous cultural suppression. I can think of no exceptions. Decolonizing evalua-
tion, from a global perspective, could well include transcending national boundaries 
instead of reifying them and treating them as real and sacrosanct. 

 In a similar vein, decolonizing evaluation, from a transcultural perspective, 
could well include honouring, valuing, and appreciating indigenous and local cul-
tures, while including advocacy of and operating from a globally based (Blue Mar-
ble) transcultural framework that includes the following kinds of understandings: 

 •  Th e Universal Declaration of Human Rights  and the  Declaration of the 
Rights of the Child  constitute a global transcultural set of values, norms, 
practices, and commitments. 

 • Race and ethnicity are social constructions that are, like nation-states 
(a political construction), the legacy of war, colonialism, imperialism, 
enslavement, exploitation, genocide, oppression, greed, politics, religious 
persecution, and indigenous cultural suppression. Genetic scholarship 
makes it clear that all human beings are descended from common ances-
tors over the last 200,000 to 500,000 years. We all share a common family 
of origin. 

 • A transcultural perspective does not have to mean either global homog-
enization or devaluing cultural diversity. Rather, it means fi nding ways 
to come together to address global challenges collectively by integration 
of diverse strengths, perspectives, and capacities. Th is means asking what 
in complexity theory is called a wicked question: How can we be both a 
smoothie and a fruit salad? How can we honour our diversity within our 
global village? 
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 CAUTIONS, DOUBTS, AND QUESTIONS 
 Kate McKegg, a founder and convenor of the Aotearoa New Zealand Evaluation 
Association, is one of evaluation’s thought leaders on decolonizing evaluation. In 
2015 she made major plenary presentations on “Unpacking the invisible knapsack: 
Power, privilege and professionalization” at the Australasian Evaluation Society 
and the South African Monitoring and Evaluation Association. She is also coeditor 
of  Developmental Evaluation Exemplars: Principles in Practice  ( Patton,  McKegg, & 
Wehipeihana, 2016 ). She is skeptical that a transcultural perspective does not have 
to mean either global homogenization or devaluing cultural diversity. 

 In my view, treatment of globalization as a threat is done so with fairly substantial 
justifi cation. I think the skepticism about globalization expressed by those in the 
 CJPE  articles is probably more experientially, historically and empirically grounded 
than your optimism and hope that evaluation can contribute to global cohesion, sad 
as that conclusion is. 

 It is my feeling that a global agenda or perspective cannot succeed unless we are able 
to recognize the decolonization work we still need to do to achieve this. Recognition 
(in thought and action), revitalization, preservation, healing, etc., are vital to truly 
transformative collective action in my view. 

 I am deeply skeptical about the ability of international aid and evaluation—as it is cur-
rently bounded and structured—with nation states as the containers of change, to be 
able to transform anything much. My fears are that if we continue with the models we 
have—we will simply perpetuate inequality, disparities, environmental degradation, etc. 

 I can see a value in a transcultural, global perspective—particularly given the plan-
etary threats that abound. However, rather than viewing this as missing, I would feel 
more comfortable if you were to frame your argument along the lines of how we might 
balance the very real need to preserve and revitalize our cultural diversity (as a key 
component of our overall long-term resilience and sustainability) with the very real 
need to act globally. Your argument as it stands doesn’t strike this balance to me—it 
reads as if you are a bit too dismissive of the cultural revitalization and preservation 
that contributors to this volume are arguing for in the quest for a global perspective. 

 You propose that “decolonizing evaluation, from a transcultural perspective, could 
well include honouring, valuing, and appreciating indigenous and local cultures, while 
including advocacy of and operating from a globally based (Blue Marble) transcultural 
framework.” How so? Th is is the Achilles heel of your argument, in my view, for decolo-
nization is a process that those of us in positions of power and privilege need to grapple 
with for ourselves—if we are really going to realize this kind of “valuing and honoring{ 
of other cultures. We haven’t shown we are capable of doing this (on a global scale)—
and I’m skeptical about this—as I know most of the world’s indigenous people are too. 

 I don’t think you have managed to allay the concerns I feel many will have about ho-
mogenization and the domination of Western perspectives in the scenarios you paint. 
Whilst it may not have to mean homogenization (and most probably homogenization 
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that ends up dominated by colonial, Western thinking and practice)—but it most 
probably will end up here because we (those of us in dominant privileged positions) 
haven’t grappled with what it means to inhabit a decolonized existence. Kate McKegg, 
personal communication) 

 CONCLUSION 
 As Kate McKegg’s thoughtful and insightful cautions and concerns make clear, 
a pathway forward toward a transcultural global systems change evaluation spe-
cialization is treacherous and could have the opposite of the intended eff ect, pos-
sibly reinforcing and deepening the colonial ways of thinking and acting, Western 
white privilege, and evaluation methods that are currently dominant. With those 
cautions in mind, the challenge remains, it seems to me, that  global issues, global 
problems, and global change interventions and initiatives require global systems 
change evaluation.  

