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  Abstract:  Public administration scholars have discerned a shift  in the federal govern-
ance context in Canada, from what was traditionally a strong, nonpartisan public 
service to a more politicized, even partisan, model of public decision-making with 
power concentrated in the upper reaches of the political executive. We explore the 
potential implications of these changes for evaluation in the federal bureaucracy. 
Our analysis, tentative at this point, suggests that in light of heightened political 
pressures, and a decline in the use of “evidence” in federal policy circles, evaluations 
may present an increasingly complex activity for public administrators to manage. 
Th ese developments raise important questions for the evaluation community about 
its relationships with public managers and its role and professional values in a 
democratic institution. 
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  Résumé :  Les observateurs du domaine de l’administration publique ont constaté un 
virage dans le contexte de la gouvernance fédérale au Canada, laquelle est passée 
d’une administration publique forte, non partisane, à un modèle plus politisé, voire 
partisan, de la prise de décisions où le pouvoir est concentré dans les plus hautes 
sphères de l’exécutif fédéral. Nous explorons les impacts possibles de ces changements 
sur l’évaluation au sein de la bureaucratie fédérale. Notre analyse préliminaire sem-
ble indiquer que, au vu des pressions politiques accrues et du déclin du recours aux 
« preuves » dans les milieux politiques fédéraux, l’évaluation devient une activité de 
plus en plus complexe à gérer pour les administrateurs fédéraux. Ces développements 
soulèvent des questions importantes au sein de la communauté de l’évaluation pour 
ce qui est de ses liens avec les gestionnaires du secteur public ainsi que de son rôle et 
de ses valeurs professionnelles au sein d’une institution démocratique. 

  Mots clés :  utilisation de l’évaluation, nouvelle gouvernance politique, nouvelle ges-
tion publique 
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 INTRODUCTION 
  People know what they do; they frequently know why they do what they do; but what 
they don’t know is what what they do does.  (Foucault (1982) as cited in  Dreyfus & 
Rabinow, 1982 , p. 187) 

 As in much of the West, evaluation in Canada is a key part of the public 
governance architecture. Despite the lack of perceived benefi ts of evaluation in 
the 1960s and early 1970s ( Dobell & Zussman, 1981 ), evaluation has become 
an institution in society ( Dahler-Larsen, 2012 ), what others have termed an 
“explosion” ( Power, 1997 ). Following the rise in the 1980s of New Public Man-
agement (NPM), evaluation has responded to the need for improved effi  ciency, 
eff ectiveness, and accountability, creating a vast technocratic network focused 
on meeting the demands of public sector managers ( Norris & Kushner, 2007 ). 
Th e past 30 years have witnessed a substantial increase in evaluation, report-
ing, monitoring, inspection, and audit in all public sector organizations, led in 
part by pressure from international organizations such as the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development and other international monitoring 
agencies ( Leeuw & Furubo, 2008 ). In light of this “obsession” with evaluation 
and monitoring ( Dahler-Larsen, 2012 ), the number of evaluation associations 
has grown from 1 in the 1980s (the Canadian Evaluation Association) to over 
158 today. Th ere has also been a sizeable increase in the number of evaluation 
journals, conferences, training opportunities, and consultancies. As  Leeuw 
and Furubo (2008)  keenly observe, evaluation systems spawn more evaluation 
systems. 

 Th e historical rise to prominence of evaluation in public governance in Can-
ada, along with its future status, merit refl ection in 2015, the International Year 
of Evaluation (as declared by the United Nations). Since the new millennium, 
profound changes have occurred in the governance context. Public administration 
scholars in Canada and other Anglo-American countries have been describing and 
debating some discernable shift s. At the federal level in Canada they have observed 
a concentration of power in the upper reaches of executive government ( Savoie, 
2008 ) and a more politicized tenor to the relationships between elected offi  cials 
and federal public servants ( Aucoin, 2012 ). Th is shift  is seen to signal far-reaching 
negative implications for the workings of government (of which evaluation is a key 
part), including with respect to policy making and administration, transparency 
and public access to information, the production and use of research fi ndings (or 
evidence), and democratic conventions and principles ( Aucoin, Bakvis, & Jarvis, 
2013 ;  Heintzman, 2013 ,  2014 ;  Kozolanka, 2014 ;  Turner, 2013 ). 

Inheriting an important  raison d’etre  from the federal war on poverty initiated 
in the United States by Lyndon Johnson in the 1960s ( Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman, 
2004 ), the North American evaluation community has long positioned itself in the 
role of promoting social betterment ( Henry, 2000 ;  Mark, Henry & Julnes, 2000 ) 
and providing relevant, up-to-date information to policy makers and to the public 
at large. In describing social betterment,  Henry (2000)  describes 
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 [C]ollectively we must decide what are the most pressing social problems, decide 
what actions should be taken to address them, and continue to refi ne the actions 
that are taken and reengineer the organizations that are charged with achieving these 
outcomes. (p. 90) 

 While evaluation maintains deep social, cultural, and historical roots, and remains 
fully integrated and embedded in the administrative architecture, the federal gov-
ernance context in Canada is seen to be shift ing to a more politicized, increasingly 
partisan (and perhaps less democratic) focus.  Aucoin (2012)  and others ( Heintz-
man & Juillet, 2012 ;  Jarvis & Bakvis, 2012 ) call this new dynamic the “New Politi-
cal Governance” (NPG), observing that it diverges from NPM in signifi cant ways. 
We argue that evaluation needs to be understood within this shift ing matrix, one 
where political considerations infused with the partisan interests of the govern-
ment of the day appear to be assuming greater prominence within the social and 
organizational context of the federal public service. 

 In this article we explore (from a conceptual point of view) the potential 
implications for evaluation of the governance trends prominent members of the 
public administration community have identifi ed, as encapsulated in the NPG 
model. What infl uences or eff ects might these trends have on evaluation and on 
the function of evaluation within government? If evaluation is fundamentally 
about social betterment, what role might evaluation be expected to play in this 
new federal context? To explore these broad questions, the article is organized into 
four parts. First, we describe the changing context and approach in public govern-
ance as a shift  from NPM to NPG. Next, we explore what the potential eff ects of 
this shift  on evaluation might look like in terms of (a) the “hyper” politicization 
of the context for evaluation, (b) the use and infl uence of evaluation in the public 
service, (c) evaluation as an institutionalized practice in federal bureaucracies, and 
(d) the infl uence of evaluation in shaping public perception and public dialogue. 
In the third section, we turn to a discussion of two possible paradoxes—or what 
 Dahler-Larsen (2012)  might term “constitutive eff ects”—of evaluation in this 
transitional moment. We conclude with a brief discussion of future implications 
for evaluation practice in public sector contexts. 

 To our knowledge, the specifi c terrain of NPG explored in this article is new 
to the fi eld of evaluation. Media commentators have picked up on the trends 
encapsulated in NPG, applying them to a range of issues, such as the centraliza-
tion of power ( Jarvis & Turnbull, 2012 ), increasing partisanship ( Simpson, 2014 ), 
and government communications and advertising ( Mendes, 2014 ). We note that 
media coverage is scant in terms of evaluation and surmise this is because evalua-
tions are largely performed at program levels and are less likely to be scrutinized as 
they are deemed less relevant to system-wide concerns ( Shepherd, 2012 ). In terms 
of monitoring functions in the federal context, the parliamentary, media, and 
public focus has instead been primarily on “watchdogs” and “czars,” such as the 
Parliamentary Budget Offi  cer, the Auditor General of Canada, and the Informa-
tion Commissioner of Canada. Senior offi  cials associated with these offi  ces have 
been publicly undermined by the government of the day when they announced 
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fi ndings that contradicted those of the government or provided commentary 
or information that allowed the government’s policies or actions to be seen in a 
negative light ( Beeby, 2014 ;  Harris, 2014 ). It has been argued that the symbolic 
messages from cases such as these have resulted in the growth of a “culture of fear” 
and “self-censorship” in the public service, undermining its conventional roles 
of providing impartial advice and speaking truth to power ( Heintzman, 2014 ). 

 With respect to evaluation and NPG, we are thus on new territory. As a result, 
we approach this inquiry as a speculative exercise grounded in a spirit of explo-
ration that draws inspiration from the concepts and arguments advanced in the 
evaluation literature by those off ering sociological and critical perspectives (e.g., 
 Dahler-Larsen, 2012 ;  Power, 1997 ). What follows can, in some ways, be consid-
ered as a “foresight study” in that we are asking: What seems to be going on? What 
might happen? What might we need to do ( Giaoutzi & Sapio, 2013 )? Th e value 
in such an exercise “lies less in forecasting accuracy than in its usefulness … in 
opening minds to consider new possibilities, and thus change the policy agenda” 
( Giaoutzi & Sapio, 2013 , p. 4). We thus advance three goals: (a) begin a dialogue 
on NPG between the public administration community and the evaluation com-
munity, (b) prompt refl ection and debate in the evaluation community related to 
the federal context of evaluation, and (c) lay the groundwork for lines of inquiry 
to be pursued through empirical research in the future. 

 FROM NPM TO NPG: A CHANGING CONTEXT AND 
APPROACH IN PUBLIC GOVERNANCE 
 From the early 1980s to late 1990s, public administration scholars identifi ed, ana-
lyzed, and debated a set of related reforms that came to be known as New Public 
Management (NPM) ( Hood, 1991 ;  Pollitt, 2013 ). Th e changes associated with NPM 
focused on improving responsiveness, effi  ciency, productivity, and service quality in 
the public sector ( Aucoin, 2012 ). A concern about the behaviour of public admin-
istrators also lay behind this agenda, with some observers seeing public servants as 
more interested in securing and expanding mandates and budgets for their organi-
zations than in serving the interests of citizens ( Niskanen, 1991 ;  Peters & Savoie, 
2012 ). Th ese administrative behaviours were seen to undermine both effi  ciency and 
democracy, generating two strategic countermoves on the part of elected offi  cials 
in executive government. Th e fi rst involved breaking the quasi-monopolistic roles 
public bureaucracies played in providing policy advice and delivering services. Th is 
was accomplished through such means as delayering departments, outsourcing 
delivery, using public-private partnerships, and encouraging networks for policy 
development and program coordination ( Jarvis & Th omas, 2012 ). Th e second was 
to adopt and apply private sector management principles and practices ( Aucoin, 
1990 ,  1995 ;  Hood, 1991 ;  Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2004 ), including the extensive use of 
performance measurement and evaluation ( Chouinard, 2013 ). 

 Looking back, three fundamental precepts existed at the heart of NPM 
( Aucoin, 2012 ). Th e fi rst was to (re)locate the power for making public policy 
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decisions in the hands of democratically elected representatives, signalling the 
latter’s superiority in this area ( Jarvis & Bakvis, 2012 ), including with respect to 
the management reform agenda ( Peters & Savoie, 2012 ). To support this shift , 
prime ministers and presidents in Anglo-American jurisdictions increasingly 
concentrated power and resources in their offi  ces and the central agencies of 
government—a particularly prominent development in Canada ( Savoie, 2008 ). 
Th e second tenet was to give front-line public managers and their agents more 
discretion in the delivery of programs and services. Th e theory was that this 
would allow them to address “client” needs better and to seek effi  ciencies at local 
levels. Th e third precept was to ensure that managers managed well and achieved 
desired results. Th is involved increased use of performance measurement, evalu-
ation, auditing, and reporting ( Peters & Savoie, 2012 ). Th e “insistence on results 
and evaluation” ( Jarvis & Th omas, 2012 , p. 293) privileged “accountability for 
control and assurance” over “accountability for learning” ( Howard & Phillips, 
2012 , p. 322). More fi nancial and process controls were also implemented along 
with more auditing ( Hood, 2004 ;  Power, 1997 ). 

 The Emergence of “New Political Governance” 
in the Canadian Context 
 Some aspects of NPM were not embraced as enthusiastically in Canada as they 
were in other jurisdictions ( Jarvis & Th omas, 2012 ); however, the concentration 
of power and control in the offi  ce and person of the Prime Minister and cen-
tral agencies of government has featured prominently in the Canadian context 
( Savoie, 1999 ,  2008 ). Public administration scholars argue fi ve pressures in the 
governance context have motivated this change ( Aucoin, 2012 ;  Jarvis & Th omas, 
2012 ). Th ese pressures have elicited some identifi able responses on the part of 
political executives (see  Table 1 ). 

   Table 1.  NPG: Pressures in the Governance Context and the Response of 
Political Executives 

Pressures in the Governance Context Response of Political Executives

Ubiquitous media presence Expansion of communications infrastruc-
ture and centralization of power and 
control

Increased demands for transparency, 
access, openness

Tactical manoeuvring to control informa-
tion fl ows and access

Expansion of “watchdog” agencies and 
groups

Discrediting of challengers

Competition in policy marketplace Enthusiastic promotion of chosen poli-
cies

Increased volatility in the electorate Dualistic, partisan politics



6 Chouinard and Milley

© 2015 CJPE 30.1, 1–22 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.1

 Th e fi rst pressure point is the ubiquitous presence of an aggressive, negative 
media, including various publics using social media ( Jarvis & Bakvis, 2012 ). In 
response, the federal government’s communications infrastructure has burgeoned 
since the mid 2000s ( Kozolanka, 2014 ). Some public servants working in this area 
have been placed in situations that undermine their actual or perceived impar-
tiality ( Aucoin, 2012 ;  Kozolanka, 2014 ), while others, such as federal scientists, 
report being “muzzled” ( Chung, 2013 ) and asked to “exclude or alter information” 
in their reports ( May, 2014 ). 

 Th e second pressure is the call for increased transparency, openness, and 
public access to information. While largely seen as modern cornerstones of good 
governance, these developments have also created resource and political strains 
for governments ( Peters & Savoie, 2012 ). Anecdotal evidence suggests some 
public managers have come under increasing pressure to commit less to writing 
and to restrict what is made public ( Aucoin, 2012 ). Interference in the access 
to information process by ministerial staff  has also been reported ( Offi  ce of the 
Information Commissioner of Canada 2014 ). 

 A third strain has been the signifi cant expansion of “watchdog” agencies. In 
Canada, the public and media tend to respect and trust these agents, but actors in 
the political executive have sought to discredit them in light of partisan calcula-
tions ( Simpson, 2014 ). Not surprisingly, the release of reports from these review 
agencies is tightly scripted on both sides. 

 A fourth development has been increased competition in the policy market-
place. Th e number of lobbyists and interest groups has grown and think tanks 
have emerged, some of which have a partisan bent but remain independent of 
offi  cial parties. Ministers and their staff  call upon public servants to protect their 
interests in the face of these groups, which sometimes leads to unorthodox work 
in promoting and justifying government policy rather than discussing it in neutral 
and “purely” informative ways ( Mulgan, 2007 ). 

 Th e fi ft h political stressor is increased volatility in the electorate, which 
is less deferential to elected offi  cials, less loyal to parties, and less engaged. In 
response, political parties take polarized stances to win support and votes from 
“core” supporters. Th is dualistic politics aff ects public servants who, in serving one 
government, subsequently come to be seen as “suspect” by a diff erent incoming 
government. Some appear to deal with this dilemma by exhibiting strong—or 
“promiscuously partisan” ( Aucoin, 2012 , p. 179)—support for the policies of each 
ruling party of the day, a democratically unconventional behaviour. 

  Aucoin (2012)  coined the term  New Political Governance  (NPG) to describe 
changes he and others ( Savoie, 2008 ;  Heintzman & Juillet, 2012 ;  Jarvis & Bakvis, 
2012 ) discerned in political and administrative behaviours in light of these pres-
sures. NPG refl ects the ongoing concern among political leaders to reassert their 
“democratic right to govern by taking control of the state apparatus” (Aucoin, 
2008, as cited in  Jarvis & Bakvis, 2012 , p. 16). However, the governance context 
has taken on such a political character that leaders are tempted “to do whatever 
they deem necessary to stay in power” ( Aucoin, 2012 , p. 181), including tightening 
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controls over the bureaucracy to increase “responsiveness and limit politically 
damaging errors” ( Heintzman & Juillet, 2012 , p. 343). 

 Four main features characterize NPG (see  Table 2 ) as an “ideal type,” or heu-
ristic model, against which the deviance or conformity of specifi c empirical cases 
can be assessed ( Aucoin, 2012 ;  Parsons, 1964 ;  Weber, 1968 ). Th e correspondence 
of actual conduct to these features will depend on “the party in power, the prime 
minister, the state of competition between parties in the legislature and in the 
electorate, and, among other factors, the institutional and statutory constraints 
that provide checks against politicization” ( Aucoin 2012 , 179). 

 Th e fi rst feature is the tendency for elected offi  cials to engage in permanent 
electoral campaigning during their time in offi  ce, as refl ected in the heightened 
desire of political leaders to centralize power and control over decisions and 
communications. If governments are highly partisan and politicized, there is a 
higher risk of misuse of this centralized power over the public service for par-
tisan purposes ( Aucoin, 2012 ). Th e second feature is the growing number and 
power of political advisors and staff  who do the political management on behalf 
of minsters. In their zeal to serve the ruling party, these political operatives can 
fall into the trap of regarding the conventional democratic values of a nonparti-
san public service as “obstacles to overcome” ( Aucoin, 2012 , p. 186) and seek to 
co-opt public servants as political agents. Th e third feature is the temptation to 
politicize the senior ranks of the public service by appointing or promoting those 
who are seen to be “on board” with the agenda ( Aucoin, 2012 ). In addition, even 
if appointments are not overtly politicized, with the centralization of power and 
control there is more pressure on senior public servants to put the interests of the 
Prime Minister and his or her staff  above those of the public interest and their 
ministers. Th e fourth feature is that governments want public servants to be pub-
licly supportive (i.e., “enthusiastic”) about policies and to promote (rather than 
describe or explain) them to citizens and stakeholders—even in parliamentary 
committees and hearings. Th e concern here is that governments are demanding 

    Table 2.   Main Features of NPG and Related Risks to Democratic Conventions 

Main Features of NPG Related Risks to Democratic Conventions

Permanent electoral campaign Misuse of centralized power over public 
service for partisan purposes

Growing number and power of pol-
itical advisors and ministerial staff 

Coercion or co-optation of public servants as 
political agents

Politicization of senior ranks of the 
public service

Undermining of principles of merit, profes-
sionalism, and neutrality in the public service

Expectation of “enthusiastic” 
response of public servants to 
(partisan) policy

Erosion of convention of impartiality in the 
public service
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partisan loyalty from public servants rather than impartial loyalty as has tradition-
ally been the case. 

 Taken together, the pressures in the governance context and the NPG re-
sponses to them weaken the traditional norms of political neutrality, profes-
sionalism, and relative independence in the public service ( Heintzman, 2013 ; 
 Heintzman & Juillet, 2012 ). Jocelyne  Bourgon (2014) , former Clerk of the Privy 
Council, calls this an “institutional erosion” stemming in part from “a progressive 
de-professionalization … where a parallel political public service, comprised of 
people who are neither elected nor offi  ce-holders in the civil service, yield great 
power without accountability for the infl uence they exercise” (p. 8).  Aucoin (2012)  
goes further in arguing NPG “constitutes a corrupt form of politicization to the 
extent that governments seek to use … the public service in the administration of 
public resources and the conduct of public business to better secure … partisan 
advantage” (p. 178), observing that this change in relationships and practices has 
the potential to erode public trust in government over the long term. Th e precepts 
and idealized relationships between ministers and public servants that underpin 
NPG build on those of NPM, but also diverge in signifi cant ways as a result of 
increased power in the hands of the Prime Minister and her or his political staff  
and heightened emphasis on the political/partisan agenda. 

 In light of these changes, public administration scholars have mainly fo-
cused their attention on the eff ects of NPG on democratic conventions and 
accountability. A sustained critical gaze has not yet been cast on the potential 
implications of NPG for evaluation and on the role of evaluators in the federal 
context in Canada.  Aucoin (2012)  provides a starting point, however, in argu-
ing the partisan politicization of the public service has negative eff ects on the 
performance of public managers and their organizations if, to assess NPG, one 
applies “nonpartisan criteria” (p. 178). Th is thought is suggestive of how evalu-
ation can be subject to politicization—e.g., under NPG “high performers” are 
those who enthusiastically advance political objectives and outcomes while 
abandoning a commitment of speaking truth to power ( Savoie, 2003 ). It is also 
indicative of how the “normal” political pressures that surround evaluation in 
government may be amplifi ed and endowed with partisan hues under NPG, 
potentially generating similar issues regarding mandates, terms of reference, 
methods, access to information, communication and use of fi ndings, independ-
ence, integrity, and professional values felt in other politically sensitive areas of 
government such as communications ( Kozolanka, 2014 ), science ( Chung, 2013 ; 
 Franks, 2010 ;  May, 2014 ;  Turner, 2013 ) and review agencies ( Beeby, 2014 ;  Chase, 
2013 ;  Simpson, 2014 ). 

 FROM NPM TO NPG: POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS FOR 
EVALUATION AND FOR THE WORK OF EVALUATORS 
 Th e point that we are noting is the discernable shift  from NPM to NPG, from 
what was once a strongly democratic and nonpartisan public service to a more 
politicized and partisan model of public decision-making, may ultimately have 
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serious implications for the planning, implementation, and reception of evalua-
tion in government. In this section we discuss four such possible implications of 
this shift : (a) the “hyper” politicization of the context for evaluation, (b) evaluation 
as institutionalized and formalized practice within federal bureaucracies, (c) the 
use and infl uence of evaluation in public sector contexts, and (d) the infl uence of 
evaluation in shaping public perception and public dialogue. 

  Th e “hyper” politicization of the context of evaluation . Evaluation and politics 
have always been intimately connected ( Weiss, 1973 ), with evaluation considered 
the “handmaiden to political leadership” (Cronbach and Associates, 1980, p. 30). 
Th e increased emphasis on partisan political considerations in the federal context 
in Canada, along with the concentration of power at the centre of government, 
amplifi es and alters the relationship of evaluation and politics. Under NPM, 
the connection between evaluation and public management was formalized in 
the Treasury Board of Canada’s results-based agenda and enshrined in policies 
such as the  Management Accountability Framework  ( Treasury Board Secretariat, 
1997 ) and the  Federal Accountability Act  ( Treasury Board Secretariat, 2006 ), 
both of which helped establish evaluation as a key tool of public policy providing 
information on program performance and spending. Th e results-based agenda 
emphasized the  instrumental use-value  of evaluation in improving program man-
agement, planning, and decision-making, and in providing a means of control 
( Everitt, 1996 ). Th is agenda also played up the  symbolic use-value  of evaluation 
( Chouinard, 2013 ), as its widespread adoption signalled assurance to the public 
that the government’s political and organizational commitments were fi scally 
prudent. 

 In the “hyper” political context associated with NPG, evaluation may take 
on even more symbolic importance as a source of political legitimation ( Taylor 
& Balloch, 2005 ) and, even more importantly, potential delegitimation. In an en-
vironment of permanent electoral campaigning, “spin” ( MacDougall, 2015 ), and 
strict central control over policy and communications, political sensitivities are 
heightened throughout the public bureaucracy about how information generated 
about government policies and operations may be taken up in Parliament, the me-
dia, or the public sphere to criticize the government. Numerous cases have already 
come to light about how the production of and access to information ( Kozolanka, 
2014 ) and “evidence” ( Harris, 2014 ;  Turner, 2013 ) have been tightly circumscribed 
in the federal government since 2006, with some commentators noting this has led 
to a climate of fear ( Chase, 2013 ;  Chung, 2014 ). A prominent example has been 
the so-called “muzzling” of scientists who work for the federal government, which 
led to a “Death of Evidence” march on Parliament Hill in July of 2012 ( Turner, 
2013 ), and to 800 scientists from 32 countries publicly calling upon the govern-
ment to end its “restrictions on scientifi c communication and collaboration faced 
by Canadian government scientists” ( Chung, 2014 ). Another high-profi le example 
is how the parliamentary budget offi  cer, appointed in 2008 under the  Accountabil-
ity Act  to provide nonpartisan analysis of the nation’s fi nances and government 
spending ( Harris, 2014 ), struggled unsuccessfully from 2012 to 2013 to have the 
government release details on billions of dollars of budget cuts under the  Defi cit 



10 Chouinard and Milley

© 2015 CJPE 30.1, 1–22 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.1

Reduction Action Plan , eventually resorting to a federal court case ( Chase, 2013 ; 
 Heintzman, 2014 ). Although these prominent cases did not specifi cally concern 
evaluation, the political and symbolic dynamics associated with them may extend 
to evaluation processes as well. Of course, this general dynamic has always been 
part of the situation for evaluation, but in an NPG context we are concerned that 
it may be amplifi ed dramatically and altered such that evaluators may fi nd the 
“politics of information and evidence” are more focused on issues regarding the 
circumscription of mandate, scope, criteria, informants, access, and reporting 
than they are about methodological selection (e.g., quantitative versus qualita-
tive data). Th e instrumental and symbolic use-value public managers placed on 
having scientifi cally rigorous evaluations under NPM may, under NPG, give way 
to concerns about how to address potential and actual political issues associated 
with the evaluation. Th e perceived demise of evidence-based practice under an 
NPG regime, coupled with more centralized political and bureaucratic decision-
making, a public service that has been labelled “promiscuously partisan,” and 
more tightly scripted public messaging, may substantially reduce the instrumental 
use-value of evaluation, as its symbolic dimension as a source of political legitima-
tion or potential delegitimation takes precedence. 

  Evaluation as institutionalized and formalized practice . Th e formal adoption 
and use of evaluation technologies within federal governance contexts, identifi ed 
as mechanisms to assist decision-making, monitoring, reporting, improvement, 
learning, and control of programs and expenditures (etc.), is prevalent. Whether 
in education, healthcare, social services, or the fi nancial sector, evaluation plays 
a legitimizing function within government. In fact, establishing the practice (and 
reputation) of evaluation is considered a key component of a well-functioning 
public service. As such, evaluation has become a key mechanism of the account-
ability movement ( Chaytor, MacDonald, & Melvin, 2002 ;  Norris & Kushner, 2007 ; 
 Schwandt, 2009 ), with evaluators acting as key agents of public accountability 
( Greene, 1999 ;  Stake, 2001 ). 

 Despite its technological and rational/logical façade and its apolitical cast, the 
current evaluation and performance management architecture within NPM and 
NPG is not neutral, as its representation extends beyond providing a mere techni-
cal solution to the current problems of public governance ( Behn, 1998 ). As  Power 
(1997)  has posited, “audit is not simply a solution to a technical problem; it also 
makes possible ways of redesigning the practice of government” (p. 11). As we have 
argued previously ( Chouinard, 2013 ), the current federal architecture, intended to 
guarantee compliance with the standards of effi  ciency and eff ectiveness, imposes 
central control, as government departments become predominantly focused on 
completing detailed performance measurement and evaluation plans to satisfy 
federal accountability requirements. In eff ect, these “technologies of control” have 
created an internal system of self-monitoring and self-surveillance, creating what 
 Franklin (1990)  referred to as a “culture of compliance,” and what  Foucault (1972, 
1977)  might have identifi ed as a form of disciplinary power. As a key part of our 
organizational culture, evaluations (and evaluative thinking) can thus be said to 
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structure what we talk about, how we frame what we determine as important 
questions and problems, and how we defi ne possible solutions to these problems. 
As  Dahler-Larsen (2012)  notes, as organizations assume cultures of evaluation, 
our thinking thus becomes more organizational, essentially more bureaucratized. 

 Th is notion of central control extends beyond the sphere of technical activi-
ties and processes associated with evaluation to include the professional norms 
and standards that frame the parameters of evaluation practice. As the Canadian 
federal evaluation and accountability policies make clear, the purpose of evaluation 
is to generate “accurate, objective and evidence-based information to help manag-
ers make sound, more eff ective decisions on their policies, projects and initiatives” 
( Treasury Board Secretariat, 2001 , Preface). Th e knowledge generated through 
evaluation thus tends to be framed in narrow, technical, and instrumental terms, 
and valued for its objectivity, predictability, and measurability. Under the current 
system of governance, knowledge claims that are associated with positivist/postpos-
itivist methodologies are given greater credence ( Henry, 2009 ;  Steiner, Wroblewski, 
& Cook, 2009 ), helping circumscribe (and essentially defi ne) what is considered 
“legitimate” (or offi  cial) knowledge. As  Norris and Kushner (2007)  so aptly surmise, 
“knowledge control lies at the heart of all New Public Management projects” (p. 3). 

 Th e changing Canadian context, from a focus on building a solid architec-
ture to support the policies and practices of accountability (e.g., eff ectiveness, 
effi  ciency, and transparency) under NPM, to a more centralized and political 
platform for decision-making under NPG, may thus have profound implications 
for evaluation and for the federal bureaucracy. Under NPM, evaluation and per-
formance management are seen as key features of the governance strategy, regard-
less of whether fi ndings are used for strategic-level decisions ( Shepherd, 2012 ). 
While still a key part of the federal architecture, evaluation under NPG seems to 
be shift ing to a more symbolic role institutionally, shift ing to what  Dahler-Larsen 
(2012)  has identifi ed as a “functional alternative to action” (p. 87). Th e governance 
shift  encapsulated in NPG may thus create a more tenuous link between evalu-
ation and government actions and decisions. Th e more partisan and autocratic 
the political leadership is in an NPG-like context, the more tenuous that link may 
likely become. 

  Th e use and infl uence of evaluation in public sector contexts . Despite the fact 
that utilization is one of the most studied areas in evaluation ( Christie, 2007 ), 
ever-changing and shift ing political and economic contexts and ongoing chal-
lenges related to instrumental and direct use of fi ndings ensure its endurance as 
a relevant area of concern. Th e notion of utilization remains central to evaluation 
( Vedung, 1999 ). Th e evaluation literature identifi es a range and taxonomy of use 
(e.g., direct or instrumental use, conceptual use or enlightenment, political or 
symbolic use; see  Patton, 1988 ;  Weiss, 1998 ), with an emphasis on how evaluation 
can contribute to learning, capacity building, organizational development, em-
powerment, process use, and so on. Despite the myriad conceptualizations of use 
currently discussed and debated in the fi eld, the value of evaluation nonetheless 
continues to be related to the expectation that evaluation results will in some way 
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directly inform the policy and the decision-making process ( Weiss, 1999 ). Para-
doxically, the increase in the demand for evaluation does not seem to have led to 
increased utilization, leading  Dahler-Larsen (2012)  to identify this phenomenon 
as one of the “mysteries” of the evaluation wave. Th is “mystery” is not relegated to 
the use of evaluation fi ndings alone, as under NPG we also note the disuse or mis-
use of science and social science (so-called “evidence”) within government as well 
( Prewitt et al., 2012 ;  Turner, 2013 ). Given the politicization of decision-making 
within the federal government under NPG, evaluation use (and the use of social 
science research more generally), is becoming far more complex. As  Weiss (1999)  
has cautioned, the more democratic the system, the more likely that evaluation 
results will be used, while authoritarian systems tend to “hold power close to the 
chest and fewer people are allowed into its inner sanctum” (p. 480). 

 While we previously noted the role of evaluation within the current federal 
system as largely symbolic ( Chouinard, 2013 ), the institutionalization of evalu-
ation within the federal bureaucracy is ensuring that its impact will extend be-
yond the symbolic, to infl uence how we work and how we think about our work 
( Dahler-Larsen, 2012 ). In many ways, the utilization issue has moved beyond 
whether evaluation results are being used, to encompass the more subtle (and yet 
more far-reaching) impact of the institutionalization of evaluation within federal 
bureaucracies. Although evaluation has always been understood as a cultural, 
social, and political expression embedded in and intrinsically tied to particu-
lar social and institutional structures and practices ( House & Howe, 2000 ), the 
shift ing context from NPM to NPG seems to emphasize for us the fundamental 
transformation in conceptualizations of evaluation use. 

 If, under NPM, evaluation has played an important symbolic role with respect 
to accountability, over time it has also changed what public managers work on and 
how they perceive and go about their work. Th e institutionalization of evaluation 
suggests progress has been made in promulgating evaluative thinking among 
public managers, a longstanding goal of the evaluation community. But, in a more 
profound sense, it signals how public managers have been encouraged to internal-
ize the discipline of evaluation (e.g., planning, monitoring, and course correction 
in light of external direction and standards) as part of their legitimate participation 
in the broader “culture of compliance” in the public service. Th e arrival of NPG 
may further entrench this dynamic and amplify its political and partisan dimen-
sions, as public managers likely know “full well” that the central agencies and the 
Prime Minister’s Offi  ce have them on “constant watch to protect the government’s 
political interests” while having the authority and resources “to intervene to set 
things right” ( Peters & Savoie, 2012 , p. 34). Th is suggests the goal the evaluation 
community has pursued to push public managers to learn conceptually may be 
overtaken under NPG by a steep learning curve with respect to politics. Th is may 
be particularly true for senior civil servants who “are now doing many things that 
political assistants used to do in the past” ( Bourgault, 2013 , p. 171). 

 Under NPG, the symbolic dimension and use of evaluation may well be more 
pronounced. On a landscape where the promise for the use of fi ndings seems 
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dim because the desire for “immediate political advantage” casts “long shadows 
over hard data and reasoned analysis” ( Turner, 2013 , p. 17), evaluation processes 
and results may increasingly be subject to tight scripting by overinvolved public 
managers in service to the senior ranks of the public service. Th e politicization 
of the process may ensure that we move to a focus on the performative nature of 
public management rather than a focus on government performance, a shift  in the 
metaphor for evaluation from a technical, methodological focus to representing 
the imagery of performance and dramaturgy. 

  Th e infl uence of evaluation in shaping public perception and public dialogue . 
Th inking of evaluation as a form of “assisted sense making” ( Mark, Henry, & 
Julnes, 2000 ) draws attention to the fact that evaluation is not merely a technical 
activity, but one that has the potential to enhance our understanding of a pro-
gram, process, policy, or practice. Th e sense-making concept also contributes to 
our aspirations for evaluation, to its role and function in democratic communi-
ties linked to “social betterment,” to the utility and use of evaluation, and to the 
shaping of our concepts and measures as they relate to the parameters of pro-
gram understanding. In many ways, evaluation has become a fundamental part 
of our public policy model and culture ( Dahler-Larsen, 2012 ), as it helps frame 
our understanding of public programs in terms of how they are defi ned, how 
they work, and how they can be made more eff ective and effi  cient. Th e current 
focus of evaluation on measures of effi  ciency, eff ectiveness, and value for money 
(as defi ned within a Canadian context) shapes our understanding of programs 
and possibilities, ultimately shaping the parameters of public expectation, dia-
logue, and discourse in ways that give the illusion of democratic accountability 
( Schwandt, 2009 ). 

 Historically there has always been a strong link between evaluation and the 
machinery of government, with evaluation serving an instrumental role designed 
to assist with managerial decision-making and program improvement ( House, 
1993 ). Under NPM, and as the current Canadian public governance model well 
illustrates, evaluation has evolved to an accountability or largely symbolic func-
tion used to legitimize government activities ( Chouinard, 2013 ;  Norris & Kushner, 
2007 ;  Schwandt, 2009 ). Th e noted shift  to NPG, highlighted by tight control of 
information and communication, along with an increase in the number of un-
elected political staff  within public bureaucracy, may mean that public dialogue 
and discussion around public programs and government spending priorities will 
remain tightly scripted and highly controlled. 

 POTENTIAL PARADOXES (OR “CONSTITUTIVE EFFECTS”) 
PRODUCED WITHIN SHIFT FROM NPM TO NPG: IMPLICATIONS 
FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION 
 Th is article highlights the complexity of social, political, and institutional forces 
involved in knowledge and policy formation, as well as the role of diverse ac-
tors and systems implicated in producing diff erent types of knowledge for the 
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management of the public good. As  Weiss (1999)  makes so abundantly clear, the 
creation and construction of policy is never straightforward, particularly given 
that the policy-making arena is characterized by an array of diff erent and oft en 
competing agendas and political interests about what is required and how best 
to organize and allocate existing resources. Evaluation fi ndings (and data from 
the social sciences more generally) provide merely one construction amidst a 
cacophony of other competing interests and alternative constructions available. 
Understanding the relationship between evaluation, utilization, and public policy 
is therefore complex and, as our analysis has thus far highlighted, contains nu-
merous contradictory or paradoxical dynamics and tensions. In using NPG as a 
heuristic model with which to explore contemporary dynamics in public govern-
ance, we identify two potential paradoxes with respect to the work of evaluators 
and with respect to the function of evaluation more generally: the paradox of use 
and the paradox of accountability. 

 We use the term  paradox , which the  Oxford Dictionary  identifi es as a self-
contradictory proposition and a senseless or logically unacceptable conclusion, 
as a way to problematize the push-pull dynamics and tensions that may exist for 
evaluators and for evaluation under NPG-like conditions. Our use of the term 
paradox is intended to illustrate the embeddedness of these tensions or contradic-
tions within the very processes and outcomes of public governance, what  Dahler-
Larsen (2012)  might refer to as “constitutive eff ects.” Th e important point to keep 
in mind is that constitutive eff ects describe the eff ect of evaluation systems on 
constructing a particular social reality (e.g., while we use tests to measure student 
learning, the testing itself changes what is taught, how it is taught, and ultimately 
what students learn). Th e following discussion is thus intended to describe the 
potential paradoxes and constitutive eff ects of evaluation during the key transi-
tional moment from NPM to NPG. 

  Th e paradox of use  refers to the fact that, despite the discourse surrounding 
evidence-based practice and evidence-based decision-making, the actual use of 
evidence seems to be in decline, while the infrastructure surrounding evaluation 
(what we have referred to as the evaluation industry) seems to be on the rise. In 
fact, evaluation is woven into the very fabric of public governance and concomi-
tantly forms an obligatory component of virtually all aspects of policy, service 
delivery, and management processes—from micro to macro levels. Yet, arguably, 
evaluation use within public sector discourse and decision-making seems to be 
on a downward trend. If this is true, what are the implications of this paradox for 
evaluation and for evaluators? 

 From our perspective, the most profound eff ect of the paradox of use might 
be the potential infl uence on the learning and pedagogical function of evalua-
tion. Although evaluation has traditionally been conceptualized as a pedagogical 
undertaking ( Schwandt, 2003 ), under NPG its use may well be reduced to a per-
formative function (almost a political dramaturgy) that fundamentally changes 
not only what we learn but also how we learn it. Th e distinction here is between 
evaluation as a “technical undertaking” intended as a set of tools designed to 
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improve practice and generate answers, and evaluation as a conceptual practice 
intended to generate dialogue and facilitate learning ( Schwandt, 2003 ). Learning 
would then be focused on tracking and measuring performance and progress 
against stated goals, rather than as an educative instrument for capacity building 
and dialogue. Over time, the paradox of use likely shift s to a “performance para-
dox,” as the connection between performance indicators and performance itself 
becomes weaker ( van Th iel & Leeuw, 2002 ). 

  Th e paradox of accountability  refers to the inclusion of evaluation as a 
core component of the democratic and management accountability discourses 
( Chaytor et al., 2002 ;  Schwandt, 2009 ), where it is seen to provide “assurance” 
about results (primarily) and processes (secondarily), while in practice it seems 
to remain largely unclear who is accountable to whom and for what. Although 
few would dispute the importance of accountability in public governance, what 
it means in theory and practice remains vague.  Charlton (2002)  describes 
accountability as a “slippery rhetorical term” (p. 3) containing two distinct, 
interchangeable meanings: one related to technical management processes and 
the other to democratic accountability.  Aucoin and Jarvis (2005)  argue it is 
the latter form of accountability that seems particularly elusive, despite being 
a mainspring of good governance.  Heintzman & Juillet (2012)  point out ten-
sions that exist with respect to democratic accountability at the interface of the 
political executive and public administration, all of which may become more 
problematic with the emergence of NPG. Of particular concern is a weaken-
ing of the “key tenets of traditional regimes, such as the political neutrality, 
professionalism, and relative independence of the public service” ( Heintzman 
& Juillet, 2012 , p. 344). 

 As discussed earlier, evaluation under NPM was positioned as a technical in-
strument positioned to provide assurance that public managers managed well and 
to provide a means for controlling and altering their behaviours. It was also seen 
to support democratic accountability by helping elected offi  cials to wrest control 
for policy and decisions away from bureaucrats and providing evidence to Par-
liament and the public about the eff ectiveness of policy and its implementation. 
Th ese aspirational goals were not fully realized in practice, but they nonetheless 
helped evaluation rise to institutional prominence. 

 Our analysis thus far suggests that under NPG the symbolic use of evalu-
ation may come to the fore, and the control and disciplining function it pro-
vides in the public administration will have a more pronounced political (and 
potentially partisan) fl avour. Evaluation may present a more complex problem 
for public administrators to manage under NPG than it did under NPM, as 
it would seem to be much more than a technical process aimed at generating 
information about management performance; rather, it may become a po-
litical concern that cuts straight to the heart of democratic conventions. Th is 
potential shift  raises important questions for the evaluation community about 
its relationships with public managers and its role and professional values in a 
democratic institution. 
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 CONCLUDING NOTES AND AGENDA FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 To this day, the boom in evaluation continues, even as its ability to realize its 
ambitions (providing evidence to inform decisions, supporting learning pro-
cesses, bolstering democratic and management accountability, helping improve 
effi  ciency and eff ectiveness) seems remote. In this article we highlighted the shift  
from a public sector governance model based on the principles of NPM to those 
of NPG, with a focus on the potential implications of this shift  for evaluation (and 
the role of evaluation) within a changing federal bureaucracy. While evaluation 
continues to be a key part of public governance, the politicization of federal policy 
and decision-making, coupled with a decline in the use of “evidence” in federal 
policy circles, suggests the performative, dramaturgical aspect of evaluation may 
take precedence over the more direct use of fi ndings. Th e institutionalization of 
evaluation within the federal bureaucracy also highlights its disciplinary, self-
monitoring function, as federal decisions are increasingly made beyond the range 
of the federal bureaucracy, and ultimately beyond the conventional parameters of 
our democratic structures. 

 In this article we argued that evaluation, as a form of assisted sense-making 
and fundamentally related to raising issues and questions of social betterment, is 
now at risk. In an important sense, we may be witnessing a shift  in governments’ 
perspectives on the main purposes of evaluation along  MacDonald’s (1974)  typol-
ogy, from aspirations for democratic aims of “social betterment” in the 1970s, to 
bureaucratic utility and functions of government under NPM in the 1980s and 
1990s, to the emergence of autocratic expressions in the 2000s, as signalled by a 
more politicized, potentially less neutral or nonpartisan, public service. As evalu-
ation seems to be increasingly positioned as part of the tightly scripted political 
drama (a “reality series”?) that unfolds inside and outside the public service, we 
have to ask: If evaluation is fundamentally about social betterment, what role can 
it be expected to play within this new federal context? What role can evaluators 
working within public sector institutions be expected to play? Perhaps being 
aware of the shift ing context within the federal bureaucracy may enable evaluators 
to become more politically savvy in their engagement in a process that has become 
so much more politicized, a process whose connections to social betterment we 
argue may well be at risk. 

 As we noted, this article is intended as a “foresight study,” as a way to generate 
dialogue among the evaluation community (and perhaps between the evaluation 
community and the public administration community), and as a speculative piece 
to prompt refl ection on the shift ing context for evaluation within the federal bu-
reaucracy. In our minds, this article lays the conceptual groundwork for future 
empirical research that we propose to explore the potential eff ects of the shift ing 
context (from NPM to NPG) on the function and use of evaluation within the 
federal bureaucracy. What discernable changes can be identifi ed to describe the 
shift ing context for evaluation? How is evaluation currently perceived, and how 
is it being used? What is the relationship between evaluation and departmental 
decision-making? Our goal in pursuing empirical research at this time is to 
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identify current evaluation practices and emergent patterns of use within what 
we have noted is a shift ing, more politicized federal context. 
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 Refl exivity in Evaluating an Aboriginal Women 
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  Abstract:  Th e role of refl exivity—the process of examining oneself as a researcher, 
the research process, and the research relationships—is examined in the context of 
evaluation. A refl exive account of the evaluation of an Aboriginal heart health pro-
motion program as an inside-outside evaluator is provided to demonstrate evaluator 
refl exivity in a cross-cultural setting. It is argued that the refl exive process may enrich 
evaluation by providing context to the processes and the interpretative dialogue, by 
off ering a space to rethink and rework processes, assumptions, and power dynamics, 
and by uncovering important learnings and discourses that will assist the evaluator 
and her/his audiences. 

  Keywords : cross-cultural evaluation, cultural competency, evaluator role, refl exivity, 
research relationships 

  Résumé :  Le rôle de la réfl exivité — processus selon lequel on s’examine en tant que 
chercheur et selon lequel on examine le processus de recherche ainsi que les rapports 
de recherche — est examiné dans le cadre de l’évaluation. Un compte-rendu réfl exif 
de l’évaluation d’un programme de promotion de la santé cardiaque des Autochtones, 
en tant qu’évaluateur interne-externe, est fourni pour démontrer la réfl exivité de 
l’évaluateur dans un contexte interculturel. On fait valoir que le processus réfl exif 
peut potentiellement enrichir l’évaluation en fournissant un contexte aux processus 
et au dialogue d’interprétation; en créant un espace où l’on peut repenser et retra-
vailler les processus, les hypothèses et les dynamiques de pouvoir; et en dévoilant 
d’importantes découvertes et discours qui aideront l’évaluateur et son public. 

  Mots clés  :  évaluation interculturelle, compétence culturelle, rôle de l’évaluateur, 
réfl exivité, relations de recherche 

 Refl exivity—the process of examining oneself as a researcher, the researcher-
researched relationship, and the research process ( Hsiung, 2010 )—is not new in 
ethnographic and qualitative research, but is not oft en talked about or practiced 
in evaluation ( Abma, 2002 ;  Harklau & Norwood, 2005 ;  SenGupta, Hopson, & 
Th ompson-Robinson, 2004 ;  Small, Tiwari, & Huser, 2006 ). In this article I discuss 
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the merits of refl exivity in research and question the use of refl exivity in evalu-
ation. I also provide a refl exive account of my journey evaluating an Aboriginal 
heart health promotion program as an inside-outside evaluator to convey how 
refl exivity can be incorporated into evaluation. I hope that my experience will 
shed light on the merits of conducting evaluation with a refl exive lens. 

 SEVEN SISTERS HEALTHY HEART DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 
 Th e Seven Sisters Healthy Heart demonstration project was a holistic Aboriginal 
women’s heart health promotion group that ran for eight weeks in collaboration 
with the BC Women’s Hospital & Health Centre Nurse Practitioner (NP) Com-
munity Clinics and the Pacifi c Association of First Nations Women. Th e NP-led 
group used a talking-circle format, where women freely discussed issues around 
health and well-being while incorporating personal stories of struggles and tri-
umphs. Th e group sessions became a bonding experience for the women partici-
pants and the NPs, with a health promotion focus as a common thread running 
through the discussions. 

 Th e purpose of the evaluation was to understand the merits of the program 
and to develop a gender-aware and culturally responsive heart health promotion 
framework based on the components of the program that contributed to its suc-
cess. A participatory evaluation approach was taken, with several stakeholders 
involved in the design, data collection, and data interpretation. Th e evaluation 
used multiple lines of evidence and relied heavily on qualitative data, aiming to 
capture the participants’ voices, as well as the voices of the NPs, community part-
ners, and program planners. Our participatory and collaborative approach was 
consistent with other evaluation studies conducted in Aboriginal communities 
( Chouinard & Cousins, 2007 ). 