 Ironically, perhaps, it has been the International Year of Evaluation with its 
constant emphasis on building national evaluation capacity that led me to the 
realization that enhancing national evaluation capacity will do little, if anything, 
to address global issues. Th e future of the planet and the human family is at stake. 
Our divisions, the ultimate legacy of colonialism and imperialism, undermine 
collective action. Yet only collective action can save us. Evaluation can and should 
contribute to that collective action. 

 Th e challenge looking forward then is where will we get and how will we 
train. . . 

 • transcultural evaluation practitioners sensitive to and inclusive of cul-
tural diversity 

 • evaluators knowledgeable about but operating beyond nation-state and 
international agency borders, boundaries, and blinders 

 • World Systems Th inkers as evaluators 
 • Global Systems evaluators 
 • Blue Marble evaluators. 
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 Goodyear, L., Jewiss, J., Usinger, J., & Barela, E. (Eds.). (2014). 
 Qualitative inquiry in evaluation: From theory to practice . San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass. ISBN 978-0-470-44767-3. 

 Reviewed by Doug Penhallegon, George Mason University 

 Program evaluation is a complex and subtly political aff air that balances social 
science methodologies with the “real world” challenges of administration. From 
its emergence as a professional fi eld in the 1960s in the wake of widespread disil-
lusionment over the so-called Great Society initiative in the United States, pro-
gram evaluation has since blossomed to the point where 2015 was declared the 
“International Year of Evaluation” by the United Nations and its many affi  liates, 
including the Canadian Evaluation Society. Meanwhile, fi scal constraints across 
all levels of government and the nonprofi t sector, combined with increasing 
demand for “evidence-based policy making” have created even more space for 
professional evaluators to ply their wares and for scholars to probe connections 
to other academic fi elds. In this vein,  Qualitative Inquiry in Evaluation: From 
Th eory to Practice , edited by Leslie Goodyear, Jennifer Jewiss, Janet Usinger, and 
Eric Barela, attempts to unpack and explore the shared space between evaluation 
and qualitative methods for the benefi t of both students and newcomers to the 
fi eld as well as seasoned practitioners. Overall the book delivers value in terms of 
its conceptual scope as well as its many kernels of insight, despite a few organiza-
tional missteps along the way. 

 Th e text of the book is 275 pages including an introduction and 10 chapters 
delineated along two main themes: “Th e Intersection of Qualitative Inquiry and 
Evaluation Approaches” (Part 1), and “Tales from the Field of Qualitative Evalu-
ation” (Part 2). As the editors put it, Part 1 provides “[theoretical] grounding for 
people who may understand the epistemology of qualitative inquiry, but not nec-
essarily how it dovetails with evaluation approaches,” whereas Part 2 “illustrate(s) 
these concepts and tell(s) the tales of practitioners faced with real world chal-
lenges and opportunities as they implement qualitative evaluations” (p. xv). Th is 
balance between theory and practice helps to structure an ongoing exploration 
over “the intersection of evaluation and qualitative inquiry; that space in a Venn 
diagram where qualitative inquiry and evaluation overlap.” In an eff ort to reach 
as wide a readership as possible, including new and seasoned professionals as 
well as students and professors alike, the book also includes bulleted “key ideas” 
at the beginning of each chapter as well as “key concepts” at the end, along with 
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thoughtful discussion questions and an impressive list of references to elicit fur-
ther exploration of the ideas at hand. 

 Th e fi rst chapter, “Th e Origins, Meaning, and Signifi cance of Qualitative 
Inquiry in Evaluation” by Th omas A. Scwandt and Timothy J. Cash, elaborates 
on the notion of evaluation as more than simply a capturing of program eff ects, 
by providing a brief but intense intellectual history of how qualitative methodolo-
gies and the underlying questions they seek to address have long informed and 
strengthened the fi eld of evaluation as a whole. In Chapter 2, “Qualitative Inquiry 
in Utilization-Focused Evaluation,” Michael Q. Patton delivers a compelling ra-
tionale for his famous utilization theory (i.e., the worth of an evaluation ought to 
be judged to a large degree by its actual use by “real people in the real world”), and 
he follows with a discussion of the value that qualitative methods add to the evalu-
ation process: namely, their focus on quality, outcomes, individual experience, 
process, and implementation. Chapter 3, “Qualitative Inquiry for Policy Makers” 
by George F. Grob, is simply excellent. Grob writes with the salty expertise and 
bulleted style of a 40-year practitioner in illuminating the rather opaque notion of 
a “policy-maker,” and follows up with seven points of advice for evaluators work-
ing within the policy arena: (a) use mixed methods whenever feasible, (b) balance 
breadth and depth in the data, (c) “hit the pavement” to observe program opera-
tions, (d) represent all stakeholder perspectives, (e) quote judiciously, (f) avoid 
advocacy, and (g) manage policy makers’ expectations. Chapter  4, “Qualita-
tive Inquiry Within Th eory-driven Evaluation” by Katrina L. Bledsoe, takes a 
similar approach as Patton’s discussion of utilization theory in that she provides 
an overview of TDE (including logic models, theories of change, norms, and 
causes) as well as personal insights from her past experience, and concludes with 
some general observations on the centrality of qualitative methods in conducting 
theory-driven evaluations, especially as the latter is evolving and becoming more 
nuanced. Chapter 5, “Conceptual and Practical Intersections Between Participa-
tory Evaluation and Qualitative Inquiry” by Jill Anne Chouinard and J. Bradley 
Cousins, begins with three “real world” scenarios that may seem more appropriate 
for Part 2 on evaluation praxis, but then follows with an illuminating distinction 
between Practical Participatory Evaluation (P-PE) and Transformational Partici-
patory Evaluation (T-PE). Whereas the former is self-contained within the goal 
of enhancing the value and validity of the evaluation itself, the latter is part of a 
politically radical or “emancipatory” agenda dovetailing the work of Paulo Freire, 
Antonio Gramsci, Andrea Cornwall, David Fetterman, and others. 

 Having explored the various theoretical approaches to evaluation in Part 1, 
the editors segue into Part 2 by acknowledging that theory and practice do not 
always align, and thus “an evaluator’s theoretical and methodological training 
[must] meet the real world and encounter its beautiful, complicated, complex, 
dynamic messiness” (p. 139). In this vein, Chapter 6, “What Does It Take to Be 
an Eff ective Qualitative Evaluator?” by Laurie Stevahn and Jean A. King, provides 
an analysis of “four evaluator competency taxonomies” worthy in its own right 
as an academic exercise, but also useful in terms of conveying all that is required 
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to be a truly eff ective evaluator (e.g., competencies across professional, technical, 
situational, managerial, and interpersonal domains). Chapter 7, “Dealing with 
Asymmetric Relations between Stakeholders” by Vivianne Baur and Tinkeke 
Abma, is based on a case study of an evaluation of a nursing home organization 
in the southern Netherlands. Th e takeaway here is that evaluators themselves are 
in a sense operating within a qualitative context where meaning, values, identi-
ties, and perceptions combine and intersect to determine their own “realities” 
throughout the course of an evaluation, and thus professional evaluators must 
possess a high degree of self-awareness to serve their clients in an eff ective and 
ethical manner. Chapter 8, “Balancing Insider-Outsider Roles as a New External 
Evaluator” by Norma Martinez-Rubin and Stuart Hanson, further explores the 
crucial role of perception(s) in terms of evaluator-community relations within the 
context of a community assessment of childhood obesity among Latino families 
in Southern California. Chapter 9, “Whose Story Is Th is, Anyway?” by Sharon F. 
Rallis, addresses how varying levels of experience, expertise, and indeed power 
within the evaluation team itself can aff ect the course of a study, thus raising the 
interesting point that technical or procedural incompetence is tantamount to 
ethical incompetence as well. 