 As the evaluation lead for the project, I refl ected on how my inside-outside 
status impacted the way I approached and designed the project, collected data, 
and interpreted the fi ndings. I examined my assumptions and the relationships I 
had forged with the stakeholders. I also refl ected on the impact of the group on 
myself, given that I began eating healthier and attending to my emotional health 
as the project went on. My refl exive journey proved to be rewarding and eye-open-
ing, with several key learnings, which will ultimately pave the path for any future 
projects I embark on. Before delving into my refl exive journey, I start my discus-
sion by examining the concept and use of refl exivity in research and evaluation. 

 CONCEPT OF REFLEXIVITY 
 Th e defi nition of refl exivity and its use varies in the literature ( Pellatt, 2003 ), 
although in its most basic form it means “self-awareness” (Giddens, 1976, in  Rob-
ertson, 2000 ). According to  Hertz (1997) , “to be refl exive is to have an ongoing 
conversation about the experience while simultaneously living in the moment” 
(p. viii). Refl exivity is thus not merely a refl ection on the research experience, but 
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constitutes self-awareness at every stage of the research process as it is happening. 
 Mulhall, Le May, and Alexander (1999)  suggest that three main questions need to 
be answered in the “refl exivity conversation”: How have I aff ected the process and 
outcome of the research? How has the research aff ected me? Where am I now? 

 Refl exivity in research began with the works of anthropologists and ethnogra-
phers who refl ected on how their personal experiences impacted their interpretation 
of fi eld experiences ( Cliff ord & Marcus, 1986 ). Th rough the years, refl exivity has 
become one of the defi ning features of qualitative research ( Finlay, 2002a ) and has 
many guises ( Foley, 2002 ). Researchers from a variety of disciplines have commonly 
used refl exivity as a form of validity check ( Ball, 1990 ;  Dowling, 2006 ;  Lather, 1986 ). 
Th e premise is that, by uncovering researchers’ internal processes, the research 
process can yield more accurate and valid results, thereby positively impacting the 
research process. For example, taking a validity-focused approach,  Peshkin (1988)  
described how his subjectivity played a role in his interaction and interpretation of 
fi ndings. His own sense of ethnic identity allowed him to identify more with his eth-
nic subjects, and his pedagogical self steered him more toward judgement-making 
and away from the observer/researcher role. In the end, he aimed to manage his 
subjectivity by being aware of it when collecting and interpreting data. 

 Postmodern researchers, such as feminist and empowerment researchers, 
who generally practice relativism and subjectivism, have enthusiastically em-
braced refl exive practices because they are fundamentally concerned with how 
knowledge is generated ( Dowling, 2006 ;  Lather, 1986 ). For example,  Cotterill and 
Letherby (1993) , have argued from a feminist epistemology that personal autobi-
ographies of researchers add to the depth of the research and place the fi ndings 
in the context of where they were generated: 

 We draw on our own experiences to help us understand those of our respondents. 
Th us, their lives are fi ltered through us and the fi ltered stories of our lives are present 
(whether we admit it or not) in our written accounts. ( Cotterill & Letherby, 1993 , p. 74) 

 Postmodern researchers strive to use refl exivity to do research diff erently ( Cot-
terill & Letherby, 1993 ;  Nicholls, 2009 ;  Oakley, 1981 ). Refl exive practice allows 
them to alleviate power diff erentials in research by reciprocal sharing and genuine 
engagement and partnership with the researched ( Dowling, 2006 ;  England, 1994 ; 
 Gatenby & Humphries, 2000 ;  Pellatt, 2003 ). Hence, power dynamics are continu-
ously examined in a cycle of refl ection and action by researchers and, at times, by 
participants, making the refl exive process democratic and empowering ( Lather, 
1986 ). For example, through refl exivity  Pellatt (2003)  became aware of her own 
position of power, as a nurse researcher, in relation to the disabled patients she 
was studying. Th is awareness in turn allowed her to question and reposition her 
practice, values, and preconceptions. 

 Refl exivity becomes particularly vital for community-based participatory 
researchers who study communities as outsiders. It is argued that the participatory 
nature of such studies can be examined by critically refl ecting on the nature of the 
researcher-stakeholder relationship ( Fawcett & Hearn, 2004 ;  Minkler, 2004 ). For 
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instance,  Koster, Baccar, and Lemelin (2012) , who also used refl exivity in research, 
stated, “[A]lthough we had come to the research with our own plan and process 
(research on), we abandoned this direction and followed the needs identifi ed by 
[community members] (research with)” (p. 201). 

 Similarly, Indigenous researchers view researcher refl exivity as pivotal ( Dana-
Sacco, 2010 ).  Wilson (2001)  argues that the Aboriginal system of knowledge is 
built on relationships, and it is through refl exivity that these relationships can be 
investigated and analyzed. Refl exivity can uncover domains important in the Abo-
riginal culture—namely, reciprocity, the researcher’s obligation to the research, 
and respect for the nature of research relationships.  Dana-Sacco (2010) , an indig-
enous researcher studying her own community, realized through refl exivity that 
to serve the interests of her community she needed to safeguard and not disclose 
or publish some of the most important fi ndings of her research. Although this 
created tension, she realized that her main obligation was toward the relationships 
she had forged in the research process. 

 Despite many uses and benefi ts of refl exivity, there are critics. Some argue 
that researchers’ own experiences can essentially overshadow participants’ experi-
ences and appear to be narcissistic and self-indulging ( DeVault, 1997 ). Others ar-
gue that refl exivity takes attention away from the biases in a study and/or disguises 
the realities of a study ( Potter & Wetherell, 1995 ). In other words, merely confess-
ing internal processes does not make them unproblematic. As  Peshkin (1988)  
argues, “[I]n the spirit of confession, researchers acknowledge their subjectivity, 
they may benefi t their souls, but they do not hereby attend to their subjectivity in 
a meaningful way” (p. 17). Validity claims via refl exivity have also been disputed 
by researchers who argue that our confessions are no guarantee that what we say 
and observe is the truth ( Patai, 1991 ). Th e question of whether or not refl exivity 
can produce better research has also been raised ( Patai, 1994 ). 

  Pillow (2003)  acknowledges that refl exivity may not be the answer to all of 
our methodological limitations, and may not produce better research, yet she 
advocates conducting “messy” and “uncomfortable” refl exivity that highlights the 
realities of research, including tensions, uncertainties, and confi nes. Pillow coined 
the term “uncomfortable refl exivity”: “a refl exivity that seeks to know, while at the 
same time situates his knowing as tenuous” (p. 188). Pillow argues that we oft en 
desire only certain kinds of refl exivity—refl exivity used as “truth claims,” lending 
methodological power to studies. On the other hand, uncomfortable refl exivity 
critiques research attempts, challenges our representations of data, and depicts the 
messy realities of doing engaged qualitative research. Such depictions are oft en 
ambiguous and may speak to our failures and uncertainties, and yet they are il-
luminating in their revelation of complex realities. 

 Examples of uncomfortable refl exivity can be found in the work of  Ellingson 
(1998) . In Ellingson’s refl exive journey, she states that 

 while many confessional tales have as their goal the reassurance to the reader that 
their fi ndings are “uncontaminated” and hence “scientifi c” and “valid,” I have as my 
goal the opposite: to reassure the reader that my fi ndings are  thoroughly  contaminated. 
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Th is contamination with my own lived experiences results in a rich, complex under-
standing.” (p. 494)  

 Similarly,  Villenas (1996) , who describes herself as a “native-American” and a 
university professor, fi nds herself as an inside-outside researcher and writes from 
a researcher-colonizer-colonized lens. Th e tension between these roles becomes 
evident in the way she conducts research and situates herself within it. She prac-
tices uncomfortable refl exivity, as she does not provide any easy fi xes regarding 
these tensions, but questions and brings to the forefront the need to forge new 
research identities and discourses. 

 I argue that there are both benefi ts and limits to refl exivity. Refl exivity does 
not necessarily produce better research. In fact, it is through refl exivity that the 
limits of research are recognized. Sometimes researchers are able to address issues 
that arise through refl exivity, but other times challenges may remain unresolved 
( Pillow, 2003 ). Some may also require intellectual and emotional distance from 
their research before becoming truly refl exive  (  Mauthner & Doucet, 2003 ). Al-
though retrospective refl exivity cannot change any results or processes, it can still 
yield important lessons for future work. Refl exivity can potentially contextualize 
research and illuminate and uncover learnings and limitations for the researcher 
and his or her audience during and aft er the research process. Refl exivity also al-
lows researchers to do research in a “diff erent way”—in a more reciprocal way, as 
highlighted by feminist researchers ( England, 1994 ;  Podems, 2010  ) . Th is becomes 
central when working with vulnerable populations and in cross-cultural settings. 

 REFLEXIVITY IN EVALUATION 
 Does refl exivity have a place in evaluation? Certainly evaluation is diff erent from 
research because its end purpose is to place judgement on and assign merit to a 
given program. Th e concepts of value and judgement are at the core of evalua-
tion and separate evaluation from the research process ( House & Howe, 2000 ; 
 SenGupta et al., 2004 ). Does judgement placement require that the evaluator 
approach it from an objective stance? Such a stance would be contrary to the 
refl exive process, where the subjective, political, social, and personal positioning 
of the evaluator become clear. Furthermore, can evaluators aff ord to do messy, 
“uncomfortable” refl exivity ( Pillow, 2003 ), pointing out uncertainties, gaps, and 
tensions in the evaluation process? Th ese questions are not easily answered. 

 No doubt evaluation may have more limitations imposed on it than research. 
For one, evaluators may self-censor and avoid discussions of refl exivity to meet 
their clients’ expectations ( Abma, 2002 ;  Mauthner & Doucet, 2003 ). Even if the 
evaluator had exercised refl exivity, he or she may not be able to showcase it. 
Restrictions such as the need to keep the spotlight on the program, the use of 
reporting templates, page limits, and a general desire for more concise reporting 
may not leave much room to document evaluator refl exivity. Refl exivity may 
also be seen as out of place or self-indulgent in certain contexts, particularly 
in contexts where clients are not familiar with more qualitative methodologies 



28 Ziabakhsh

© 2015 CJPE 30.1, 23–40 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.23

( Harklau & Norwood, 2005 ). Hence, not all projects lend themselves to evalua-
tor refl exivity. 

 Despite the unique challenges evaluators may face,  Jewiss and Clark-Keefe 
(2007)  argue that refl exivity, as a validity check, should become one of the core 
components of analysis in evaluation, the lack of which would create ethical and 
practical limitations. Beyond the validity-focused approach, refl exivity can also 
add richness to the interpretative dialogue because in the absence of it, the evalu-
ator may remain silent about the platform from which meanings emerged or were 
constructed ( Widdershoven, 2001 ).  Abma (2005)  described how refl exivity with 
regard to the social positioning of the evaluation team members helped the team 
to better understand the diff erent issues and perspectives of stakeholder groups. 
In another study,  Abma (2001)  talked about how the project team refl ected on 
their own fi lters and standpoints in light of their interpretations.  Harklau and 
Norwood (2005)  discussed their many roles within the evaluation (e.g., nonpar-
ticipant observer, academics, lurkers/spies, etc). With each role their positioning 
within the program shift ed and they redefi ned their understanding of the pro-
gram, in a process of “constant mutual negotiation of subject positions among the 
evaluators and the evaluated” (p. 284). 

 Refl exivity in evaluation can also lead to a more democratic process ( Greene, 
1997 ,  2001 ) by attending to power dynamics in the evaluation milieu, especially 
in cross-cultural settings. In fact,  Chouinard and Cousins (2009) , as part of their 
proposed agenda for future cross-cultural evaluation research, call for more re-
fl exivity on questions such as “[W]hat role do relationships play in mitigating 
power and privilege issues within the evaluative settings?” (p. 487).  SenGupta 
et al. (2004)  also viewed evaluator refl exivity as one of the hallmarks of a cultur-
ally competent evaluator. Cultural competence in evaluation requires “increased 
and critical self-refl ection” (p. 14), an “active awareness, understanding, and 
appreciation for the context at hand” (p. 12), and “addressing issues of power in 
evaluation” (p. 13). 

 Refl exivity in cross-cultural settings have been demonstrated by  Wallerstein 
(1999) , who provided a refl exive account of power dynamics between evaluators 
and members of a culturally diverse community in New Mexico. Wallerstein 
stresses that evaluators need to refl ect on their personal biographies to understand 
power imbalances and to create more equitable and engaging relationships with 
the communities they study. 

 However, there is very little written in the published literature about evaluator 
refl exivity, let alone detailed accounts of the refl exive process in evaluation ( Abma, 
2002 ;  Harklau & Norwood, 2005 ;  SenGupta et al., 2004 ;  Small et al., 2006 ). In their 
review of the literature on cross-cultural evaluation projects, projects that mainly 
took participatory approaches,  Chouinard and Cousins (2009)  noted that in only 
half of these studies did the evaluators situate and assess themselves in terms of 
their own culture (outsider status) and biases. However, upon closer look, some 
of these studies do not fully delve into evaluator refl exivity. For example,  Voyle 
and Simmons (1999)  explore the Maori community’s sense of mistrust of research, 
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and yet the evaluator’s own stance, beliefs, biases, and insecurities in establishing 
relationships with the Maori community and its impact on the evaluation are not 
examined. 

 Evaluators may also face methodological challenges. Despite the many uses 
of refl exivity, there are no standard ways to practice it ( Finlay, 2002a ;  Mauthner & 
Doucet, 2003 ;  Pillow, 2003 ).  Pillow (2003)  questions whether or not refl exivity is 
a “skill or a set of methods that can be taught” (p. 177). No doubt, there is fl uidity 
and ambiguity in how refl exivity is practiced.  Finlay (2002a)  uses the “swamp” 
analogy to depict the messy nature of refl exivity, where one can potentially drown 
or make it to the other side intact. Yet,  Finlay (2002b)  suggests that refl exivity can 
be perfected with practice, implying that it is a skill to navigate the swamp. Th e 
practice of refl exivity is oft en done by taking detailed fi eld notes, keeping a re-
search diary, or having refl exive conversions with team members, sometimes at a 
designated refl exive time/space ( Abma, 2005 ;  Finlay, 2002b ;  Jewiss & Clark-Keefe, 
2007 ;  Mulhall et al., 1999 ).  Mauthner and Doucet (2003)  used voice-centred 
practice in data analysis, namely reading and interpreting data from diff erent 
perspectives, including their own. 

 I uncovered my own refl exive journey during this project as result of some 
planned and unplanned activities. Th e project team members took part in struc-
tured debriefi ng sessions, where we refl ected on the day’s work. Th ese sessions 
were audio-recorded, transcribed, and thematically analyzed. Th e sessions pro-
vided a safe space to refl ect on assumptions, power dynamics, and processes. I 
also took extensive fi eld notes following each group and debriefi ng session, where 
I further refl ected on issues privately. In addition, I participated in the project’s 
talking circle, where I uncovered the quite unanticipated impact of the project on 
myself. My interview by the community partner as part of the video she prepared 
about the women’s experiences provided yet another opportunity to refl ect on my 
internal processes. 

 To fully demonstrate refl exivity in action, I turn to the three main questions 
that guided my refl exive thinking. Th ese are the questions that  Mulhall et  al. 
(1999)  suggest researchers need to ponder over in their refl exive conversion. 
Inspired by  Pillow (2003) , I also strived to present my refl exivity in a more messy 
and uncomfortable way. I did not attempt to neatly package my experiences and 
processes to solely showcase what worked, but also tried to refl ect on the reali-
ties of doing evaluation in a cross-cultural setting, as an inside-outside evaluator. 
My hope is that this exercise will be illumining for others who end up walking 
similar paths. 

 How Have I Aff ected the Process and Outcome of the Evaluation? 
 My insider-outsider status impacted the way I navigated the project. My position-
ing proved to be both a strength and a challenge. Th e “insider-outsider debate” 
in research and evaluation has been well documented ( Asselin, 2003 ;  Bonner & 
Tolhurst, 2002 ;  Conley-Tyler, 2005 ;  Minkler, 2004 ;  Serrant-Green, 2002 ). Th e 
insider researcher is said to have more ease establishing rapport and acceptance. 
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Familiarity with the subject matter under study, advocacy, fl exibility in designs/
methods, and a higher chance of utilization of the fi ndings are also among the 
advantages of being an insider. However, there appears to be as many arguments 
for using an outsider, including “perceived objectivity,” willingness on the part 
of the researchees to share with an outsider, and ability to capture and highlight 
information that may be seen as routine due to overfamiliarization by an insider. 
Yet, the insider-outsider debate has been questioned by researchers who challenge 
this dichotomy and bring to light the subjective and the ever-shift ing and evolving 
identities of the researchers and the researched ( Chavez, 2008 ;  Dwyer & Buckle, 
2009 ;  McDonald, 2013 ). My aim is not to resolve these tensions, but to demon-
strate how I, as an insider-outsider, and at times in the “space-between” the two—
or in the “hyphen” ( Dwyer & Buckle, 2009 )—impacted the evaluation process. 

 Being an Insider 
 I was an insider in my relationship with the NPs, management, and funders. 
Being a woman internal evaluator in a women-centred organization that serves 
vulnerable and marginalized women through its outreach clinics, I approached 
the project from a sympathetic stance. I had already worked with the NPs in 
other evaluation projects and had a good working relationship with them coming 
into the evaluation. My sympathetic stance to their cause and my prior work-
ing relationship certainly made it easier for me to be accepted as evaluator and 
team member. I was not seen as a “judge,” but a partner who is there to aid with 
improvements. 

 I also came to the evaluation with a level of “knowledge.” I already had good 
understanding of women-centred care ( Gelb, Pederson, & Greaves, 2012 ); without 
that knowledge it would have been diffi  cult to respond to one of the key evalu-
ation questions, the gender-sensitive components of the program. For example, 
certain messaging, such as “Change is a journey” and “It’s okay to not be perfect,” 
resonated with the participants. I highlighted these components as being gender-
responsive because they are helpful for women who oft en are caregivers, are 
involved in multiple roles, and put themselves last due to confl icting demands on 
their time, energy, and resources. In short, health care messaging needed to be 
fl exible for women. My analysis came from my prior understanding of women-
centred care, the stories the women shared with me, and my own lived experience 
juggling multiple roles as a working woman, mother, daughter, sister, and wife. 
From a hermeneutic perspective, understanding is based on pre-understanding 
( Widdershoven, 2001 ). Hence, my insider status, in both subject matter and lived 
experience, and my awareness of it shaped my analysis. 

 At the same time, my interpretation of the fi ndings was impacted by my 
own ethnicity, and what I had known and learned about the Aboriginal culture. 
I understood culture from an insider-outsider lens, or perhaps from the space in 
between. I am not an Aboriginal woman, and yet not fully part of the mainstream 
due to being a “visible minority.” Because of colonization, the Aboriginal women 
in the group had a sense of cultural identity loss and/or experienced devaluing of 



Refl exivity in Evaluating a Heart Health Promotion Program 31

CJPE 30.1, 23–40 © 2015doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.23

their culture, and they desperately wanted to attain, revive, or reclaim it ( Mussell, 
2008 ). Being a second-generation immigrant woman, I identifi ed with the women 
in their cultural-identity quest, as I too was standing somewhere along the con-
tinuum of culture and loss, and I too understood that regardless of my place on 
the continuum I was forever tied to my culture, mainly due to the colour of my 
skin. Th erefore the  ever  presence of culture made it at times diffi  cult to separate 
the gender-responsive components of the program from culturally responsive 
ones. For example, the element of food was not only considered to be gendered, 
but quite cultural. Women bonded over eating nutritious breakfasts, as it created 
a relational space for them to support one another as women and also created a 
cultural space for feasting, honouring their journey to better health, and nour-
ishing the body and soul. Consequently my analysis acknowledged the interplay 
between gender and culture, and that gender is ultimately culturally constructed. 
Yet, my interpretation of Aboriginal culture was limited, due to being an outsider. 
Issues related to my outsider status will be discussed next. 

 Being an Outsider 
 According to  Wilson (2001) , “indigenous people need to do indigenous research 
because [they] have the lifelong learning and relationships that goes into it … 
research is not something that is out there: it’s something that you’re doing for 
yourself and your community” (p. 179). Th is sentiment is echoed by other re-
searchers ( Koster, et al., 2012 ). Although the scope of this article is not to argue 
for or against the use of insiders or outsiders as evaluators, I refl ect on how my 
outsider status impacted the project. 

 Not being a white Canadian-born woman had its advantages in this project. 
I did not feel the burden that white women working with Aboriginal communi-
ties may experience. In other words, I did not come to the evaluation with a lot 
of historical baggage. I think my baggage-free perception helped me to approach 
the community partner with open arms, with the assumption that I would be 
accepted. And in turn I did feel accepted. Th e women were very welcoming and 
shared freely in my presence (at least I was not able to detect any hesitations 
on their part). Th ey chatted with me outside of the group, and one woman ap-
proached me and gave me specifi c advice on self-care. Not only had I felt accepted, 
but I also felt cared for. 

 However, I was considered an external evaluator, an outsider to their commu-
nity and organization. Hence, I still had to work hard to establish a level of trust. I 
recall that the Aboriginal partner once said that she hoped for the NPs and I “not 
to go native, but to learn how to eff ectively work with the Aboriginal community.” 
Th is involved being respectful, fl exible, and open enough to critically examine my 
own assumptions and practices. 

 In the planning stages we did consult with the Aboriginal partner about our 
evaluation framework and received feedback on our data collection tools and 
strategies, yet it is safe to say that the evaluation agenda was mainly driven by the 
program planners (outsiders). We assumed that the Aboriginal partner would be 
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“in her power” to voice her opinion and concerns about our approach. However, 
advice from the Aboriginal partner came gradually and only when relationships 
were established. Th e Aboriginal partner later refl ected in our debriefi ng meetings 
that the mainstream agenda can completely take over in cross-cultural collabora-
tions if the Aboriginal partner is “not in her own power.” My implicit assumption 
approaching the evaluation was that there was a level playing fi eld. In fact, being 
a visible minority woman, I oft en fi nd myself not in a position of power, but in a 
position of having to prove myself. My assumption of a level playing fi eld proved 
to be wrong and limiting. It is common for researchers to not be fully cognizant 
of their power status ( Small, Tiwari, & Huser, 2006 ). Even when friendships are 
built in cross-cultural settings, these alliances will always take place in situations 
of “asymmetry of power” ( Ahmed, 2000 ).  Minkler (2004)  poses the question 
of whether true community-based participatory research can take place if the 
research agenda comes from the outside? If the evaluation agenda had been fi rst 
developed by the community, or if the Aboriginal partner had felt more comfort-
able in providing feedback in the planning stages, the evaluation agenda may have 
been diff erent. 

 My evaluation approach began to shift  once I started refl ecting on the ap-
propriateness of my approach. Initially I incorporated a pre-post test design and 
wanted to mainly capture changes in diet and exercise. As the group progressed, 
I quickly realized that the changes the participants were making were not so 
much physical, but spiritual and emotional in nature. As such, I relied more on 
qualitative data, and the talking circle itself became my main data collection tool. 
At fi rst I tried to control the talking circle by posing questions, but soon had to 
forego that when I recognized that the importance of the talking circle occurred 
through allowing women to freely discuss issues of signifi cance. My methodology, 
data collection tools, and analysis kept changing as the group evolved and I got 
more feedback from the Aboriginal partner. I had to exercise fl exibility, respect 
the wishes of the community and the women, and be open and comfortable in 
presenting other “soft er” indicators for a heart health promotion program (as 
opposed to harder indicators, such as change in blood pressure, weight, etc.). In 
fact, the push toward harder measures, some internally imposed due to my own 
background in experimental psychology and some externally and implicitly im-
posed by the funding agency, initially made me resistant to change. 

 My assumption about my role as evaluator was also challenged. I originally 
wanted to take on an observer role during fi eldwork, participating only minimally. 
However, it soon became apparent that I needed to fully participate in the group 
to show respect, to be accepted, and to tend to power dynamics. I could not have 
been above the group looking in as a privileged researcher; I had to be situated 
fi rmly within. Th us, I began to participate in the ceremonies, the talking circle, 
and the prayers. I felt quite challenged because I was ready to participate but 
not to deeply disclose and become vulnerable. However, my participation was 
paramount not just in establishing rapport, but also in fully grasping the group 
experience. 



Refl exivity in Evaluating a Heart Health Promotion Program 33

CJPE 30.1, 23–40 © 2015doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.23

 As a result of my participation, my analysis moved to another level, coming 
from the inside as opposed to looking in from the outside. Th is was important in 
grasping experiences that cannot be well understood through observation—for 
example, spirituality. I understood that the talking circle created a sacred space, 
where people became authentic, vulnerable, and more receptive to change mes-
sages. Prior to the group commencing I thought of the talking circle as a formal-
ity, a way of introduction, and a prelude to the teaching segment by the NPs. As 
the group progressed, we all realized that the talking circle became the heart and 
soul of the group. In experiencing the group I also lived in the space between an 
insider and an outsider. 

 However, as an outsider I also found myself limited by language and a deep-
er understanding of the Aboriginal culture and experience. In the evaluation 
report, I used language and analysis that I was comfortable with. I did not draw 
connections to the land, ancestors, sacred values (such as reciprocity), and other 
concepts important in Aboriginal culture ( Wesley-Esquimaux & Snowball, 
2010 ;  Wilson, 2008 ,  2001 ). In other words, there were limits to my knowledge 
( Letiecq & Bailey, 2004 ).  Ahmed (2000)  argues that as outsider researchers we 
need to accept limits to the knowledge that one has already claimed, and that 
the outsider “both knows and fails to know” (p. 62). Hence, though my analysis 
proved to be rich and enlightening and was accepted by the community partner, 
it has limits. 

 I was also limited by the presentation of my fi ndings. I did not present my 
written fi ndings in a narrative or other indigenous form, although I did incorpo-
rate many quotes in my report to refl ect the voices of the women, which resulted 
in a lengthy report. While, for example,  Wilson’s (2008)   Research Is Ceremony  in 
part takes the form of a letter to his three sons, I had the task of communicating 
with funders about the merit of the program and had to use their language and 
standard reporting. However, we also provided funds to the Aboriginal partner 
to develop a video about the program based on the evaluation fi ndings, which the 
partner viewed as a better demonstration of the results. 

 How Has the Evaluation Aff ected Me? 
 Th e evaluation impacted me at a very deep level. I feel transformed by the pro-
gram mainly because of it being ritually and spiritually based. As evaluators we 
evaluate many diff erent programs, some of which we cannot personally relate 
to or may not be able to fully participate in. I realize that my experience may be 
unique and, being an outsider, my exact journey may also be diff erent from that of 
the other women in the group. Nonetheless, my story adds to the larger story that 
most of the women who were part of the group were transformed and impacted 
by it. I also feel that because of my own experience I was able to understand the 
women’s stories at a deeper level. For example, when women talked about the 
“magical” eff ects of the talking circle, I knew what they were alluding to, as I too 
had experienced the magic. In particular, I felt a spiritual connection to the other 
women, and I felt that I was in a sacred space where the “truth” I spoke to and 



34 Ziabakhsh

© 2015 CJPE 30.1, 23–40 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.23

the “truth” I witnessed impacted me in profound ways. Th e Aboriginal partner’s 
words about the importance of rituals came to life: they were no longer merely 
words, but a personal experience. 

 Nevertheless, when it came time to writing the report I was extra vigilant to 
include and incorporate all voices and perspectives. In fact, like the other partici-
pants in the group, I too saw areas for improvement. For example, one woman was 
clearly not pleased with some of the rituals in the group as they did not represent 
her community’s rituals. In an attempt to exercise caution, I shared my prelimi-
nary analysis and direct quotes with the project team and the community partner 
and sought their feedback. However, despite my best intentions to represent all 
voices, I may have inadvertently overrepresented the positive voices due to my 
own positive experience. Th is may very well be the case, because the business of 
interpretation and meaning-making is bound to be impacted by the context and 
the meanings brought forth by the evaluator ( Widdershoven, 2001 ). Th e best we, 
as evaluators, can do is acknowledge these contexts, make them visible, exercise 
caution in interpretation, and allow our audiences to have access to these types of 
information to examine our work critically. 

 One can also argue that evaluators should not apologize for their attachments 
to the programs they study, but use it as data.  Chiu (2006)  argues that refl exive 
practice can create diff erent forms of knowledge. If evaluator experiences can be 
seen as “data,” particularly in qualitative-participatory evaluation contexts, then 
refl exive practice can only add to the overall understanding and analysis of fi nd-
ings. In describing her refl exive journey through identifi cation with the group 
she studied,  Ellingson (1998)  viewed herself, as part of the group under study, 
and her experience as “data.” Hence, I see value in the fact that my journey sup-
ports and confi rms what other women experienced. Yet, I acknowledge that not 
all evaluators and not all projects lend themselves to evaluators becoming “part 
of the group.” 

 Another interesting development in the course of this project was that while 
practicing refl exivity we inadvertently created a second intervention group. Th e 
team debriefi ng sessions, which were meant to create a refl exive space to go over 
the day’s work, became a learning group of its own. Th e Aboriginal partner, who 
refl ected on her personal encounters with the mainstream health care system, 
conveyed important messages and learnings. Th e NPs in turn refl ected on their 
own practices and the systems that hinder and facilitate cross-cultural collabora-
tions. Th e debriefi ng sessions took on a life of their own and became a great source 
of data and a great venue for learning, sharing, bonding, and tending to power 
dynamics. It was in this refl exive space that most of the changes to programming 
and evaluation took place. It was a safe space for the Aboriginal partner to convey 
her thoughts about appropriate programming and evaluation, and how outsiders 
can eff ectively work with Aboriginal communities by, as previously mentioned, 
“not going native,” but by “being open to do things diff erently.” Hence, we found 
ourselves experiencing a mini-paradigm shift  in the way we approached our work. 
For one, the NPs learned to be less didactic, the Aboriginal partner became more 
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hopeful in cross-cultural collaborations, and I learned to be more open and fl ex-
ible in the terrain of evaluation. 

 And Where Am I Now? 
 I am left  pondering the question  Patai (1994)  posed: “Does all this refl exivity 
produce better research?” (p. 69). Th rough refl exivity I realized the limitations 
in design and data collection and attempted to revise and adjust my approach. 
Refl exivity also situated the fi ndings in the context in which they were gener-
ated, and highlighted my limitations and challenges as a non-Aboriginal outsider 
evaluator. By being refl exive, I also learned important lessons about challenging 
my assumptions in regards to power dynamics. Most importantly, I learned that 
in cross-cultural contexts participatory approaches can only work if community 
members are  in their own power . Incorporating refl exive spaces (debriefi ng ses-
sions) proved to be key in establishing bonds and creating a safe equalizing space 
to voice concerns, allowing community members to be in their own power. I do 
not wish to suggest that by being refl exive we can suddenly wipe out imbalances 
and power hierarchies in research, but we can better navigate and situate ourselves 
within these hierarchies. 

 By being refl exive I was also able to do evaluation diff erently. By showcasing 
my internal processes, and in particular how I was impacted by the project, I stood 
shoulder-to-shoulder with the other women in the group. In the presentation I 
gave about the project, not only did I speak about the impact of the intervention 
for the women, but also about its impact on myself. Refl exivity allowed me to put 
myself, as evaluator, not above the program (researching on) but fi rmly within it 
(researching with) ( Koster et al., 2012 ). I am not claiming that by sharing internal 
processes evaluators can entirely democratize research relationships, but it is a 
small step toward equalizing relationships and paving the way for outside evalua-
tors to research in cross-cultural settings in a more equitable space. In fact, in the 
video-journal that the community partner prepared, one of the group participants 
stated that she felt through the course of the project we started to let go of our 
“researcher hat” and “put on [our] sisterhood hat.” 

 Lastly, our refl exive work allowed the team members to form bonds, which 
to this day continue. Our team debriefi ng/refl exive circle has since evolved into a 
writing circle, where we periodically meet on several joint writing projects about 
the program and our fi ndings ( Ziabakhsh, Pederson, Prodan-Bhalla, Middagh, 
Jinkerson-Brass, 2014 ). At the end of the project, we were successful in high-
lighting gender- and culturally-responsive components to heart health promo-
tion. More importantly, we found health promotion programming needed to be 
contextualized to meet the needs of vulnerable women. However, due to limited 
resources we have yet to develop a framework around our fi ndings, although ele-
ments of our framework are being written in several manuscripts ( Pederson, Izad-
negahdar, Humphries & Young, 2014 ;  Ziabakhsh et al., 2014 ). Most importantly, 
our evaluation work has informed the development of other outreach projects that 
we are currently seeking funding for. 
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 CONCLUSION 
 Certainly evaluators face unique challenges with respect to being refl exive and/or 
showcasing it. However, a refl exive lens can potentially make the evaluation richer 
by providing context to the processes and the interpretative dialogue, examining 
and re-thinking processes and assumptions, attending to power-dynamics and 
making the research relationships more equitable, and by uncovering important 
learnings and discourses that will assist the evaluator and her/his audiences in 
moving forward in evaluation. 

 My refl exive work supports the growing interest in the evaluation community 
to practice postmodern paradigms of research. Postmodernists’ concerns over 
how knowledge is generated ( Dowling, 2006 ;  Lather, 1986 ) can be alleviated in 
part through refl exivity. Evaluator refl exivity has the potential to become more 
than a mere methods and limitations section in a research paper. If it is done 
critically, such refl exive discourses can delve into issues that evaluators may be 
uncomfortable to speak of, as well as issues that can shed light on the complexities 
of conducting community-based evaluation research. With this approach we do 
not disguise or soft en up our challenges, but make them visible to open up new 
discourses and paths toward transformation. 

 My refl exive journey also contributes to the discourse on cultural compe-
tency in evaluation. Refl exivity is viewed as one of the hallmarks of culturally 
competent evaluation practice. Refl exivity becomes particularly salient for out-
sider evaluators working with Aboriginal communities, where there is a history 
of power imbalance, inequalities and exploitation. Th rough refl exivity power 
structures and cultural and social contexts are examined to bring them to the sur-
face and include them in the evaluation agenda and discourse ( SenGupta et al., 
2004 ;  Chouinard & Cousins, 2007 ). Cultural competency calls for evaluators to 
examine and articulate the lens from which they extract, gather and interpret 
data, and to articulate the nature of collaborative relationships they forge, with 
attention to culture, power and politics. Th ese relationships ultimately impact 
the questions we as evaluators ask, the answers we get, and how we make sense 
of them all. 
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  Abstract:  Evaluators of community-based programs frequently need to decide 
whether to adopt an inductive or deductive approach in developing quantitative 
outcome measures. Th is article explores this issue using a case example of a child 
anti-poverty program called City Kidz. Its recent evaluation combined an inductive 
and deductive approach to develop a survey. Th e article describes the City Kidz eval-
uation and its survey before assessing the value of the survey, considering internal 
consistency and various aspects of validity. Th e article concludes with a discussion 
about the factors that helped and hindered the appropriateness of the survey in light 
of the inductive and deductive approaches used. 

  Keywords:  community-based research, inductive versus deductive approaches, out-
come evaluation, survey design 

  Résumé :  Les évaluations de programmes communautaires nécessitent fréquemment 
de choisir entre une approche inductive et une approche déductive pour développer 
des indicateurs de résultats quantitatifs. Pour explorer cette question, cet article 
examine une étude de cas d’un programme sur la pauvreté enfantine nommé City 
Kidz. L’évaluation de ce programme a employé à la fois une approche inductive et 
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déductive lors du développement d’une enquête. Cet article décrit l’évaluation ainsi 
que son enquête, puis évalue la cohérence et la validité de cette dernière. Cet article 
conclut en discutant des facteurs qui ont facilité ou nuit à la pertinence de l’enquête 
par l’entremise d’une approche inductive et déductive. 

  Mots clés :  recherche communautaire, approches inductives versus déductives, évalu-
ation des résultats, conception de l’enquête 

 INTRODUCTION 
 Evaluating program outcomes is a relatively common evaluation activity at not-
for-profi t organizations across Canada ( Cousins et al., 2008 ). A frequent challenge 
that these community-based organizations face is how best to measure program 
outcomes. It is not unusual for those assigned to do the evaluation to wonder 
whether it is best to build a customized measurement tool from the “ground-up” 
in keeping with the uniqueness of the local context, or if it is better to draw on 
existing measurement tools, developed by others, that have been previously vali-
dated. In short, the challenge is whether to adopt an inductive versus deductive 
approach in developing outcome measures that are appropriate to the specifi c 
program being evaluated. 

 Th is decision confronting the evaluation team—developing an outcome 
measurement tool inductively or deductively—appears straightforward on the 
surface. However, there is growing recognition of the challenges inherent in 
measuring program outcomes. Challenges include the contextualized nature of 
program outcomes ( Leatherdale, 2009 ), the complexity of client needs ( Bishop & 
Vingilis, 2006 ), the complexity of triangulating information from multiple and 
divergent stakeholder perspectives ( Obeid & Lyons, 2010 ), and the limited avail-
ability of outcome measurement tools, in contrast to tools measuring program 
improvement ( Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010 ). In addition,  Carman (2007)  
and  Sehl (2004)  note that community-based programs oft en lack the evalua-
tion capacity to adequately measure outcomes. Capacity challenges include an 
ill-defi ned program theory, limited evaluation knowledge, uncertainty as how 
to measure divergent outcomes among diverse clients, and the excessive burden 
of evaluation on existing staff  workloads. All of these factors add a level of com-
plexity when deciding whether to take an inductive or deductive approach to 
outcome measurement, and oft en leave community-based programs struggling 
with evaluation. 

 Th is article explores the inductive versus deductive distinction in quantita-
tive outcome measurement using a case example of a child anti-poverty program 
called City Kidz. City Kidz is a community-based program experiencing many of 
the outcome measurement challenges described above. Its recent evaluation com-
bined an inductive and deductive approach to developing quantitative measures 
of child outcomes, and drew on both the program’s own change model and exter-
nal conceptual models when developing a survey tool. Adopting both approaches 
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when developing a single survey tool provides a favourable opportunity to assess 
the value of each approach. Although the inductive/deductive decision is not 
unique to community-based settings, the City Kidz example does allow consid-
eration of community-based contextual factors that led to the success and limits 
of each approach. 

 We begin the article by briefl y providing background to the City Kidz evalua-
tion and its outcome survey tool. Next, we describe the method in which the value 
of the various outcome measures were assessed, considering both the internal 
consistency of survey items and various aspects of validity. Th e results of the as-
sessment are then presented before discussing factors that helped and hindered 
the success of inductive and deductive approaches. Th e article concludes by re-
fl ecting on the implications of City Kidz lessons for scholars and practitioners of 
outcome evaluation. 

 BACKGROUND: CITY KIDZ AND ITS OUTCOME SURVEY TOOL 
 City Kidz is a faith-based not-for-profi t organization that has been working for 
nearly 20 years to impact the lives of children in the lowest income neighbour-
hoods of Hamilton, Ontario. World Vision Canadian Programs is a major funder 
through its Partners to End Child Poverty (PECP) program. Th e City Kidz theory 
of change is summarized in its program logic model (see  Figure 1 ). Th ree levels 
of activities are shown at the top: (a) spiritual discipline activities that help the 
organization to discern God’s leading, (b) activities for groups of children, centred 
on the Saturday theatre shows that seek to emulate Walt Disney’s ability to enter-
tain and inspire wonder, and (c) activities for individual children via weekly home 
visits that draw inspiration from Mother Th eresa’s example of humility, nurture, 
and care. Th e theory of change suggests that prolonged involvement increases the 
likelihood of positive outcomes for child participants. 

 Th ree types of anticipated outcomes appear in the program logic model: faith, 
resiliency, and child well-being. Th e faith outcomes acknowledge the three main 
messages of City Kidz programming (God created me; God loves me; God has a 
plan for my life). Resiliency outcomes draw on the resiliency theory developed 
by  Resiliency Canada (2001) , but are grounded in City Kidz’s own understanding 
of resiliency. Th e resiliency outcomes are themselves clustered into three group-
ings: internal, relationship, and action. Internal outcomes recognize the need 
for children to increase their internal capacity as healthy individuals and mirror 
many of the internal strengths found in resiliency theory. Relationship outcomes 
recognize the need for children to increase supportive infl uences in their life and 
mirror selected external strengths found in resiliency theory (related to family and 
peers). Th e action outcomes portion recognizes the need for children to increase 
how they imagine and pursue positive activity and relies less on formal resiliency 
theory than on City Kidz’s own theory of change. Hope outcomes are emphasized 
as being central to City Kidz programming and lead to increased child safety, 
health, and education ( Janzen, Araujo, and Stobbe, 2013 ). 
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 Th e evaluation of City Kidz was completed in 2012–2013. Th e evaluation 
used a community-based approach to engage diverse stakeholders ( Israel, Schulz, 
Parker, & Becker, 1998 ;  Ochocka & Janzen, 2014 ). Concrete mechanisms imple-
mented to support this approach included a cross-stakeholder steering group to 
guide each step of the process, a participatory process in developing the evaluation 
framework (including main research questions, program logic model, measure-
ment matrix, toolkit, detailed work plan, and staff /volunteer training manual), 
the training of internal staff /volunteers as interviewers, ongoing feedback of 
evaluation fi ndings, and cross-stakeholder input into recommendations ( Janzen, 
Seskar-Hencic, Dildar, & McFadden, 2012 ). 

 Although the evaluation used multiple methods to gather information from 
multiple stakeholder perspectives, the focus of this article is on a survey adminis-
tered to child participants. More specifi cally, the focus is on the 27 closed-ended 
questions of the survey tool dealing with child outcomes. Consistent with out-
comes in the program logic model, closed-ended questions were divided into 
four outcome sections: (a) six internal questions beginning with “Th inking about 
yourself,” (b) seven relationship questions beginning with “Th inking about your 
relationships,” (c) seven action questions beginning with “Th inking about the 
things you do,” and (d) seven hope questions beginning with “Th inking about 
your goals.” A fi ft h outcome section ( faith ) was embedded within the internal, 
relationship, and action sections. 

 Th e bulk of the survey questions (21 of 27 items) were inductively developed, 
directly corresponding to the internal, relationship, action, and faith outcomes 
found in the program logic model. Each of these questions had fi ve response 
options ( strongly agree ,  agree ,  neutral ,  disagree , and  strongly disagree ). One in-
ductively developed question on the topic of hope (“I have hope for my future”) 
had similar response options to the outcome sections above. Th e remaining six 
questions were deductively developed, based on the 6-item Children’s Hope Scale 
( Snyder, Cheavens & Sympson, 1997 ). Th ese questions off ered a choice of six 
responses ( none of the time ,  a little of the time ,  some of the time ,  a lot of the time , 
 most of the time , and  all of the time ). Th e individual questions (and corresponding 
outcome area and question design approach) are found in  Table 1 . 

 Survey participants were randomly sampled from a list of 1,347 children be-
tween the ages of 7 and 12 years who had participated in Saturday programming 
at least once in the last four weeks of 2012. A total of 124 children completed 
the survey. Parental consent was obtained before the face-to-face individual in-
terviews with trained staff  and volunteers. Th e sampling error was calculated at 
8.3% with a 95% CI. 

 METHOD: HOW THE VALUES OF OUTCOME 
MEASURES WERE ASSESSED 
 In this section we clarify the inductive/deductive distinction. We begin by de-
scribing inductive reasoning and its application to outcome measurement before 
turning to deductive reasoning. We then outline the criteria we used to assess the 
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   Table 1.  Child Outcome Survey Questions 

Outcome 
area

Survey items Item design 
approach

Faith 1. I believe God created me Inductive
2. I believe God loves me Inductive
3. I believe God has a plan for my life Inductive

Internala 2. With God I can do great things Inductive
3. I think I am important Inductive
4. I am in control of my life Inductive
5. I respect other people Inductive
6. I accept people who are diff erent than myself Inductive

Relationshipa 2. My understanding of God’s love is better today Inductive
3. There are adults in my life who love me for who I am Inductive
4. I usually get along with my family Inductive
5. I usually get along with my friends Inductive
6. I have adults in my life who I trust Inductive
7. There are adults in my life who I look up to Inductive

Actiona 2. I can imagine myself doing great things Inductive
3. I make good choices Inductive
4. I go to diff erent activities in my neighbourhood Inductive
5. I would like to volunteer with City Kidz someday Inductive
6. I try to do what is good for others Inductive
7. I stand up for myself Inductive

Hope 1. I have hope for my future Inductive
2. I think I am doing wellb Deductive
3. I am doing just as well as other kids my ageb Deductive
4.  I think the things I have done in the past will help 

me in the futureb
Deductive

5.  I can think of many ways to get the things in life 
that are most important to mec

Deductive

6.  When I have a problem, I can come up with lots of 
ways to solve itc

Deductive

7.  Even when others want to quit, I know that I can 
fi nd ways to solve the problemc

Deductive

   a  Items begin with #2 because the fi rst question in each of these outcome sections 
was a faith question.  b Agency thinking items on the Children’s Hope Scale.  c Pathways 
thinking items on the Children’s Hope Scale.  
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value of inductively and deductively devised outcome measures in the City Kidz 
evaluation. 

 An inductive approach assumes a “bottom-up” line of reasoning that moves 
from a particular or specifi c premise to reach a general conclusion ( Bluedorn, 
1995 ). Applied to outcome measurement, an inductive approach assumes that 
sound measurement lies in the detail of the specifi c program. Th e individual 
items within an outcome measurement tool are developed through understanding 
(or “observing”) the specifi c outcomes the program intends to achieve, and then 
inferring reasonable questions based on these outcome constructs. (For example, 
“Child well-being as defi ned by this program is connected to specifi c outcome di-
mensions. Th erefore a tool measuring the well-being of child participants should 
include questions directly related to these specifi c outcome dimensions.”) Th e 
value of the evaluation tool is linked to how accurately intended program out-
comes are articulated and how accurately inferences were made in how questions 
were subsequently framed. 

 In contrast, a deductive approach assumes a “top-down” line of reasoning that 
moves from a general premise to reach a specifi c conclusion ( Bluedorn, 1995 ). 
Applied to outcome measurement, a deductive approach assumes that sound 
measurement lies in a predetermined external theory. Th e individual items within 
an outcome measurement tool are developed on the basis of an empirically based 
theoretical framework. (For example, “Child well-being has elsewhere been found 
to be connected to specifi c outcome dimensions. Th erefore a tool measuring the 
well-being of participants should include questions that relate to these predeter-
mined outcome dimensions.”) Th e value of the evaluation tool is linked to the 
extent to which questions have been shown to be consistent with a generally ac-
cepted theoretical framework (i.e., previously validated) and how applicable that 
theoretical framework is to the program under evaluation. 

 Regardless of how quantitative outcome measures are developed—whether 
inductively or deductively—the assessment of their value is the same. Th is assess-
ment is important, as the foundation of rigorous quantitative research design rests 
on wthe use of measurement tools that are metrically sound. Reliability and valid-
ity have traditionally been the key indicators in determining the soundness (or the 
value) of quantitative outcome measures. In fact, confi rming the reliability and 
validity of quantitative measures is seen as foundational in assuring the integrity 
of study fi ndings ( DeVon et al., 2007 ). 