 Th e fi nal chapter, “Elements of Quality in Qualitative Evaluation,” cowritten 
by the editors themselves, begins with a reiteration of the structure and scope of 
the book. Th ey then refl ect on how their diverse backgrounds, experiences, and 
perspectives generated a tremendous amount of growth and learning during the 
course of selecting chapters and executing the project as a whole. Th ey fi nish with 
a powerful summary statement outlining the fi ve “distinct elements [needed] to 
achieve high-quality qualitative evaluation”: self-awareness on the part of the 
evaluator, stakeholder engagement and trust, sound methodology, data integrity, 
and shared learnings. Th ese are all worthy points, refl ecting both the practical 
challenges encountered via the preceding case studies as well as the philosophical 
and methodological questions raised in Part 1. While overall the book succeeds 
in terms of instilling in its readers (many of whom presumably are or will some-
day be engaged in qualitative evaluation) greater self-awareness and professional 
understanding of how qualitative methodology informs program evaluation, 
the book is not without its fl aws. In trying to link theory to method to practice 
across a range of issues from policy making to community building—in a way 
that is satisfying for students, scholars, and new and experienced professionals 
alike—the project suff ers at times under the weight of its own ambitions. Perhaps 
a more disciplined and consistent contrast between theory and practice would 
have been helpful, as opposed to the tendency for each author to meander back 
and forth within their respective chapters. Nonetheless, the editors did well to 
corral the discussion as a whole into two overarching sections, and every chapter 
delivered at least some insights to the reader along the way, thereby placing it well 
within the centre of the Venn diagram characterizing the relationship between 
these two worlds.   



 Hood, S., Hopson, R., & Frierson, H., (2015).  Continuing the journey to 
reposition culture and cultural context in evaluation theory and practice.  
Charlotte, NC: Information Age. ISBN 978-162396935-6. 

 Reviewed by Akashi Kaul, George Mason University 

 Continuing the conversation they started in their 2005 edited volume,  Th e Role 
of Culture and Cultural Context: A Mandate for Inclusion, the Discovery of Truth, 
and the Understanding in Evaluative Th eory and Practice , Hood, Hopson, and 
Frierson take the discussion on the role of culture and cultural context in evalu-
ation to its logical next step in their new edited volume,  Continuing the Journey 
to Reposition Culture and Cultural Context in Evaluation Th eory and Practice . A 
part of the Evaluation and Society series (edited by Jennifer C. Greene and Stewart 
Donaldson), the volume editors attempt to further their previous discussion by 
charting the advances made in Culturally Relevant Evaluation (CRE) since 2005. 

 While their fi rst volume sought to defi ne CRE and elaborate on the charac-
teristics of culturally responsive evaluation and a culturally responsive evaluator, 
this current volume illustrates the growth in the fi eld—especially among new 
evaluators—by featuring cases where culture is central to the discussion. Hood, 
Hopson, and Frierson preface the volume by highlighting that CRE can no longer 
be viewed as a luxury in the larger fi eld of evaluation—on the contrary, it is now 
a necessity, given the “acceleration in the acknowledgement of racial, ethnic, lan-
guage and cultural diversity in the U.S. population and other Western nations” 
(p. xiii). Th is statement could perhaps be extended to include the dynamics and 
requirements of the developing world, too. Th e extent to which Western episte-
mologies and evaluation practices determine program design and outcome in 
international development contexts is staggering and in dire need of review. Given 
the editors’ claim that CRE can be a tool for the traditionally disenfranchised, the 
inclusion of the developing world in this discussion is imperative. 

 While not directly addressing cultural considerations in international devel-
opment evaluation in the preface or in the conclusion, the editors have made sure 
to include cases that do. Th e volume is divided into four sections, each speaking 
to a specifi c element of CRE. Th is review seeks to understand the milieu of the 
book through some of the key articles in each section. Section I, titled “CRE 
Th eoretical and Historical Legacies and Extensions,” charts the evolution of CRE. 
Consisting of four chapters, this section unpacks issues ranging from the role of 
CRE within Th eory Driven Evaluation (TDE) to a systems approach to CRE to 
the contributions of Rose Butler Browne—the fi rst African American woman to 
receive a doctorate in education from Harvard—to the fi eld of evaluation. Th e 
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standout article in this section, however, is the discussion on validity and its role in 
Indigenous Evaluation Framework, speaking specifi cally to multicultural validity, 
written by Joan LaFrance, Karen E. Kirkhart, and Richard Nichols. Th e authors 
claim that validation acts as a gatekeeper for ideas, methods, and worldviews that 
are recognized as being legitimate. Validity carries cultural authority by virtue of 
the power placed in the construct. Essentially, validity is the construct of privilege 
that distinguishes between “acceptable” and “nonacceptable” research. While 
opening up the conceptualization of validity to allow for cultural variation seems 
like a practice in recognizing multiple worldviews, validity as a construct is ren-
dered useless if it is broadened to include everything. Concluding that evaluation 
practices had to be grounded in the local culture, language, and context to ensure 
the sovereignty of the historically oppressed and traditionally disenfranchised 
populations, the authors acknowledge that this is just the beginning of the discus-
sion on the validity of validity in multicultural settings. 