 Reliability refers to the consistency or stability of a measure over time ( Bry-
man, Bell, & Teeven, 2012 ) and is oft en seen as a prerequisite to validity ( Cook & 
Beckman, 2006 ). Although there are numerous ways to categorize and measure 
reliability, our assessment of outcome measures considered the internal consist-
ency of survey items. Internal consistency measures whether groupings of ques-
tions within a survey tool are related to each other. In other words, high internal 
consistency would be demonstrated if scores measuring a single construct cor-
related highly ( Cook & Beckman, 2006 ). We assessed internal consistency by 
calculating Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  cient for the total score, eliminating one at a 



48 Janzen et al.

© 2015 CJPE 30.1, 41–63 doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.41

time. A Cronbach’s alpha in excess of 0.70 is usually considered to show adequate 
internal consistency. 

 Measurement validity, on the other hand, answers the question of whether 
the survey tool has the ability to measure the property that it intends to measure 
( Bryman et al., 2012 ). Although there are diff ering conceptualizations of valid-
ity, contemporary thinking suggests that all types of measurement validity fall 
under the broad heading of “construct validity” ( Cook & Beckman, 2006 ;  DeVon 
et al., 2007 ). Th is heading suggests that a tool’s scores are only useful to the extent 
that they refl ect the construct that is intended ( Cook & Beckman, 2006 ). Under 
the umbrella heading of “construct” are several subcategories, each providing a 
building block of evidence. Measurement validity is therefore not an all-or-none 
proposition but triangulates support for the validity of a construct through its 
various subcategories ( DeVon et al., 2007 ). Th e subcategories we selected, and 
how we measured them, are listed below. 

  Face validity  refers to whether, at fi rst glance, the measures appear to be valid 
in the opinion of people who have expertise in the area ( Bryman et al., 2012 ). Th is 
way of assessing validity is perhaps the simplest and most intuitive, representing a 
good starting point for further validity exploration. Th ree mechanisms were im-
plemented to assess face validity in the City Kidz evaluation. First, an evaluation 
steering committee assisted in developing the survey tool. Th is committee was 
made up of multiple stakeholder perspectives (including management, front-line 
staff , volunteers, Board members, community partners, and funder). Committee 
members fi rst helped to build program theory by responding to draft s of a pro-
gram logic model. Th ey then used their respective expertise to respond to a draft  
of the survey tool that was based on the outcomes of the program logic model. 
Second, the survey tool was pilot tested by the research team with four non-City 
Kidz children of similar age and diff ering cultural backgrounds/English-language 
profi ciency (as per program participants). Th ird, refl ective feedback about the 
survey tool was provided by the City Kidz staff  and volunteers both as part of their 
training and as part of the evaluation aft er administering the tool. 

  Discriminant validity  refers to whether the measurement tool has the abil-
ity to detect true diff erences between groups and to detect no diff erence when 
there is not one ( Howard, 2008 ). Within the City Kidz evaluation, discriminant 
validity was linked to the length of involvement in programming. Th e survey was 
meant to help test the assumption that children with longer involvement at City 
Kidz would demonstrate greater outcomes (i.e., have higher scores) than those 
with shorter involvement. According to program theory, greater program dosage 
would lead to greater changes in the outcomes identifi ed in the program logic 
model. If analysis showed statistical diff erences (through  t -tests or ANOVA tests) 
between children involved for a short versus long time, then discriminant validity 
would be established. 

  Convergent validity  refers to whether the measurement of a concept relates 
to a second measure of the concept that uses a diff erent measurement technique 
( Bryman et al., 2012 ). Exploring convergent validity is recommended for tools 
dealing with spiritual issues, given their highly subjective nature ( Parsian & 
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Dunning, 2009 ). Assessment of convergent validity was made possible within the 
City Kidz evaluation because several diff erent methods were used to explore pro-
gram processes and outcomes. While children were asked closed-ended questions 
about program outcomes through the City Kidz survey tool, several qualitative 
methods were also used to explore child-level outcomes: open-ended questions 
on the City Kidz survey tool; individual and focus groups interviews with pro-
gram participants, parents, and staff /volunteers; key informant interviews with 
community partners and experts; and in-depth case studies of selected City Kidz 
participants/graduates. Th e qualitative data from these methods were initially 
coded using content analysis by individual method before developing themes that 
emerged across methods. 

  Internal structure  refers to whether scores follow a pattern as predicted by the 
constructs—that scores intended to measure a single construct yield homogene-
ous results while scales intended to measure multiple constructs yield anticipated 
heterogeneous results ( Cook & Beckman, 2006 ). Th e particular constructs that we 
were assessing in the City Kidz survey tool related to the inductively developed 
questions within the faith, internal, relationship, action, and resiliency outcome 
sections. (Given the low internal consistency and the low convergent and discri-
minant validity of the hope items, hope was not considered in the factor analysis 
as these items would not form a construct.) 

 Both exploratory factor analysis and confi rmatory factor analysis were used 
to assess internal structure. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) has the capacity for 
identifying interpretable factors that explain the covariation of the measured vari-
ables. EFA was conducted with SPSS analysis using maximum likelihood estima-
tion, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value and Barlett’s test, and Eigen value and scree plot. 
Confi rmatory factor analysis (CFA) has the advantage of testing whether theo-
retical relationships between items and their hypothesized factors are supported 
by the data. More specifi cally, confi rmatory factor analysis requires researchers 
to specify the exact number of factors that exist and how these factors are related 
to the variables being measured. Our confi rmatory factor analysis used a struc-
tural equation modelling (SEM) approach with IBM SPSS Amos 22.0 soft ware. 
Th e criteria for evaluation of CFA included standardized regression coeffi  cients, 
chi-square statistics and other methods of model fi t test, Eigen values, regression 
weights, and standardized residual covariances. 

 RESULTS: DETERMINING THE VALUE OF OUTCOME MEASURES 
 In this section we summarize the results of assessing the value of City Kidz out-
come measures according to each of the criteria discussed above. We begin with 
reporting on the fi ndings of reliability before reporting on the various subcatego-
ries of validity. 

  Reliability (internal consistency):  Th e results of our internal consistency analy-
sis were mixed when considering correlations of survey questions within outcome 
sections. Th is fi nding suggests that questions in some outcome sections hang to-
gether better as constructs than do others. It should be noted that scores of most 
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survey items were generally skewed in a narrow positive range. Th is “ceiling eff ect” 
made it more diffi  cult to fi nd strong correlations. 

 A positive fi nding was that Cronbach’s alpha for faith items were acceptable 
(.745) despite having only three questions. Th e combined resiliency items (i.e., 
all internal, relationship, and action questions) were also adequately correlated 
(.790). In addition, faith and resiliency were signifi cantly correlated (at the .01 
level) as per program theory (α = .419). However, the level of correlation indicates 
that they are indeed distinct constructs from each other. 

 Less (but still not poor) internal consistency was found for questions related 
to action and internal outcomes (.650 and .620, respectively). Th e weakest reliabil-
ity was found in the constructs for hope (.579) and relationships (.399). Further 
analysis of interitem correlations suggested that fi ve items could be removed (or 
at least reworded) to increase outcome section reliability: internal item #5 (“I 
respect other people”); relationship items #2 (“My understanding of God’s love 
is better today than it used to be”), #4 (“I usually get along with my family”), and 
#5 (“I usually get along with my friends”); and action item #5 (“I would like to 
volunteer with City Kidz someday”). However, removing or altering single items 
on the Children’s Hope Scale was not advisable, given that the six items of this 
scale had been previously validated across seven studies in the United States (see 
 Valle, Huebner, & Suldo, 2004 ). 

  Face validity:  Th e three mechanisms we implemented to assess face validity 
each confi rmed that, on face value, most questions seemed to be measuring the in-
tended constructs. Members of the stakeholder committee used their stakeholder 
expertise to ensure that the survey items were worded in clear, simple, yet precise 
language, and that they appeared to be measuring what was intended according 
to program theory. Pilot interviews confi rmed that most questions and response 
options seemed to be clearly understood. Interviewer feedback also confi rmed 
that survey items appeared to be measuring what was intended and that by far 
the majority of participants seemed to comprehend the majority of questions. 
However, feedback from both pilot interviewer and interviewer fl agged the six 
questions from the Children’s Hope Scale as somewhat more diffi  cult to compre-
hend by participants. 

  Discriminant validity:  Our analysis demonstrated that those with longer in-
volvement in the program had statistically higher scores on inductively developed 
outcome questions than did those with short involvement (particularly for faith, 
internal, and relationship outcomes, and to a somewhat lesser extent for action 
outcomes). For example, participants who were active in the program for more 
than two years had signifi cantly higher total scores for faith, internal, relation-
ship, and action outcomes than those active for less than 2 years ( p -value for 
 t -test of faith items combined = .003; for internal = .002; for relationship = .004; 
for action = .023). In other words, length of involvement was a good predictor of 
many of the anticipated outcome groups found in the program logic model. Only 
deductively developed questions related to hope outcomes did not show many 
signifi cant diff erences (e.g., comparing those active more than 2 years with those 
active less than 2 years, a  p -value of 0.240 for  t -test of hope items combined was 
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found). Further details of the statistical analyses can be found in the fi nal evalua-
tion report ( Janzen, Araujo, Stobbe, and Nguyen, 2013 ). 

  Convergent validity:  Generally, the evaluation found a great deal of consist-
ency between fi ndings from qualitative methods and those of the City Kidz survey 
tool. Most notable was how the quantitative fi ndings from the inductively devel-
oped survey questions generally converged with the fi ndings of the qualitative 
methods, where outcome questions were asked to diverse stakeholder perspec-
tives and in a more open-ended way.  Table 2  provides evidence that convergent 

   Table 2.  Comparing Survey Items and Qualitative Themes 

Outcome area Survey items Qualitative themes

Faith 1.  I believe God created me
2.  I believe God loves me
3.   I believe God has a plan for my 

life

•   Increased belief in and 
 understanding of God

•   Stronger relationship 
with God

Internal* 2.   With God I can do great things
3.  I think I am important
4.  I am in control of my life
5.  I respect other people
6.   I accept people who are diff erent 

than myself

•  Increased self-confi dence
•  Increased self-worth
•   Increased sense of 

 purpose in life
•  Better treatment of 

others
Relationship* 2.   My understanding of God’s love 

is better today
3.   There are adults in my life who 

love me for who I am
4.   I usually get along with my family
5.   I usually get along with my 

friends
6.   I have adults in my life who I trust
7.   There are adults in my life who I 

look up to

•   Increased caring and 
respect toward friends

•   Increased adults and 
 mentors who they can 
trust

•  Increased role models
•   Able to confi de and 

trust in City Kidz 
 volunteers

Action* 2.   I can imagine myself doing great 
things

3.  I make good choices
4.   I go to diff erent activities in my 

neighbourhood
5.   I would like to volunteer with 

City Kidz someday
6.   I try to do what is good for others
7.  I stand up for myself

•  Better moral decision-
making

•  Better life choices
•   Increased involvement in 

community and church 
settings

•   Increased willingness to 
spread goodness and 
positive messages to 
others

•   Increased courage to 
stand up for self

   *  Items begin with #2 because the fi rst question in each of these outcome sections 
was a faith question.  
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validity was strong between qualitative themes and corresponding quantitative 
survey items. More details of how qualitative and quantitative fi ndings converged 
can be found in the fi nal evaluation report ( Janzen, Araujo, Stobbe, and Nguyen, 
2013 ). 

 Th e hope outcome section was again more problematic. Although quan-
titative analysis of the City Kidz survey tool found little evidence of program 
impact related to hope, qualitative fi ndings found considerable evidence. How-
ever, qualitative methods suggested that involvement in City Kidz resulted in a 
construct of hope that was more holistic than the purely cognitive, goal-oriented 
survey questions based on the agency and pathway thinking dimensions of hope 
found in the Children’s Hope Scale,. In particular, qualitative constructs of hope 
emphasized dreaming (the ability to imagine diff erent future options), resolve 
(confi dence and strength to follow aspirations), and perseverance (never giving 
up). Th ese somewhat alternative constructs of hope put into question the validity 
of the deductively developed hope questions for City Kidz. 

  Internal structure:  Th e results of our exploratory factor analysis are summarized 
in  Table 3 . Th e analysis reveals that (a) the faith construct includes the three faith 
items as presented in the survey (however, these three items should no longer ap-
pear within the internal, relationship, and action outcome sections), (b) the internal 
construct includes all fi ve items in the internal outcome section, (c) the relationship 
construct includes four items (#s 3, 4, 6, and 7) or better with three items (#s 3, 6, 
and 7), and (d) the action construct includes fi ve items (#s 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7). 

 Confi rmatory factor analysis mirrored the fi ndings of the exploratory factor 
analysis.  Table 4  summarizes the results of the confi rmatory factor analysis. Th e 
analysis reveals that the theoretical model for the City Kidz survey tool could 
be considered sound and appropriate, especially when a selected few items are 
removed (the same items identifi ed in the exploratory factor analysis). Consist-
ent with City Kidz program theory, the model consists of four constructs: faith, 
internal, relationship, and action, with the latter three constructs forming the 
construct of resiliency. 

 Summary of Results 
 Results of the internal consistency and validity of survey items were mixed. On 
the one hand, the internal consistency and validity of the faith, internal, action, 
and—to a lesser extent—relationship items indicated that these items were gener-
ally sound in measuring City Kidz outcomes. In addition, faith items were found 
to be distinctive from (yet related to) the internal, relationship, and action con-
structs, while items in these latter constructs were found to make up the construct 
of resiliency (as per program theory). However, fi ve individual items were seen 
to be problematic (most notably within the relationship section). Removing or 
improving these items would increase the measurement strength of the survey. 

 In response to these fi ndings, the evaluation team was confi dent in main-
taining the basic survey structure, with relatively minor changes needed in 
these inductively developed sections to improve the next version of the survey. 
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Subsequent improvements included placing the three faith items in their own 
separate faith section with the heading “Th inking about God.” In addition, of 
the fi ve problematic questions, three would be reworded to be clearer and bet-
ter matched with program theory (these questions each being connected to a 
stated outcome within program theory, suggesting their importance). Finally, the 
remaining two items would be deleted from the next version of the survey, one 
because of its similarity to another survey item, and one because it was seen to 
be speculative for survey-aged children and could better be measured by directly 
asking older youth. 

 On the other hand, the items related to the hope construct were generally 
found to be less valuable in measuring City Kidz participant outcomes. Th e 
bulk of these questions (six of seven) were drawn from an existing measure-
ment tool (i.e., the Children’s Hope Scale). Results of the internal consistency 
and validity of these hope items were poor. Consequently, these six questions 
would be omitted from the next version of the survey. Instead, additional ques-
tions would be added based on qualitative themes that emerged through other 
evaluation methods. Specifi cally, qualitative hope themes (and corresponding 
questions) included dreaming (“I have a bright future before me”), resolve (“I 
know that I will be able to do what I want to do” and “I am strong enough to 
do what I want”), and perseverance (“I never give up when doing something 
important”). Th e additional single hope question (“I have hope for my future”) 
appeared to have adequate face validity and would remain in the revised hope 
section. 

 In conclusion, survey sections that were inductively developed (i.e., faith, 
internal, action, and—to a lesser extent—relationship) were found to be generally 
of value in measuring City Kidz participant outcomes. Th ese sections used local 
program theory as the basis for question formulation. Contrast these sections with 
the hope section that was primarily developed deductively through the adoption 
of an existing external measurement tool. Th is hope section was found to be poor 
in reliability and validity in measuring participant outcomes. 

 DISCUSSION: WHAT WE LEARNED ABOUT DEVELOPING 
OUTCOME MEASURES 
 As with all community-based research, the challenge for not-for-profi t organi-
zations who wish to pursue program evaluations is to adhere to the dual crite-
ria of conducting research with excellence while ensuring practical relevance 
( Ochocka & Janzen, 2014 ;  Ochocka, Moorlag, and Janzen, 2010 ). For outcome 
measurement,  excellence  means that validity and reliability (for quantitative 
measures) and trustworthiness (for naturalistic qualitative measures) can be 
established ( Bryman et al., 2012 ;  Lincoln & Guba, 1985 ). Relevance in outcome 
measurement means that information-gathering tools are “location-based” to the 
extent that they produce research fi ndings that are useful in stimulating refl ec-
tive practice within the program under evaluation ( Janzen et al., 2012 ). Th e City 
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Kidz case example provides community-based insight into how inductive versus 
deductive approaches to quantitative outcome measurement can help facilitate 
this dual goal of excellence and relevance. 

 In the end, our assessment found that inductively developed measures gen-
erally proved more valuable than deductively developed measures. Our take-
away conclusion is not that inductive approaches to outcome measurement are 
therefore always preferred over deductive approaches within community-based 
evaluations. But for some reason the manner in which the inductive approach was 
implemented in the City Kidz evaluation was more fruitful than the deductive 
approach. Th e question is why. Why was the inductive approach more successful, 
and what were the ingredients that made it so? Conversely, why was the deductive 
approach not successful in this case? Below we briefl y attempt to answer these 
questions. 

 Factors Facilitating the Success of the Inductive Approach 
 We previously stated that within inductive approaches the appropriateness of an 
outcome measurement tool is linked to accuracy in articulating program out-
comes, and to the strength of inference in how questions are consequently framed. 
Regarding the articulation of program outcomes, we see two main factors leading 
to success within the City Kidz evaluation: 

  Th e use of a participatory process in program theory development:  Although 
many community-based evaluations use a program theory approach to evalu-
ation ( Chen, 2005 ), not all do so in a participatory fashion. At the start of the 
evaluation, City Kidz did not have a clearly articulated theory of change. Th e 
evaluation team therefore reviewed program documents (website, funding pro-
posals, reports, promotional material, etc.), held site visits and discussions with 
key program staff , and involved the cross-stakeholder steering committee in 
developing a program logic model. Accuracy was ensured by triangulating these 
various sources and facilitating mutual agreement across stakeholder perspec-
tives ( Janzen et al., 2012 ;  Rey, Brousselle & Dedobbeleer, 2011 ). Th e outcomes in 
the program logic model were the basis for developing survey questions (all an-
ticipated outcomes having at least one corresponding survey question reworded 
in a child-friendly way). Th is participatory process underscored the importance 
of establishing program theory validity as a precursor to measurement validity 
when using an inductive approach. 

  Th e inclusion of (external) resiliency theory to sharpen (local) program theory:  
Many of the resiliency outcomes found in the City Kidz program theory drew 
on resiliency theory ( Resiliency Canada, 2001 ). At fi rst blush, it may seem that 
reaching out to external theory is more conducive to a deductive than to an in-
ductive approach. It should be noted, however, that the primary emphasis was 
still on building local program theory. It was not a matter adopting all aspects of 
resiliency theory to explain City Kidz, given that much of resiliency theory was 
not seen to apply to the City Kidz context. However, those parts of resiliency 
theory that were seen to be relevant were incorporated (i.e., many of the internal 
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strengths components, and some of the family and peer strengths components). 
External resiliency theory therefore played a secondary, supportive role in pro-
gram theory development. Its benefi t was in aiding concept clarifi cation ( Taylor 
& Lord, 1996 ). Th at is, adding resiliency theory concepts into the participatory 
program theory development process allowed stakeholders to develop a common 
(and evidence-based) language with which to articulate what they intuitively 
sensed to be true. 

 Regarding the strength of inferences in framing survey questions, we again 
see two main factors leading to success within the City Kidz evaluation: 

  Th e facilitation of cross-stakeholder agreement on survey design:  Once again a 
participatory process was critical in ensuring that specifi c survey questions were 
appropriate to the City Kidz context. Th e steering committee fi rst agreed on an 
evaluation purpose statement and main research questions, before discussing how 
to translate intended outcomes into specifi c survey questions. Committee mem-
bers were encouraged to off er their critical comments and to come to agreement 
on how to express questions in a child-friendly way. As members of a faith-based 
organization, stakeholders were also encouraged to factor faith into program 
theory and survey question design ( Janzen and Wiebe, 2010 ). Th is facilitative 
process accentuates survey design as a relational, not only a technical, exercise 
( Janzen et al., 2012 ). 

  Th e pilot testing of questions with children of similar characteristics:  Our pilot 
tests confi rmed that inductive inferences being made when developing survey 
questions seemed to be communicated in a way that made sense for children. 
(In contrast, the six deductively developed questions from the Children’s Hope 
Scale were somewhat more diffi  cult to comprehend.) Although the number 
of pilot tests (4) was relatively small, children were selected in an attempt to 
refl ect some of the diversity of City Kidz participants in terms of age, cultural 
background, and immigrant status (i.e., ranging from recent immigrants to 
Canadian-born). 

 Factors Hindering the Success of the Deductive Approach 
 We previously stated that, within deductive approaches, the appropriateness of 
an outcome measurement tool is linked to the extent to which questions have 
been previously shown to be consistent with an empirically developed theoretical 
framework (i.e., validated), and how applicable that theoretical framework is to 
the program under evaluation. Th e bulk of the hope questions asked on the City 
Kidz survey were in fact consistent with the previously validated Children’s Hope 
Scale (see  Snyder, 1995 ;  Snyder et al., 1997 ;  Valle et al., 2004 ). Instead, we believe 
the problem lay in the applicability of  Snyder et al.’s (1997)  theory of hope to the 
City Kidz context, specifi cally its demographic range and its theoretically narrow 
understanding of hope. 

  A theory of hope based on a narrow demographic of children:   Snyder et al.’s 
(1997)  theory of hope was empirically developed and validated through research 
on children (ranging in age from 7 to 17) in various cities across the United States 
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( Snyder, 1995 ;  Snyder et al., 1997 ). Th e samples primarily involved children with 
a variety of medical conditions, and were relatively homogeneous in terms of 
racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic backgrounds. Attempts to broaden the theory’s 
generalizability involved studies within United States high schools, including 
schools with lower-income, African-American children ( Valle et al., 2004 ). Still, 
sample demographics did not match key aspects of City Kidz participants, namely 
recent immigrant children and children living in poverty within a Canadian ur-
ban environment. No discussions took place during the survey design about the 
impact of these sampling issues on the applicability of Snyder et al.’s theoretical 
framework to City Kidz. 

  A theoretically narrow understanding of hope:  At face value, the Children’s 
Hope Scale seemed to be a reasonable starting point from which to explore the 
construct of hope at City Kidz.  Snyder et al.’s (1997)  framework provided a more 
nuanced understanding of hope than previously articulated by City Kidz. As well, 
few if any other scales were available. In the end, the scale did not prove to be 
helpful in shedding more light on hope at City Kidz. Rather, it was the qualitative 
themes (i.e., dreaming, resolve, and perseverance) generated across stakeholder 
perspectives that demonstrated Snyder et al.’s cognitive-oriented framework as 
being too narrow in describing the hope that City Kidz was striving for. Th is 
challenge was similar to that experienced by  Sehl (2004) , whose deductive ap-
proach to outcome evaluation limited stakeholder involvement in survey design. 
Th is resulted in an evaluation not fl exible enough to fi t the unique contexts of 
individual programs. 

 CONCLUSION: IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOLARS AND 
PRACTITIONERS OF OUTCOME EVALUATION 
 Th is article explored the value of inductive versus deductive approaches in 
quantitative outcome measurement using City Kidz as a case example. Evaluat-
ing outcomes has traditionally had a deductive bias, favouring standardized 
outcomes tools that were previously validated ( Hinkin, 1998 ;  Kumpfer et al., 
1993 ). Such deductively developed tools had the advantage of being quicker 
to develop and cheaper to implement ( Desimone & Le Floch, 2004 ;  Myers, 
1999 ), a bonus for community-based programs with limited evaluation budgets. 
However, challenges to implementing predetermined tools have been noted 
over the years, particularly for community-based programs who lack technical 
know-how ( Carman, 2007 ) and who need to know how to adapt tools to their 
specifi c settings ( Goodman, 1998 ;  Padilla & Medina, 1996 ). In recent years it 
has become increasingly common to have complementary approaches, with 
inductive and deductive measures triangulated in a single evaluation ( Williams, 
2006 ;  Smith et al., 2014 ). 

 Th e City Kidz evaluation was consistent with this trend. We see our con-
tribution to the evaluation outcome measurement literature as stressing the 
importance of process when developing outcome measures. Th e overarching 
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lesson we learned was that regardless of approach taken (deductive or induc-
tive), eff orts should be made to ensure the applicability of outcome measures 
to the unique program context, and to do so by facilitating a participatory 
process involving program stakeholders. Such a collaborative process increases 
the likelihood that the evaluation is done with research excellence (in our case 
determined via measurement reliability and validity), while also being practi-
cally relevant to the program itself. In fact, this dual goal of excellence and 
relevance could be seen to be mutual reinforcing and not a zero sum game. 
Th at is to say, pursuing reliability and validity for outcome measurement does 
not need to take away from, but can rather strengthen, the pursuit of practical 
utility, and vice versa. 

 Our assessment was not without its limitations.  Cook and Beckman (2006)  
note two important threats to construct validity. Th e fi rst threat relates to inad-
equate sampling of the content domain, recognizing that establishing reliability 
and validity is a matter of degree and requires a broad spectrum of evidence. 
Our assessment could have included additional subcategories of reliability and 
validity to bolster our conclusions. For example, test-retest reliability could have 
been determined by administering the survey tool to the same participant at 
diff erent times. Content validity could also have been determined by having 
steering committee members quantitatively rate whether each survey item was an 
appropriate indicator of its respective construct during the draft ing of the survey 
tool ( DeVon et al., 2007 ). In addition, this assessment could have been completed 
with a larger sample of program participants to reduce random sampling error. 
As it stands, the existing assessment of reliability and validity can be seen as a 
good starting point. Evidence could be strengthened by further assessing the 
revised survey tool as the program continues (and potentially expands into other 
Canadian cities). 

 A second threat relates to factors which exert nonrandom infl uences, in-
cluding bias, on scores. Th e potential for a coercive eff ect while administering 
the City Kidz survey could have existed, given the young age of participants and 
the faith-based elements of some questions. To mitigate this eff ect, interviewer 
training included how to minimize socially desirable responses. Presumably any 
coercive eff ect would have been similar for inductively developed and deductively 
developed survey items, the comparison of which was at the heart of this article’s 
assessment. Still, a coercive eff ect cannot be entirely ruled out and could be further 
mitigated in future studies. 

 Despite these limitations, the main lessons discussed above can be seen to be 
transferrable to other community-based settings. Th e City Kidz evaluation serves 
as an illustration of how collaborative approaches that draw on local expertise can 
develop “home-grown” evaluation tools of value, whether through an inductive, 
deductive, or combined approach. In this way, the lessons also provide an alterna-
tive perspective to the notion put forward by evaluators such as  Carman (2007)  
and  Sehl (2004) , that community-based programs lack capacity to adequately 
measure outcomes. 
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 Kingston, Ontario 

  Abstract:  Evaluators working on a developmental evaluation are expected to work 
collaboratively with program developers to marshal evaluation in ways that support 
ongoing program development and adaptation. Th is expectation introduces novel 
challenges to evaluation practice and exposes the evaluator to the treacherous waters 
of program complexities that are likely unique to each developmental evaluation. 
What may have become accepted norms about evaluator roles, responsibilities, and 
evaluator-client relationships may no longer hold true in the course of repurposing 
evaluation for program development. Early writers on developmental evaluation 
have suggested that evaluators incorporate elements of  servant leadership  to help 
navigate the situational challenges associated with developmental evaluation. Th is 
Practice Note extends current dialogue on servant leadership as it is situated in 
developmental evaluation by contributing a discussion on the utility of  servant 
leadership  in guiding developmental evaluator behaviour and decision-making. 

  Keywords:  developmental evaluation, ethics, evaluation use, program development, 
research on evaluation, servant leadership 

  Résumé :  L’on s’attend à ce que les professionnels de l’évaluation évolutive collaborent 
avec les concepteurs de programmes pour bâtir une évaluation qui appuie le dével-
oppement et l’adaptation continus du programme. Cette attente apporte de nou-
veaux défi s à la pratique de l’évaluation et expose l’évaluateur aux complexités d’un 
programme qui risquent de s’avérer uniques à chaque évaluation évolutive. Ce qui 
avait sans doute été la norme concernant les rôles et les responsabilités de l’évaluateur 
ainsi que la relation évaluateur-client n’est peut-être plus accepté lorsqu’il s’agit de 
la réaff ectation de l’évaluation en fonction du développement des programmes. Les 
premiers auteurs à se pencher sur l’évaluation évolutive ont proposé aux évaluateurs 
d’incorporer des éléments du  leadership-serviteur  pour guider le comportement 
et le processus décisionnel de l’évaluateur évolutif. Cet avis de pratique continue le 
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dialogue actuel sur le  leadership-serviteur , tel qu’il est situé dans l’évaluation évolu-
tive, en y contribuant une discussion sur l’utilité du  leadership-serviteur  à guider le 
comportement et la prise de décision de l’évaluateur évolutif. 

  Mots clés :  évaluation évolutive, éthique, utilisation de l'évaluation, développement 
de programme, recherche en matière d’évaluation, leadership-serviteur 

 Developmental evaluation is a novel approach to conducting evaluation for 
supporting program development ( Dozois, Langlois, & Blanchet-Cohen, 2010 ; 
 Gamble, 2008 ;  Patton, 2011 ). Under this approach, both program activities and 
outcomes are expected to evolve even as the program is being implemented and 
evaluated. Evaluating a program in this way is possible and even advisable because 
the knowledge and information that can be generated from evaluating develop-
mentally are of a diff erent kind than those of formative or summative evaluation. 
Developmental evaluation supports purposeful changes to a program by infusing 
evaluative data into decision-making and program management processes ( Pat-
ton, 2011 ). 

 In contrast to formative or summative evaluation, developmental evaluation 
relaxes certain restrictions that are to be met for a program to be evaluated. Dur-
ing a developmental evaluation, it is not necessary for a program to be rigidly 
implemented as originally planned (program fi delity), goals to be prespecifi ed 
and locked-in, or program activities to be unchanged (stability in program logics). 
Rather, developmental evaluation assumes that action must be taken, despite lim-
ited knowledge at the outset, for program developers and evaluators to learn and 
adapt the program in more meaningful and purposeful ways. Nonetheless, these 
relaxed expectations should not be seen as an excuse for inadequate planning, 
sloppy design, or poor execution. Approaching evaluation developmentally, there-
fore, helps generate feedback that permits program decision-makers to adapt the 
program according to emerging fi ndings ( Patton, 1994 ,  2011 ). For these reasons, 
developmental evaluation is particularly appealing to those program developers 
whose programs operate in fast-changing situations (e.g., rapid response in an 
emergency), where there may be limited knowledge of what works (e.g., a novel 
problem), and where the underlying social problem is complex and diffi  cult to 
resolve (e.g., problems that demand innovative program solutions, such as poverty 
and aging) ( Patton, 2011 ;  Preskill & Beer, 2012 ). Developmental evaluation thus 
presents to evaluators and program decision-makers a compelling alternative for 
grounding program decisions in evaluation. 

 In practice, however, conducting a developmental evaluation can be im-
mensely challenging, as diff erent program situations demand unique and varied 
responses from the evaluator. To tailor a developmental evaluation to the needs 
of the program and its staff , the developmental evaluator is asked to work col-
laboratively with clients to identify ways in which evaluative inquiry might help 
inform program decision-making ( Lam & Shulha, 2014 ;  Patton, 2011 ). And 
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because an evaluator may become involved in a developmental evaluation dur-
ing the early stages of a program, the evaluator may become privy to delibera-
tions and decisions concerning the program’s eventual design. Although design 
responsibility ultimately rests with the program developers, a question arises: 
What are evaluators to do should they suspect the program-as-designed to be 
ineff ectual? Is it incumbent upon the evaluator to raise the issue and, if so, how? 
Th ese frontiers of practice present novel challenges requiring the evaluator to 
exercise careful and prudent decision-making when leading a developmental 
evaluation. 

 As the fi eld of evaluation begins to grapple with developmental evaluation 
and more clients begin to contract out developmental evaluation services, it is 
critical that evaluators be able to draw upon principles of practice that enact the 
tenets of developmental evaluation theory. Accordingly, early writers on devel-
opmental evaluation have suggested that evaluators incorporate the leadership 
approach—servant leadership—to capture the unique leadership demands placed 
upon developmental evaluators: 

 An element of leadership is involved in developmental evaluation because the devel-
opmental evaluator is actively helping to shape the initiative.  How  that’s done makes 
a world of diff erence to the eff ectiveness of their work. … A [developmental evalua-
tor] whose fi rst orientation is to serve has a far better chance of helping an initiative 
more eff ectively get past its “knots” as a learning organization. ( Dozois et al., 2010 , 
pp. 23–24) 

 What distinguishes servant leadership from other dominant leadership ori-
entations is the exercise of leadership, not to advance the leader’s own agenda or 
interests but to advance those of the leader’s followers ( Greenleaf, 1977/2002 ). 
Servant-leaders act in service of their followers, enabling them to achieve their 
goals and aspirations. 

 Th e claim for applying servant leadership to developmental evaluation re-
mains unexamined both theoretically and empirically, with the notable exception 
of  Langlois, Blanchet-Cohen, and Beer’s (2013)  publication, titled “Th e Art of the 
Nudge: Five Practices for Developmental Evaluators.” Few evaluation theorists 
have explicitly linked leadership literature to evaluation practice. Th is Research 
and Practice Note responds to this gap by contributing a discussion on the utility 
of  servant leadership  in guiding developmental evaluator behaviour and decision-
making with the aim of inviting evaluation researchers and theorists to further 
examine its applicability to practice. Th e purpose of this article is twofold: (a) to 
situate servant leadership theory in developmental evaluation literature, and 
(b) to illustrate how issues that arose in a case of developmental evaluation could 
be resolved by turning to servant leadership. Th is article draws upon a recent case 
study on a developmental evaluation ( Lam & Shulha, 2014 ) and analyzes the con-
tribution of servant leadership to the preformative development of an innovative 
educational program. 
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 LEADERSHIP AND EVALUATION 

 Leadership in Evaluation 
 Th e leadership task before the contemporary evaluator is to lead and engage eval-
uation stakeholders in designing and implementing an evaluation that satisfi es the 
warrants of the fi eld (e.g.,  Yarbrough, Shulha, Hopson, & Caruthers, 2011 ); mis-
management of stakeholder relationships risks jeopardizing the utility, propriety, 
and accuracy of an evaluation. I might go so far as to suggest that the “leadership 
turn” in evaluation may have occurred as early as when evaluators were encour-
aged to move beyond being technocrats into responding to stakeholder concerns 
(e.g.,  Guba & Lincoln, 1989 ;  Stake, 1985 ). No longer was it advisable for evaluators 
to evaluate programs in isolation. Th is in turn prompted reconceptualizations of 
evaluator roles and behaviour (e.g.,  Skolits, Morrow, & Burr, 2009 ) and surfaced 
additional dimensions of practice. 

 In conducting an evaluation, the evaluator leverages leadership to achieve 
specifi c ends. For instance, utilization-focused evaluation implores evaluators 
to fi rst identify, then centre, evaluation utilization issues throughout all phases 
of an evaluation by focusing on the evaluation’s primary uses for its primary in-
tended users ( Patton, 2008 ). In leadership terms, the evaluator—as a leader—is 
expected to exercise infl uence over primary intended users to promote the use 
of evaluation ( Patton, 2008 ). Th is is made evident in discussions of the “personal 
factor” in utilization-focused evaluation theory ( Patton, 2008 ), which encourages 
evaluators to attend to the personal infl uences they wield over the course of an 
evaluation. Expectations of evaluator leadership are also evident in participa-
tory and collaborative approaches to evaluation, responsive evaluation, theory-
driven evaluation, and empowerment evaluation, among others. It appears that 
in the six decades of theoretical advancement in evaluation practice, leadership 
issues have largely been considered and resolved in isolation from leadership 
theory. However, with developmental evaluation, where roles, responsibilities, 
and evaluator-client relationships are inherently fl uid and dynamic, grounding 
evaluator behaviours and decision-making in the robust scholarship of leader-
ship theory might provide practitioners some much-needed guidance and trac-
tion until developmental evaluation theory is suffi  ciently developed. One area of 
leadership theory that may be particular instructive to developmental evaluators 
is servant leadership. 

 Servant Leadership 
 Th e modern servant leadership movement was pioneered by Robert Green-
leaf (1904–1990), who fi rst coined the phrase in the 1970s. Displeased with the 
then-prevailing discourse of leadership centred on self-interest and followership, 
Greenleaf sought a new conception along the lines of ethics, care, and service. 
“Th e servant-leader is servant fi rst … it begins with the natural feeling that 
one wants to serve, to serve fi rst. Th en conscious choice brings one to aspire to 
lead” ( Greenleaf, 1977/2002 , p. 27). Compared to more traditional approaches of 
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leadership, servant leadership suggests that the path toward achieving a common 
goal is through service to followers, not positional-authority, rewards, coercion, 
or punishment ( Blanchard, 1995 ;  Greenleaf, 1977/2002 ). Th ese opposing theories 
of change are illustrated graphically in  Figure 1 . 

 Possessing a service orientation is the defi ning characteristic of servant lead-
ers. In attending to the needs of their followers, leaders balance their followers’ 
concerns with those important to the success of the organization, group, or com-
munity ( Graham, 1991 ). Leaders must fi rst consider what is right for those whom 
they serve, then act to that eff ect. Change comes through satisfying the kinds of 
needs that eff ective leadership can meet as well as through paying close attention 
to the relational dynamics between servant-leaders and followers. On the use 
of power in servant leadership,  van Dierendonck (2011)  observed that “power 
becomes a possibility to serve others and as such may even be considered a pre-
requisite for servant-leaders. Serving and leading become almost exchangeable. 
Being a servant allows a person to lead; being a leader implies a person serves” 
(p. 1231).  van Dierendonck (2011)  further off ered a clarifying point: 

 Working from a need to serve does not imply an attitude of servility in the sense 
that the power lies in the hands of the followers or that leaders would have low self-
esteem … In view of its focus on values, it is not only in the behaviour that servant 
leadership can be distinguished from other leadership styles but also in the general 
attitude toward the people in an organization and in the motivation to be a leader. 
(p. 1231) 

 Early discussions of servant leadership theory largely consisted of aspirational 
prose preaching the virtues of its approach; this presented enormous challenges to 
both theorists and researchers interested in conducting inquiry on it (see  Farling, 
Stone, & Winston, 1999 ). In recent years, spurred in part by a renewed focus on 
leadership ethics, leadership scholars have sought to operationalize the diff erent 
dimensions of servant leadership. For instance,  Farling et al. (1999)  constructed 

Conventional Leadership Servant Leadership

leader leader

goal attainment goal attainment

followers

Leadership devices:
• Positional power
• Authority
• Rewards and incentives
• Coercion

Leadership devices:
• Empowering and developing 
followers
• Humility
• Authenticity
• Interpersonal acceptance
• Providing directions
• Stewardship

   Figure 1.  Diff ering theories of change toward goal attainment under con-
ventional approaches to leadership and servant leadership.    
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a servant leadership model consisting of fi ve factors: vision, infl uence, credibility, 
trust, and service. In their model, servant leadership is advanced through these 
fi ve stages sequentially in an upward spiraling maturation process. Similarly, 
 Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)  proposed a model of servant leadership comprising 
altruistic calling, emotional healing, persuasive mapping, wisdom, and organiza-
tional stewardship.  Dennis and Bocarnea (2005)  developed a servant leadership 
instrument intended to measure  Patterson’s (2003)  proposed constructs of serv-
ant leadership. Of the seven factors proposed—agape love (i.e., love in the social, 
moral sense), acts of humility, altruism, being a visionary, trusting, serving, and 
empowering followers—all but two factors (serving and altruism) had suffi  cient 
measurement reliability. 

 Most recently,  van Dierendonck (2011)  conducted a comprehensive review 
and synthesis of the literature and advanced six characteristics of servant-leader 
behaviours: 

 1.  Empowering and developing people  in ways that “foster a proactive, self-
confi dent attitude among followers and give them a sense of personal 
power” (p. 1232). 

 2.  Humility  to position one’s own achievement in proper perspective. Th e 
leader welcomes contributions and acknowledges others’ expertise in 
achieving the common goal. 

 3.  Authenticity  to represent oneself and to act in ways consistent with one’s 
own belief and value system as a servant-leader. Authenticity “manifests 
itself in various aspects: doing what is promised, visibility within the or-
ganization, honesty ( Russell & Stone, 2002 ), and vulnerability ( Luthans 
& Avolio, 2003 )” (p. 1233). 

 4.  Interpersonal acceptance  refers to “the ability to understand and experi-
ence the feelings of others and where people are coming from and the 
ability to let go of perceived wrongdoings and not carry a grudge into 
other situations” (p. 1234). 

 5.  Providing directions  to scaff old and tailor a task in ways that enable one’s 
followers to succeed. Servant-leaders impose a sense of accountability 
on those whom they lead. 

 6.  Stewardship  is the “willingness to take responsibility for the larger insti-
tution and to go for service instead of control and self-interest” (p. 1234). 

 Among leadership literature,  van Dierendonck’s (2011)  framework is likely 
the most comprehensive and contemporary rendition of servant leadership the-
ory. For that reason, the present Research and Practice Note will reference his 
framework as a basis for discussing servant leadership. Particularly, his presenta-
tion of the six characteristics provides a meaningful framework against which 
issues drawn from a developmental evaluation can be interpreted. In doing so, 
we may begin to see how principles of servant leadership can serve to clarify 
developmental evaluation practice. 
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 METHODS 
 To illustrate how servant leadership aids in resolving the complexities of devel-
opmental evaluation, this article draws on and extends an empirical case study 
conducted on a developmental evaluation ( Lam & Shulha, 2014 ). Th is particular 
developmental evaluation was conducted at one preservice teacher education 
program in Ontario. Th ere, two instructors sought to overcome program con-
straints by rethinking how they could reorganize their educational program to 
better prepare teacher candidates for assessing student learning in the classroom. 
Th ey suspected that some form of web-based educational technology could help 
with their predicament by mitigating the impersonal nature of learning associated 
with lectures delivered in a compressed timeline. Th e instructional team, however, 
lacked a comprehensive understanding of which educational technologies might 
be most powerful in this context and, more specifi cally, what particular mean-
ing or promise any one of the available technologies might hold for enhancing 
teacher learning. Th e instructional team thus invited the author of this article to 
serve as the developmental evaluator to assist this exploration. A year before the 
developmental evaluation, I had worked with the instructional team as a teaching 
assistant. Th at experience sensitized me to the clients’ challenges and provided an 
understanding that an external consultant would not have had. In this case, the 
existing relationship amounted to trust that helped me establish credibility with 
the clients. 

 A retrospective case study was conducted to unpack the developmental 
evaluation ( Stake, 2005 ;  Yin, 2009 ). Th e purpose of the case study was to ana-
lyze the means by which a program came to be developed, using developmental 
evaluation in relation to evaluator behaviour and decision-making. Qualitative 
methodology was used to produce rich, detailed, thick descriptions of people 
and places ( Geertz, 1973 ) and to solicit interpretations of the experiences of 
clients ( Patton, 2002 ) participating in the developmental evaluation. Th e case 
study spanned an 11-month period from May 2010 to April 2011. All three of the 
evaluation clients—two professors of education and their lead teaching assistant—
participated in this study voluntarily and granted unrestricted access to all sources 
of data. Th is research was granted ethical approval by the institutional research 
ethics board at the author’s university. For further elaboration on the methods of 
this study, please see  Lam and Shulha (2014) . 

 Data Sources 
 Th e data analyzed consisted of transcribed audio recordings from all nine pro-
gram development meetings (approximately 15+ hours), all e-mail correspond-
ence between the development team and the developmental evaluator, program 
artifacts (e.g., program literature and interim evaluation reports), and other in-
ternal developmental records (e.g., observational fi eld notes and meeting notes) 
collected from the initial developmental evaluation. 

 Th ese records were initially created and archived as part of the original 
developmental evaluation eff orts, and they constitute the full scope of data 



The Leadership Dimension of Developmental Evaluation 71

CJPE 30.1, 64–78 © 2015doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.64

representative of the case. Th e audio recordings of program development meet-
ings were rich sources of data, capturing the unfolding conversations and deci-
sion-making taking place between the clients and the developmental evaluator. 
Program artifacts were used to anchor and validate the interpretation of program 
development processes. Th ese two sources of data detailed the program develop-
ment process as well as the developed program. Finally, the audio recordings and 
program artifacts were triangulated against interview data gathered via 45-minute 
semistructured interviews with all three clients. Th e purpose of conducting inter-
views was to collect post-hoc evidence on the signifi cance of the developmental 
evaluation and to capture insights arising from engagement in the evaluation 
process. To identify episodes relevant to the present discussion, I reanalyzed the 
data and selected illustrative developmental evaluation episodes where theory did 
not provide clear prescription, thus requiring independent judgment-making. 
Episodes of particular interest were those situations where meaning could be 
interpreted diff erently under conventional and servant leadership orientations. 
Th ese episodes were then interpreted against  van Dierendonck’s (2011)  frame-
work to illustrate how servant leadership might be particularly salient in guiding 
evaluator decision-making and behaviour. 

 LESSONS LEARNED 
 Central to the analyzed developmental evaluation was the expectation that the 
developmental evaluator would support his clients’ learning about the potentials 
of technology for enacting a program of instruction in classroom assessment for 
teacher candidates. Th e clients, themselves subject matter experts, welcomed the 
evaluator’s expertise with educational technologies as well as his expertise in think-
ing about program development. Th is mutual recognition of expertise fostered true 
collaboration when it came to making decisions about the program. In this way, 
the program could be seen as a cocreation between the evaluator and the clients. 

 Exercising servant leadership was central in enacting a developmental evalu-
ation process that (a) helped the clients learn about the potentials of various tech-
nologies, (b) focused on one particular technology for further exploration with 
volunteers, (c) mounted a pilot program, and (d) generated emergent learning about 
successes and challenges. (For specifi c details concerning how developmental evalu-
ation enabled an innovative response to program development, see  Lam & Shulha, 
2014 ). In particular, four episodes within the developmental evaluation illustrate the 
value of adopting a servant leadership orientation: (a) negotiating decision-making 
power over program development, (b) helping vs. rescuing, (c) justifying and sus-
taining inquiry, and (d) client-centred evaluator decision-making. 

 Issue 1: Negotiating Decision-Making Power over 
Program Development 
 In a developmental evaluation, the evaluator is expected to collaborate with the 
program team to shape the eventual course of the program under development 
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( Dozois et al., 2010 ;  Patton, 2011 ). In practice, however, the extent to which an 
evaluator is able to shape the course of program development is limited by the 
amount of power and control given by the program team; a program team can 
fl at-out reject an evaluator’s contribution. Th erefore, the question is—does not 
having any control over program decision-making undermine the very task a 
developmental evaluator has been contracted to perform? If so, how does an 
evaluator then contribute to program development in the absence of any power 
or control over decision-making? Evaluators looking to conduct a developmental 
evaluation are likely to fi nd themselves struggling to navigate the fuzzy boundary 
between program development and evaluation. 