 Section II, titled “Evaluators’ Journeys of Introspection and Self- exploration,” 
consists of fi ve chapters, each of which narrates the author’s experience with CRE 
and preparation for CRE. Hazel Symonette provides a comprehensive framework 
for evaluators intending to practice CRE, focusing on self-assessment and sen-
sitization to the contexts of evaluation. Meanwhile Rae Torrie, Mathea Roorda, 
Robin Peace, Mark Dalgety, and Robyn Bailey write about the experiences of fi ve 
Pakeha—white New Zealander—evaluators who practice CRE. Each of these 
chapters delves into self-refl ection and self-assessment and how diff erent evalu-
ators practicing CRE experience it. Dominica McBride writes about cultural 
neuroscience and psychology and its importance in CRE. Grounding evaluation 
as a human process initially, McBride argues that not only does culture have a 
psychological impact on decisions and actions, it in fact has a neurological ef-
fect, and neglecting that is counterproductive to the evaluation process. Further, 
McBride elaborates on the concepts of cultural reactivity and cultural responsive-
ness, where the former discounts culture as an essential part of the evaluation 
process and the latter embraces it. Consequently, taking a reactive approach to 
culture, rather than a responsive one, can taint data and lead to inaccurate evalu-
ations. Th is further justifi es the need among evaluators for greater self-refl ection 
and consideration of their own culture and biases in relation to that of the local 
context. 

 Th e three chapters in Section III, “Applications of CRE in Global and Indige-
nous School Contexts,” make a strong case for cultural consideration in evaluation 
contexts by presenting the case of a subgroup in Ireland, the Roma in Macedonia, 
and Navajo children in Arizona. From Soula Mitakidou’s chapter on the Roma 
children, it is clear that culture is key when evaluating programs targeting popula-
tions outside of mainstream, majority groups. Evaluation frameworks that do not 
consider culture perpetuate inequities by evaluating eff ects of programs based on 
standards that may not be relevant to the context. Th is section is well balanced 
in that it not only highlights the importance of CRE but also the challenges of 
conducting it. Ground realities, program design, and funding streams—all pose 



396 Kaul

© 2016 CJPE 30.3, 394–396 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.3.394

challenges to eff ective CRE practice. Joe O’Hara, Gerry McNamara, and Kathy 
Harrison address this issue in their critique of the Irish assessment culture as 
being one-size-fi ts-all and hence problematic when accommodating Ireland’s 
growingly diverse population. Th ey highlight the need for partnership and col-
laboration and a move away from “individualism toward the greater strength of 
collective, interdependent thinking.” Th is is a key critique of Western education 
models and epistemologies that place individualism above collectivism. A col-
laborative and participatory approach to evaluation also gives traditionally op-
pressed populations a voice and a platform to represent themselves. 

 Finally, Section IV follows Section III seamlessly as it transitions from case 
studies of culturally responsive evaluative practices to various approaches and 
frameworks for CRE. Donna Mertens and Heather Zimmerman elaborate on the 
“transformative framework” for CRE, which is rooted in social justice and human 
rights. Th e argument is that evaluation that starts with these as their main goals 
translates into action on every aspect of program design, implementation, and 
evaluation. Th is chapter focuses on the ability of transformative evaluators to not 
only honour diverse cultural practices but also to deconstruct the hegemony that 
stops minority and oppressed populations from being heard. In the next chap-
ter, Fiona Cram, Vivienne Kennedy, Kirimatao Paipa, Kataraina Pipi, and Nan 
 Wehipeihana are instrumental in illustrating how CRE should not just be limited 
to paying attention to and honouring local cultural practices but should in fact 
view it as being normal. A divergence from Western epistemological constructs 
should not have to be viewed as a divergence at all. Th e rest of the section also 
emphasizes the need for considering local cultural practices as being an inalien-
able component of any solution aimed at solving local problems. 

 In its entirety, this volume is eff ective in continuing the case for CRE. While 
its critique of non-CRE practices is subtle, it puts forth CRE as being a framework 
evaluators should be adopting by presenting cases where CRE has been instru-
mental in giving voice and power to traditionally ignored and oppressed groups. 
However, CRE is still a relatively new approach, and while there are tremendous 
opportunities, there are also many challenges. For one, policy and program deci-
sions are oft en top-down, where the funders have more agency than target popula-
tions. Th e editors could have been more intentional about including a section on 
reasons that evaluators may be tempted to not adopt CRE, that is, the challenges 
to the implementation of CRE—ranging from funding to the lack of training to 
ground realities and politics. All in all, this volume defi nitely addresses some of 
the key issues around CRE and provides the reader with empirical evidence as to 
why CRE continues to be relevant, important, and eff ective. 
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