 Early in this particular evaluation, the issue of decision-making came up over 
the choice of which educational technology to adopt. Th e clients had sought my 
support in evaluating available technologies, yet they had also made very explicit 
their desire to make the fi nal decisions about the forthcoming program. Th ey were 
not suggesting that we jointly share decision-making, but that they have the fi nal 
say. I had expected my clients to act on well-reasoned recommendations that I 
constructed regarding the choice of technology. However, they reasoned that they 
were uniquely qualifi ed to judge the appropriateness of a particular technology 
for promoting their students’ learning. I was initially taken aback by this seeming 
encroachment on what I saw as my professional responsibility as an evaluator. 
Should not the choice of technology follow logically from the careful evaluation 
of available technologies and their features against the needs of the clients? If my 
clients were to reject my recommendation, what was I to do? 

 In assuming joint leadership over program development, interpreting this 
exchange through a conventional leadership frame would suggest the relinquishing 
of control as negative. Reframing the exchange through the servant leadership ori-
entation prompted a diff erent interpretation. Specifi cally, by practicing impersonal 
acceptance (Characteristic 4: Interpersonal acceptance) I sought to understand my 
clients’ deep sense of responsibility over both the probable success and the potential 
failure associated with innovative program development. Reframing this encounter 
helped me realize the importance of trust and relationship-building in a devel-
opmental evaluation, engendered by: soliciting clients’ needs, mounting inquiry, 
facilitating sense-making around collected data, and buttressing decision-making 
with evidence. In beginning a developmental evaluation, evaluators may wish to 
consider the extent to which control over program decision-making is realistic, 
possible, and necessary; they may also wish to consider the extent to which clients 
may be ready to incorporate a developmental evaluator’s input. In the absence of 
control over program decision-making, developmental evaluators should appeal to 
program decision-makers through logic, persuasion, and evidence. 

 Issue 2. Helping vs. Rescuing 
 In a developmental evaluation, it can be diffi  cult to determine how much support 
to reasonably or realistically provide the clients. Th e program situation is oft en 
fast-changing, and many of the program implications are unknown at the outset. 
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Th ese dynamics set up a conundrum where the developmental evaluator must 
decide (likely in consultation with the clients) the extent of support and guidance 
that would be reasonable for or expected of the developmental evaluator. 

 In the developmental evaluation studied, I had to wrestle with how much 
support and coaching to provide my clients around exploring the potential of 
educational technology. Any extended support and coaching inevitably slows 
down program development progress and demands more of the evaluator’s time. 
It was tempting to conclude the developmental inquiry and recommend that 
one particular technology be adopted, not unlike how an evaluator or consult-
ant might be contracted to perform a feasibility study to determine the “correct” 
choice of technology. 

 However, upon refl ecting on principles of servant leadership, I came away 
with an alternative course of action. Simply rendering a recommendation follow-
ing a feasibility study would have jeopardized the learning that clients could gain 
from working with the technology (Characteristic 1: Empowering and developing 
people). Adopting a servant leadership orientation prompted me to explore my 
clients’ expressed and implicit needs, which meant developing their facility with 
educational technologies so that they could be profi cient at adapting the program. 
To do so, I organized learning activities and coached them through using the 
various technologies. I facilitated an exercise to help them consider how diff erent 
technologies might be adapted for the purposes of learning classroom assessment 
(Characteristic 5: Providing directions). I also structured the conversation and 
infused evaluative thinking into the discussion. 

 Th e servant-leader orientation emphasized this developmental evaluator’s 
role as a change agent in the service of his clients. It was less a matter of advancing 
my goal of fi nishing the contract for which I was brought in, and more a matter of 
developing my clients’ capacity in matters of program development. 

 In leading developmental evaluations, evaluators may wish to consider that 
their involvement is only temporary. Under the servant leadership orientation, 
it becomes paramount for the evaluator to develop clients’ capacity in matters of 
evaluation, conceptualizing the program, and engaging with the social issues be-
ing tackled by the clients. Evaluators’ exposure to many programs is likely to have 
taught them some patterns of program eff ectiveness that they may wish to share 
with their clients.  Patton (1994)  dubbed this the grey-head eff ect. Drawing on 
this knowledge can help ease clients’ eff orts. Furthermore, developmental evalu-
ators who have expertise in the substantive areas over issues with which clients 
wrestle will enhance the impact of the developmental evaluation. In this case, my 
substantive expertise in educational technology likely helped frame the inquiry 
and clients’ learning in more meaningful ways. 

 Issue 3. Justifying and Sustaining Prolonged 
Engagement with Clients 
 In the process of becoming a collaborator in program development, the issue of 
what constitutes responsible engagement with clients arises. Given an unrestricted 
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budget and the luxury of time, most evaluators would be happy to work inten-
sively with a program and its staff  to lend support and expertise where possible. 
Alas, such opportunities are rare. Most evaluators are likely to fi nd themselves jug-
gling multiple projects. Th ey are under pressure to run their practice as effi  ciently 
as possible. For some evaluators entering into a developmental evaluation, the 
dynamics and demands of the developmental evaluation may come as a surprise. 
Th ey might question—how intensive a collaborator ought an evaluator be? What 
state should a program be in for a developmental evaluator to responsibly exit 
the intervention? 

 Under a conventional leadership framing, effi  ciency is emphasized as a posi-
tive attribute. Th e evaluator as a leader is therefore expected to maximize output 
in the least amount of time. Prolonging engagement more than absolutely neces-
sary is undesirable. Adopting a servant leadership orientation off ers an alterna-
tive course of action. Particularly, stewardship (Characteristic 6: Stewardship) 
provides the justifi cation for sustaining the prolonged engagement necessary for 
promoting utility from a developmental evaluation. 

 Assuming stewardship compels the developmental evaluator to develop a 
deep sense of the complexities surrounding the problem and situation. In the 
developmental evaluation, I wrestled with this very issue. Adopting a stewardship 
mentality prompted me to approach the inquiry diff erently. I sought to explore 
the following concerns as deeply as possible: 

 • What were the clients conceptualizing to be the problem(s) they wish to 
resolve? 

 • What solutions might this initial problem-framing call for? 
 • What inquiry could I structure or facilitate for us to learn more about 

this problem and potential solutions? 
 • What other factors or considerations ought to be considered in concep-

tualizing the problem? 
 • Could the problem be reframed diff erently? What insights might we gain 

from this? 

 Pursuing these lines of inquiry prompted a more nuanced and sophisti-
cated understanding of the problem and potential solutions. Th ey allowed me 
to develop sensitivities around the problem and a deep sense of the complexity 
facing the clients to inform the emerging developmental evaluation inquiry by 
assuming stewardship (but not necessarily ownership) over the problem. I came 
to understand that clients may already be bewildered by the complexity facing 
them; as such, a developmental evaluator can help by elucidating the processes of 
innovation ( Patton, 2011 ). 

 To facilitate stewardship, it is important that the developmental evaluator 
be self-refl exive about his or her abilities as well as genuine (Characteristic 3: 
Authenticity) in representing expertise. Th is is important because developmental 
evaluation is oft en conducted in complex program situations where certainty is 



The Leadership Dimension of Developmental Evaluation 75

CJPE 30.1, 64–78 © 2015doi: 10.3138/cjpe.30.1.64

rare and evaluators cannot know it all. Even when an evaluator holds expertise 
in some area, what may hold true in other contexts might not be true in the par-
ticular program contexts for which a program is being developed. In a reciprocal 
fashion, it is vital for clients to accept that the evaluator (as a consultant) does not 
need to have the answers to all the questions but rather the means through which 
to generate insights. A useful characterization of this notion is for the develop-
mental evaluator to become a colearner. 

 Issue 4. Client-centred Evaluator Decision-Making 
 And fi nally, perhaps the most valuable lesson learned from adopting a servant 
leadership orientation is how the general attitude of servitude gives rise to a more 
client-centred than evaluator-centred approach in evaluator decision-making. 
Although centring evaluation concerns on the client is not unique to developmen-
tal evaluation, the importance of this focus is heightened as client-centredness 
ought to crosscut all aspects of developmental evaluator behaviour and decision-
making. 

 Th e case study revealed points of tension where the interests of the evaluator 
could have been at odds with the needs of the clients. For instance, recommending 
a more prescriptive action plan to the clients might have absolved the need for 
prolonged client engagement. For the “gig-driven” consultant, a quick entry-and-
exit might be the profi t-maximizing (i.e., rational) course of action. Adopting a 
servant leadership orientation, however, would urge the evaluator to focus on his 
clients’ needs fi rst. 

 Th e developmental evaluation could have been complicated were the suc-
cess of the developmental evaluation to be hinged upon other rewards, say, the 
need to demonstrate positive outcomes to external funding bodies or to have 
positive fi ndings for publication. Th is pressure could lead the evaluator (or the 
clients) to pursue a conservative course of action, which might limit the potential 
for innovative exploration. Adopting a servitude orientation would prompt the 
evaluator to focus on and privilege the needs of program users and program staff . 
Furthermore, because the evaluator might be the fi rst to notice any unintended 
consequences, there would exist a moral obligation to direct the clients’ attention 
to these deviations to make a collective, informed judgment agreeable to all. For 
instance, teacher candidates initially found Twitter disorienting and confusing, 
as would a child trying a new sport or starting a new hobby. But such discomfort 
may be necessary and part-and-parcel of mastery. Th e developmental evaluator 
is central in facilitating sense-making amidst uncertainty. In this case, extending 
the notion of servitude to those whom the program serves (beyond the immedi-
ate evaluation clients) is crucial in promoting meaningful program development. 

 To evaluators entering into a developmental evaluation, striking a bal-
ance between what ought to be appropriate from an evaluation standpoint and 
what ought to be appropriate in a client-centred approach may be essential for 
mounting a developmental evaluation that promotes program development. Th is 
can be an uncomfortable stance, as evaluators are taught to respect closely the 
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methodological warrants or norms of practice. However, in the interest of advanc-
ing program development and ultimately acting in the service of program users, a 
degree of leeway might be needed to privilege and prioritize the needs of clients. 

 PRACTICAL AND SCHOLARLY SIGNIFICANCE 
 In this article, I examined the basic principles of servant leadership and their 
implications on developmental evaluation. Servant leadership theory explains 
an approach to leadership that is grounded in servitude. Grounding evaluator 
behaviour in servant leadership may help navigate the ambiguity associated with 
supporting program development. I then drew on a recent developmental evalu-
ation and identifi ed issues where a servant leadership orientation helped reframe 
evaluator behaviour and decision-making. In doing so, I identifi ed four implica-
tions for practice that are grounded in servant leadership that others may wish 
to consider: 

 1. Seek to understand your clients’ predicament. Consider the extent to 
which control over program decision-making is realistic, possible, and 
necessary, and the extent to which clients may be ready to incorporate a 
developmental evaluator’s input. In the absence of control over program 
decision-making, appeal to program decision-makers through logic, 
persuasion, and evidence. 

 2. Develop your clients’ capacity in matters of evaluation, conceptualizing 
the program and engaging with the problem being tackled by the clients 
through learning and inquiry. 

 3. Develop sensitivities around the problem as well as a deep sense of the 
complexity facing the clients to inform the emerging developmental 
evaluation inquiry by assuming stewardship (but not necessarily owner-
ship) over the problem. Clients may already be bewildered by the com-
plexity facing them; a developmental evaluator can help by elucidating 
the processes of innovation ( Patton, 2011 ). 

 4. Strike a balance between what ought to be appropriate from an evalua-
tion standpoint and what ought to be appropriate for clients as an im-
portant step toward mounting a developmental evaluation that promotes 
program development. 

 In closing, servant leadership theory off ers evaluators a way to clarify what 
developmental evaluators might do in ambiguous situations. With this Practice 
Note, it was my intention to invite evaluators to consider the utility of servant 
leadership in guiding developmental evaluation practice. Developing a sound 
theoretical base about how leadership corresponds with evaluation is critical for 
informing evaluation practice. Generally, I also invite other evaluators to consider 
what valence the substantial body of literature on leadership might hold for evalu-
ators, the practices of evaluation, and the diff erence we aspire to make in service 
of others. 
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foundations; activities and approaches; and formative (program), participant, and 
community/systemic outcomes. Th e project website provides tools and indicators. 
Th e visual maps have wide-ranging applications that go beyond evaluation of FASD 
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  Résumé  :  Cet article décrit la création de cadres d’évaluation communs pour les 
programmes de l’ETCAF. Le projet a été guidé par des déterminants sociaux de la 
santé et comprenait une recherche documentaire ainsi que des consultations à travers 
le Canada afi n d’aider à affi  ner et à confi rmer le produit fi nal. Le résultat fi nal a été 
la réalisation de trois cartes visuelles comprenant : des programmes de prévention 
de l’ETCAF, des programmes de soutien de l’ETCAF et des programmes de l’ETCAF 
chez les communautés autochtones. Chaque carte est composée d’anneaux concen-
triques indiquant : les fondements théoriques, les activités et les approches ainsi que 
les résultats programmatiques chez les participants et au sein de la communauté. Le 
site web du projet propose des outils et des indicateurs. Ces cartes visuelles ont des 
applications qui vont au-delà des programmes de l’ETCAF. 

  Mots clés  :  ensemble des troubles causés par l’alcoolisation fœtale, programmes 
aborigènes de l’ETCAF, cadre conceptuel de l’ETCAF, programmes de prévention de 
l’ETCAF, programmes de soutien de l’ETCAF, évaluation de programme, détermi-
nants sociaux de santé 

 Th e  Toward an Evaluation Framework for Community-Based FASD Prevention 
Programs  project grew out of the authors’ research in the fi eld of Fetal Alcohol 
Spectrum Disorder (FASD). As a result of our collective experiences, we were 
aware that, to date, there have been few focused opportunities for program plan-
ners, program staff , funders, and evaluators to identify relevant outcomes, indica-
tors, and evaluation approaches that work best for programs working with women 
at risk of having an alcohol-exposed pregnancy, and for programs supporting 
individuals with FASD.  Th e current project was undertaken to address this gap 
in our knowledge of promising practices in the evaluation of community-based 
FASD programs.  

 Th e project addressed three interrelated challenges in relation to the evalu-
ation of community-based Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD) programs. 
First, while an increasing number of programs in Canada are employing a social 
determinants of health framework, relatively few independent evaluations of 
FASD programs have been conducted (or reported in the literature). Second, 
articulation of a conceptual framework that anchors program activities and out-
comes is hard to fi nd; and third, many small community-based agencies and 
programs lack the resources necessary to undertake or respond to funders’ ex-
pectations with respect to evaluation. 

 One goal of the project was to develop common evaluation approaches that 
are responsive to the social, cultural, and geographic diversity evident in programs 
serving women at risk of having a child with FASD, birth mothers and their chil-
dren, interventions with families caring for children with FASD, programs for 
youth and adults with FASD, and FASD programs in Aboriginal communities. 
Another goal was to support the use of common evaluation measures so that 
program managers could understand what works and for whom, and thus the 
types of program outcomes that could be reasonably expected. 
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 WHAT IS FASD? 
 Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD) is an umbrella term used to describe the 
range of disabilities that can be the result of prenatal exposure to alcohol. Research 
indicates that pregnant women who drink do so in response to issues of poverty, 
trauma, violence, isolation, peer and partner infl uences, and cultural discrimi-
nation, to name a few ( Poole, 2003 ;  Van Bibber, 1997 ). Consequently FASD is a 
signifi cant health and social concern in Canada ( Institute of Health Economics, 
2009 ) that requires a broad social determinants approach if it is to be prevented 
( Institute of Health Economics, 2009 ;  Network Action Team on FASD Prevention 
from a Women’s Health Determinants Perspective, 2010 ;  Public Health Agency 
of Canada, 2005 ). 

 EVALUATION OF FASD PROGRAMS 
 Only a handful of published evaluations of comprehensive perinatal support ser-
vices exist: they include evaluations of the Sheway program in Vancouver ( Poole, 
2000 ), the Breaking the Cycle program in Toronto ( Motz, Leslie, Pepler, Moore, 
& Freeman, 2006 ), the Healthy, Empowered and Resilient Program in Edmonton 
( Wodinski, Wanke, & Khan, 2013 ), the Women’s and Children’s Healing and Re-
covery Program in Yellowknife ( Four Worlds Centre for Development Learning, 
2003 ), and the New Choices program in Hamilton ( Niccols & Sword, 2005 ). Find-
ing published research related to evaluations of programs providing support to 
individuals living with FASD or their families is even more diffi  cult. Evaluations of 
the Step-by-Step program in Alberta ( Denys, Rasmussen & Henneveld, 2011 ), the 
Key Worker program in British Columbia ( Rutman, Hubberstey & Hume, 2011 ), 
and the Youth Outreach Program in British Columbia ( Hubberstey, Rutman & 
Hume, 2014 ) can be found in the literature. 

 Program managers, policy makers, and funders have had few opportunities 
to collaboratively discuss anticipated outcomes for programs serving women 
who are at risk of having an alcohol-exposed pregnancy or programs support-
ing individuals with FASD or their families. Too oft en this discussion has been 
pre-empted by funding organizations with their own requirements for data col-
lection, reporting, and accountability ( Liket, Rey-Garcia, & Maas, 2014 ). Surveys 
of the nonprofi t sector in the United States have found that “funders asking you 
to report on the wrong data” was a signifi cant challenge for nonprofi t agencies; 
approximately one third of the agencies surveyed reported that most of the data 
collected was not used ( Innovation Network, 2012 , p. 12). 

 Th e absence of a universal, well-articulated evaluation framework has made 
it diffi  cult for those wanting to identify program characteristics that contribute 
to positive client and community outcomes. Th is leaves program staff , planners, 
and policy makers without the information they require to know whether or how 
programs contribute to FASD prevention, to improve the health of women and/
or those living with FASD, and to help prevent or reduce secondary and tertiary 
eff ects of FASD. 
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 PROJECT APPROACH 
 Working with an Advisory Committee comprising academics, researchers, and 
program/agency managers from across Canada, we conducted a jurisdictional 
scan of existing published and unpublished research and evaluation literature. 
Finding published evaluations of community-based programs can be challeng-
ing; thus the team sought out researchers, evaluators, and program providers 
in Canada and internationally to ask for outstanding examples of evaluations of 
FASD prevention and FASD support programs. We reviewed evaluations related 
to pregnancy outreach programs, parent mentoring programs (e.g., Parent-
Child Assistance Program), supportive intervention  1   programs for youth or 
adults living with FASD, programs focusing on addressing social determinants 
of health for pregnant and parenting women, and FASD prevention or support 
programs within Aboriginal communities. Some of the reports received were 
unpublished or not widely available, a common dilemma when pursuing evalu-
ation literature. 

 Our review asked the following questions: 

 • How were FASD prevention and intervention programs being evaluated? 
 • What methodologies and methods of data collection were employed? 
 • What were identifi ed as key program activities and approaches? 
 • What were the theoretical and/or philosophical underpinnings of the 

programs? 
 • What were identifi ed as key participant, program, and community out-

comes? 
 • What were markers of success? 
 • What data collection tools were used in the evaluations? 
 • What did evaluators identify as being promising approaches to evaluation? 

 Using these questions as our parameters, the information was synthesized, 
initially, into two evaluation framework matrices (prevention and support pro-
grams) that identifi ed common activities, output indicators, and formative and 
summative outcomes. Th e intent was to create a framework that captured key 
concepts and was easy to understand and use by a range of audiences. Th e team 
also wanted to make explicit the interrelationship and factors that infl uence both 
programs’ and participants’ outcomes. However, the matrices were large, complex, 
visually unsatisfactory, and unwieldy for this purpose. Instead, visual maps were 
developed that depicted the “big picture” and linked theoretical foundations with 
program activities and program and participant outcomes, along with community 
and systemic outcomes. 

 One-day regional consultations were initially held with key practitioners 
and researchers in the FASD fi eld in Halifax, Toronto, and Vancouver. Addi-
tional regional consultations were later held in Whitehorse and Yellowknife. Th e 
focus was to receive feedback on the maps and input on additional resources. 
Th ese meetings confi rmed the need for a framework specifi c to programs within 
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Aboriginal communities. Th e result was three maps showing evaluation of (a) 
FASD prevention programs, (b) FASD support programs, and (c) FASD programs 
in Aboriginal communities. 

 THE MAPS EXPLAINED 
 Th e circular structure of the maps ( Figure 1 ) is a unique feature and was a deliber-
ate choice to help to distinguish them from traditional logic models that typically 
use a matrix and from other visual images that are oft en a variation on the matrix. 
Th e circular design works well with, and was informed by, Indigenous frameworks 
of well-being that are holistic and place an emphasis on interconnectedness of all 
aspects of existence ( Kryzanowski & McIntyre, 2011 ). 

 Although the maps are similar in many respects, there are also some unique 
features, beginning with the innermost ring. For example, at the heart of the map 
pertaining to FASD programs in Aboriginal communities is culture, which is then 
encircled by “family, child, youth, adult, and elder” to signify the centrality of 
culture and extended family in wellness and healing. For the prevention programs 
evaluation map, the “pregnant woman/mother and child” is the centre to show 
that prevention programs need to regard both the woman and child (or fetus) as 
“clients”: for example, the Breaking the Cycle program is built on the notion that 
the connection between mother and child is the program’s “client” ( Motz, Leslie, 
Pepler, Moore, & Freeman, 2006 ). 

 At the heart of the support program map is the “youth/adult with FASD,” to 
show the importance of an individualized approach to working with people living 
with FASD. 

 Philosophical/Theoretical Framework 
 Th e next ring in all of the maps is Philosophical/Th eoretical Framework. Th is 
is another unique feature of the maps. Th e philosophical underpinnings of a 
program are key to understanding its activities and approaches. To illustrate, 
if a program is designed with a philosophy of being outreach-based, then the 
program’s activities and ways of engaging potential clients should refl ect this. 
Similarly, if harm reduction is a philosophical underpinning, then a strict re-
quirement for abstinence within the program may not be congruent without 
including some harm reduction strategies as well. Our review of the literature 
and our own experience told us that fl eshing out programs’ philosophies is an 
oft en-overlooked step. 

 Th e philosophies described in these maps refl ect the social determinants of 
health approach and are consistent with information gleaned during consulta-
tions with community programs across Canada. It is important to note that FASD 
programs do not need to be based on all of the elements that are listed within 
this circle. Rather, the maps depict an array of philosophical/theoretical elements 
that Canadian and international FASD programs have said are important to the 
delivery of these types of programs. 
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   Figure 1.  Evaluation Map of FASD Programs in Aboriginal Communities    

 Th ere are eight philosophical/theoretical framework elements that are 
common across all maps: FASD-informed; culturally safe; holistic and multi-
disciplinary; respectful, relational, belonging; participant/family-directed; vio-
lence and trauma-informed; harm reduction; and outreach-based. Mothering and 
developmental lens is found in the Prevention Map. 

 Th e maps and the materials provided on the project website are designed to 
help individuals working in community programs to be able to clearly describe 
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the approaches used in the programs and make connections between program 
philosophy and program activities. For example, during one consultation with a 
community-based FASD support agency that works with many Aboriginal clients, 
it became apparent that being culturally safe was important to how service was 
delivered and was an implicitly held value, but it wasn’t something that staff  or 
managers had discussed in terms of how it could or should shape their practice. In 
posing a question about this, the staff  engaged in a constructive discussion about 
what being culturally safe meant and how that might be more explicitly refl ected 
in the program and in the agency’s practices and policies. 

 Activities/Approaches 
 Th e next circle, “Activities/Approaches,” identifi es the various activities that 
FASD programs typically undertake. Again, the maps do not depict all of the 
activities that programs may subscribe to; they are meant to show the number 
and types of activities that can constitute eff ective FASD programs. As well, by 
naming these activities, we also make visible what in some cases are invisible—
and unfunded—program activities, such as transportation, accompanying clients 
to meetings, and providing food. It can also make clearer, to program staff , the 
importance of all program activities if anticipated program outcomes are to be 
achieved. We have found, for example, that one-to-one support and role mod-
elling can become a strong focus due to the demands of program participants, 
while the value of other activities, such as working with extended families, can 
be overlooked. 

 Program Outcomes 
 Th e next ring of the map, “Program Outcomes,” identifi es four key categories 
of formative outcomes and pulls together the elements of the “Philosophical/
Th eoretical Framework” ring with outcomes related to participants’ and service 
providers’ experience of the program, as well as with systemic outcomes. Th is 
category is deliberately broad-based; however, specifi c program outcomes are 
named on the project website. 

 Participant Outcomes/Community and Systemic Outcomes 
 Finally, the two outermost rings of the evaluation map identify summative out-
comes for participants and outcomes at a community and systemic level. Th e 
inclusion of community and systemic outcomes, another unique feature of the 
framework and maps, acknowledge the multiple infl uences on client outcomes. 
Th ese are longer-term actions and outcomes that can yield signifi cant results, for 
example, partnerships that can lead to improved community understanding of 
FASD, or strategic leadership that can lead to housing policies that better accom-
modate housing clients with FASD. 

 It is important to emphasize once again that FASD programs do not need 
to achieve all the participant outcomes named in the circles of this ring; the 
maps provide information regarding the array of outcomes that FASD programs 
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collectively have identifi ed as being desirable and/or achievable. An additional 
feature of the design of the “Participant Outcomes” ring in our maps is the clus-
tering of outcomes by quadrants recognized within Indigenous frameworks (e.g., 
spiritual and mental), which again refl ects our intent to emphasize the importance 
of conceptualizing program delivery, and participant needs and outcomes, from 
a holistic perspective. 

 Th e team also developed a website that contains the maps along with exam-
ples of evaluation data-collection materials related to each element. 

 IMPLICATIONS 
 Th e evaluation maps developed through this project represent a departure from 
the more traditional linear or matrix style of evaluation frameworks. Th ey also 
represented a diff erent approach to building an evaluation framework, starting 
with input from other evaluators and managers of community-based FASD 
programs for which there was documented evidence of client and program 
outcomes. 

 Th e holistic approaches, as refl ected by the circles and the four aspects of 
wellness (spiritual, mental, physical, and emotional) are an important foundation 
of the work. Th ey respect and address the scope of infl uences on women’s drinking 
and the range of needs of those with FASD. 

 Th e evaluation maps have been well received. We have heard from several 
quarters that the maps enable managers to talk with funders about the types of 
program activities that work best with participants with FASD, and why. Th e cir-
cular nature of the maps also resonated with participants in the consultation pro-
cess, some of whom subsequently reported that the evaluation maps have inspired 
them to refl ect on their program philosophy and how they might translate these 
principles into practice. Th e maps have also resonated with Aboriginal program 
managers who appreciate the placement of culture at the centre of program evalu-
ation and have helped others confi rm why certain activities are provided, such as 
transportation or the inclusion of food in program activities, while also revealing 
areas where there may be gaps. 

 As well, system planners have expressed interest in moving away from the 
rather narrow scope of outcomes that have oft en been imposed, and to look in-
stead at how their work can respect the wide range of outcomes being achieved by 
programs. Together, the interest and participation of diverse groups in refi ning the 
frameworks affi  rm the multisectoral approach to building a body of knowledge 
about what contributes to positive outcomes for clients and communities. 

 CONCLUSIONS 
 Th e evaluation framework presented in this article is intended to support a 
common evaluation language for FASD programs so that they can grow, be 
sustained, and be shared with other communities. Th e maps do not remove the 
need to develop an evaluation framework and evaluation plan when conducting 
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program evaluation. Th ey do provide a basis for that work and help to make 
visible the link between various components of a program and its evaluation. 
As well, it was apparent throughout the project that the maps can be used for 
programs other than those addressing FASD. Indeed, we have already heard of 
the maps being used and adapted by communities and agencies in Canada and 
internationally. 
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 NOTE 
   1  We have defi ned “FASD support programs” and “FASD supportive intervention pro-

grams” as programs that aim to support and/or assist people living with FASD and their 
families and support networks to improve knowledge, skills, and community connec-
tions, so as to better address issues associated with day-to-day living. Th ese programs 
are not primarily focused on addressing the primary eff ects of FASD (e.g., improving 
aspects of cognitive functioning known to be particularly aff ected by prenatal exposure 
to alcohol), as FASD intervention programs might be.  
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  Abstract:  Web-based surveys are increasingly used in evaluation practice. To our 
knowledge, there are no guidelines for calculating outcome rates using newly avail-
able tracking methods. In a recent study, up to fi ve recruitment e-mails were sent 
using an e-mail marketing service: a primer, an invitation with a survey link, and 
three reminders. Hard and soft  bounces and opened e-mails were tracked. Outcome 
rates varied as a function of decisions made regarding these data. We suggest that 
several outcome rate calculations be presented to assist the reader in assessing these 
important measures of study quality. 

  Keywords:  outcome rates, tracking methods, web surveys 

  Résumé  :  Les sondages en ligne sont de plus en plus utilisés comme méthodes 
d’évaluation. À notre connaissance, il n’existe pas de directives pour calculer les taux 
d’effi  cacité à partir des nouvelles méthodes de suivis. Dans une étude récente, jusqu’à 
cinq courriels de recrutement ont été envoyés en utilisant un service de marketing 
par courriel  : une lettre d’information, une invitation avec un lien au sondage et 
trois rappels. Les messages retournés défi nitivement, ceux retournés temporaire-
ment et les courriels ouverts ont été suivis. Les taux d’effi  cacité ont varié en fonction 
des décisions prises au sujet de ces données. Nous suggérons que des calculs de taux 
d’effi  cacité soient présentés afi n de guider le lecteur lors de l’évaluation de ces impor-
tantes mesures de la qualité d’une étude. 

  Mots clés :  taux d’effi  cacité, méthodes de suivis, sondages en ligne 

 Access to the Internet has become ubiquitous, with the majority of Canadians 
having access in their homes or workplaces ( Statistics Canada, 2010 ). Internet-
based self-administered surveys have increasingly been used to answer research 
questions across a variety of domains ( Cantrell & Lupinacci, 2007 ). Th ere are 
several advantages of using Internet surveys when compared to more traditional 
forms of self-administered surveys, such as in-person pencil-and-paper and mail-
outs through a postal service. For instance, web surveys are cost-eff ective and 
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able to reach a large sample of participants over a short period while minimizing 
measurement error ( Cantrell & Lupinacci, 2007 ;  Fricker & Schonlau, 2002 ). Data 
may be validated as participants input responses, ensuring appropriate types of 
responses and responses within a valid range; automatic skip patterns can be 
programmed based on previous responses to minimize participant burden and 
eliminate response errors; and data are automatically transferred to an electronic 
database, eliminating transcription errors ( Fricker & Schonlau, 2002 ). Real-time 
monitoring of population or subpopulation targets is also possible, allowing 
for targeted outreach to yield a more representative sample ( Cook, Heath, & 
Th ompson, 2000 ). In addition, a growing body of evidence suggests that Inter-
net versions of self-administered surveys produce results that are of qualitative 
equivalence (e.g., similar internal consistencies, intercorrelations, and/or factor 
structures) and quantitative equivalence (e.g., similar mean scores and variances) 
to paper-and-pencil versions ( Meyerson & Tryon, 2003 ;  Preckel & Th iemann, 
2003 ;  Weigold, Weigold, & Russell, 2013 ). Th erefore, it is not surprising that 
many researchers now use web surveys as their mode of choice, and technological 
improvements to survey and e-mail research tools are continuously being made. 

 In 2008, a baseline Internet survey was conducted to examine capacity to 
promote physical activity among Canadian organizations ( Plotnikoff  et al., 2009 ). 
In brief, e-mail invitations were sent to organizations through Microsoft  Outlook 
and included a link to a survey designed using Survey Monkey tools ( Survey 
Monkey, 2013 ). In early 2013 as a fi ve-year follow-up, another Internet survey 
of organizational capacity to promote physical activity was conducted, this time 
using the latest Survey Monkey tools and an e-mail marketing service known as 
 Mail Chimp (2013)  to send out invitations. Technological improvements to the 
Survey Monkey tools and use of the e-mail marketing service were perceived 
as advantageous to the research process, but raised issues with respect to how 
outreach and participation rates should be calculated at follow-up and compared 
between baseline and follow-up. 

 Th ere are no clear guidelines on how to calculate outcome rates or standard 
terms to refer to these rates when web-survey methods are used (Chan et al., 2007; 
Public Works and Government Services Canada [PWGSC], 2013). When surveys 
with random sampling methods are conducted for the Government of Canada, 
researchers are required to present four case categories of respondents: invalid 
cases, unresolved, in-scope nonresponding units, and responding units. Partici-
pation rate is calculated as the number of responding units divided by valid cases 
(the sum of all e-mail addresses used minus invalid cases) ( PWGSC, 2013 ). Other 
research has suggested presenting the number of unique survey visitors, consenting 
individuals, and participants who have completed the fi nal question ( Eysenbach, 
2004 ). Participation rate is then the consenting individuals divided by the unique 
survey visitors, and completion rate is the number of responses to the fi nal ques-
tion divided by the consenting individuals ( Eysenbach, 2004 ). As standards for true 
random sampling are rarely appropriate for web surveys, the Marketing Research 
and Intelligence Association (MRIA) suggests abandoning the term “response rate” 
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altogether (Chan et al., 2007;  Simmie, 2006 ). Instead, they suggest presenting the 
net usable invitations (total invitations minus undeliverables), completed cases, 
qualifi ed break-off s (partially completed cases and declines), disqualifi ed cases 
(ineligible), nonrespondents, and quota-fi lled cases (eligible but not included, in 
situations where sampling targets are set and have already been reached). A con-
tact rate (sum of total completes, partial completes, disqualifi ed and quota-fi lled 
divided by net usable invitations) and success rate (sum of completed, partially 
completed, and quota-fi lled divided by net usable invitations) is then calculated to 
evaluate data quality (Chan et al., 2007;  Simmie, 2006 ). 

 Over the last few years, creating uniform standards and language for out-
come calculations in web surveys has become even more complicated, as mass 
e-mailing services are able to track diff erent types of bounces, opened e-mails, 
and click rates. Eligible individuals are even able to decline to participate in the 
survey using an “unsubscribe” link embedded in each e-mail and can thus opt out 
without having to visit the web survey. Th ese new e-mail data make the process of 
assigning case categories to e-mail addresses open to interpretation, regardless of 
the specifi c categories adopted and rates calculated. Using our 2008 baseline and 
2013 follow-up surveys for illustrative purposes, and employing terms adopted by 
the MRIA, we present alternatives for calculating the net usable invitations (i.e., 
total sample size or valid cases) with implications for calculating outcome rates 
in web surveys. 

 OVERVIEW OF METHODS 
 At baseline in 2008, an invitation and single reminder e-mail with custom survey 
links were sent to 966 key contacts (directors, program coordinators) in Canadian 
physical activity organizations following a modifi ed Dillman approach ( Dillman, 
1978 ). Specifi cally, the reminder e-mail was sent two weeks aft er the initial in-
vitation, and the survey was closed aft er eight weeks. Th e survey took approxi-
mately 15 minutes to complete and examined awareness and capacity of Canadian 
physical activity organizations at local, provincial/territorial, and national levels 
to adopt, implement, and promote campaigns from ParticipACTION, a national 
physical activity communications and social marketing organization ( Plotnikoff  
et al., 2009 ). At that time, undeliverable (bounced) e-mails ( n  = 64) were tracked, 
resulting in an outreach rate of 93.4%. However, it was not possible to identify 
the reasons why e-mails could not be delivered (hard and soft  bounces were com-
bined), or assess whether successfully delivered e-mails were opened. Of the initial 
invitees, 268 consented to participate, and 161 of these participants completed 
the survey, resulting in a 60.1% completion rate according to  Eysenbach’s (2004)  
defi nition (see  Figure 1 ). 

 To increase the participation and completion rates for the follow-up survey 
in 2013, the research team recommended that a primer e-mail be sent to the list 
of participants before the survey invitation, and that multiple reminders be sent 
out. Survey invitations were sent to baseline respondents and nonrespondents, 
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provincial lead organizations on an active school travel intervention, and Par-
ticipACTION English and French networks. Th e 2013 survey examined concepts 
from baseline and also looked at awareness and usefulness of specifi c resources 
off ered by ParticipACTION; it took approximately 20 minutes to complete. 

 In the fi ve years between the baseline and follow-up survey, many techno-
logical improvements were made to Survey Monkey, including integration with an 

   Figure 1.  Participation Tree for the 2008 Baseline (B) and 2013 Follow-up (F) 
Studies    

Total invitations sent
B = 966; F = 3,834 Undeliverable invitations 

(hard + soft bounces)
B = 64; F = 127

Invitations delivered
B = 902; F = 3,707

Unique survey visitors
B = 325; F = 850

Invitees answering consent question
B = 280; F = 754

Dropouts
B = 45; F = 85

Consenting participants
B = 268; F = 685

Declined
B = 12; F = 69 

Invitations opened
B = not tracked; F = 966

First reminder (B & F)
Second reminder (F only)

Final reminder (F only)

Primer email
F = 4,280

Completed surveys
B = 161; F = 540

Partially completed surveys
B = 107; F = 145
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e-mail marketing service called  Mail Chimp (2013) . Using  Mail Chimp (2013) , it 
was possible to track the number of e-mails that were opened, track the number of 
“clicks” on the survey link, and distinguish between undeliverable e-mails resulting 
from hard bounces (i.e., a mailbox that no longer exists) and soft  bounces (i.e., a 
mailbox is full or the server is temporarily unavailable). Individuals could also opt 
out of receiving future e-mails about the study, thereby declining participation by 
clicking on an “unsubscribe” link embedded in the e-mails. Up to fi ve e-mails were 
sent to each participant: a primer e-mail with a brief description of the study, an 
invitation with consent information and a survey link, and reminder e-mails. In 
line with Canadian standards for online research ( PWGSC, 2013 ), a maximum of 
three reminders were sent only to individuals who had not yet clicked on the sur-
vey link (see  Table 1 ). Th e purpose of the primer was to give potential participants 
a fi rst introduction to the research. Th e primer also helped to “clean” and update 

   Table 1.  E-mail Statistics for the 2013 Follow-up Study 

Primer Invitation Remindersa

First Second Final

Date sent January 16 January 22 January 29 February 6 February 13
Recipientsb 4,280 3,834 3,632 3,322 3,048
Bouncesc hard 

412
soft
122

hard
4

soft
123

hard 
5

soft
131

hard
8

soft
127

hard
1

soft
133

E-mails delivered 3,746 3,707 3,496 3,187 2,914
Unique opensd 991 966 711 754 492
New unique 
opense

N/A 966 281 314 127

Unsubscribedf 28 18 12 21 15
Unique survey 
clicksg

N/A 320 174 232 124

   a  Reminders were only sent to those who had not clicked on the survey link.  b New 
participants were added on an ongoing basis to the recipient list during the January-
February sampling period whenever participants passed along colleagues’ contact 
information or new participants contacted us to be added to the list.  c A “hard” bounce 
occurs when a mailbox no longer exists (e.g., employee has left the organization), and 
a “soft” bounce occurs when a mailbox is full or the server is temporarily unavailable. 
With each e-mail that was sent out, the addresses that experienced hard bounces 
were automatically removed from the participant list.  d Unique opens refers to the 
number of recipients who opened an e-mail at least once.  e New unique opens refers 
to the number of recipients who had not previously opened an e-mail with a survey 
link. In total, 1,688 unique participants opened at least one e-mail with a survey link. 
 f Recipients who unsubscribed from the study using the built-in e-mail link were auto-
matically removed. In total, 94 participants unsubscribed from the study e-mails.  g 850 
unique participants clicked on the survey link.  
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the fi ve-year-old database of contacts created for the baseline study by (a) deter-
mining which e-mail addresses were no longer in use (hard bounces), (b) allowing 
recipients to opt out (unsubscribe) if desired, and, if appropriate, (c) providing 
recipients an opportunity to reply with contact information for a colleague who 
was better positioned to fi ll out the survey on behalf of their organization. Starting 
in the second week of January, one e-mail was sent per week, and the survey was 
closed four weeks aft er the fi rst invitation was sent out (see  Table 1 ). 

 DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS 
  Figure 1  compares and presents the participation tree at baseline (B) and follow-
up (F). 

 Using the terms recommended by MRIA, 966 invitations were sent in 2008 
and, of these, 64 were undeliverable (bounces), leaving 902 net usable invita-
tions. Th ere were 161 completed cases (answered the fi nal survey question) and 
164 qualifi ed breakoff s (107 partial completes + 12 declines + 45 dropouts) in 
the 2008 baseline study. No quota was set, and no cases were disqualifi ed by the 
research team. Th erefore the contact rate was 36.0% [(161 completed + 164 quali-
fi ed breakoff s)/902 net usable invitations], and the success rate was 17.8% (161 
completed/902 net usable invitations). 

 As a result of data tracked through the e-mailing service for our 2013 study, 
diff erent ways of calculating the net usable invitations and thus the outcome rates 
were employed. Drawing from the e-mail statistics tracked by Mail Chimp (see 
 Table 1 ), we present alternatives for calculating the net usable invitations, contact 
rate, and success rate below. 

 For the 2013 study, there were 3,834 invitations. Of these, 127 were undeliver-
able (4 hard and 123 soft  bounces). Th ere were 540 completed cases (answered the 
fi nal question) and 393 qualifi ed breakoff s (145 partial completes + 69 declines + 
85 dropouts + 94 unsubscribes). Once again, no quota was set and no cases were 
disqualifi ed by the research team. In line with the 2008 baseline study, the net us-
able invitations may refer to the number of individuals who received the survey 
invitation (3,834) minus those whose addresses experienced hard (4) and soft  
bounces (123) from this e-mail. Accordingly, the contact rate would then be 25.2% 
[(540 + 393)/3,707], and the success rate would be 14.6%. It could be reasoned 
that this is the most appropriate calculation of the net usable invitations and 
outcome rates because anyone who received the fi rst invitation could potentially 
have completed the online survey. 

 In addition to invitations that were undeliverable due to hard or soft  bounces 
(127), any e-mail addresses that experienced a hard bounce at any point during 
recruitment (invitation or reminder) could also be considered undeliverable. For 
instance, if someone stopped working for an organization, retired, or switched jobs, 
their e-mail address would have experienced a hard bounce at some point during the 
four-week recruitment period. In these cases, even if an invitation or reminder was 
delivered, individuals may have felt that it was inappropriate to respond to a survey 
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on behalf of an organization with which they would not be affi  liated for much longer. 
Th erefore the net usable invitations based on those who received the fi rst invitation 
(3,834) minus hard and soft  bounces (127) and hard bounces from any of the three 
reminders (14) would be 3,693. Th e corresponding contact rate would then be 25.3% 
and the success rate 14.6%, essentially the same rates as calculated above. 

 When calculating net usable invitations, it may be important to think about 
which invitations were actually delivered in addition to the ones that were 
undeliverable because they bounced. Because of the number of spam and junk 
e-mails that are sent out on a daily basis, many individuals and organizations 
have set up a series of fi lters and message rules that automatically block e-mails 
or sort them into “trash” or “junk” folders. In these cases, the recipient may 
never actually see the invitation, making it as undeliverable as an e-mail sent 
to an invalid address. 

 Although there is no way to defi nitively determine the number of e-mails that 
are delivered to inboxes, the number of opened e-mails was tracked for the 2013 
study. In total, 1,688 unique participants opened at least one e-mail with a survey 
link. Using the number of unique opens as a proxy for deliverable and thus usable 
invitations, the contact rate would be 55.3% and the success rate would be 32.0%. 

 CONCLUSIONS 
 Given the ever-growing trend of using web-based surveys and e-mail invitations in 
research, it is important to pause and consider how researchers should evaluate the 
quality of their recruitment strategies. Improvements to online tools are happening 
so quickly that it is challenging to create standard outcome rate calculations for use 
in web surveys. While conducting a recent follow-up study fi ve years aft er baseline 
using updated survey and e-mail tools, we were able to track new pieces of informa-
tion that were not possible at baseline, that is, distinguishing between soft  and hard 
bounces, and tracking the number of opened e-mails. Contact and success rates 
for the 2013 follow-up study essentially doubled as a function of methodological 
decisions regarding bounces and opened e-mails. It may be that using the number 
of opened e-mails infl ates the apparent success of web surveys when compared 
to traditional mail-out surveys, where researchers do not know if respondents 
have opened packages. However, as web-survey and e-mail tools continue to be 
developed that allow for novel ways of tracking participation, we recommend that 
future researchers present several case categories and outcome rate calculations to 
assist the reader in judging study quality. Presenting a range of data will also allow 
for comparisons to previous studies where diff erent rate calculations or terms were 
used, response tracking was limited, or other mediums like mail-outs were used. 
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 McDavid, J. C., Huse, I., & Hawthorn, L. R. L. (2013).  
Program Evaluation and Performance Measurement: An Introduction to 
Practice  (2 nd  ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 560 pages. 
Disponible en livre broché (ISBN 9781412978316). 

 Compte-rendu par   Maud   Mediell   et   Eric   Dionne   

 Cet ouvrage, réalisé par trois professeurs d’universités canadiennes, est struc-
turé en douze chapitres abordant l’évaluation de programmes, ses théories, ses 
concepts et sa pratique. Les auteurs y traitent progressivement de la mesure de 
rendement qu’ils présentent en tant que pratique complémentaire ancrée dans le 
courant actuel de l’évaluation et omniprésente dans les secteurs de l’administration 
publique et des organismes à but non lucratif. En raison de la structure des 
chapitres (introduction, résumé, questions et activités de réfl exion), ce manuel 
est principalement destiné aux étudiants de cycles supérieurs. Ainsi, les auteurs 
off rent aux étudiants, aux praticiens et à toute autre personne concernée une in-
troduction à la théorie et à la pratique en évaluation et en mesure du rendement, 
et ce, dans un contexte de culture organisationnelle particulier (celui du secteur 
de l’administration publique et des organismes à but non lucratif). Enfi n, cette 
deuxième édition propose des discussions actuelles qui rendent compte d’un 
équilibre entre des approches méthodologiques exemplaires et la pratique en situ-
ations réelles. La première partie de cette recension portera sur la description du 
contenu des chapitres, puis la seconde off rira une réfl exion critique appuyée sur 
les points forts et perfectibles de l’ouvrage. 

 Le premier chapitre introduit des concepts clés et des questions d’actualité 
entourant l’évaluation de programmes et la mesure du rendement. L’organisation 
des chapitres, comme nous l’avons souligné dans l’introduction facilite ici, 
d’une part, la compréhension et l’appropriation des concepts et des principes de 
l’évaluation de programmes et permet, d’autre part, de discuter de la conception 
et de la mise en œuvre d’un système de mesure du rendement. Le second chapitre 
est, selon nous, un élément important de ce manuel. En eff et, le modèle logique 
étant l’outil central de toutes évaluations, les auteurs ont tenu à mettre l’accent 
sur la richesse méthodologique de cet outil, le complexifi ant au fur et à mesure 
que l’on progresse dans la lecture du chapitre de manière à préparer le lecteur 
au concept de mesure du rendement. Le modèle logique est aussi présent dans 
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la discussion sur les devis de recherche pour l’évaluation de programmes (chapi-
tre 3) ainsi que les processus de mesure   (chapitre 4) et les systèmes de gestion 
du rendement (chapitre 9). Le troisième chapitre, à partir de la compréhension 
de la théorie inhérente à tout programme ( program theory ), met l’accent sur les 
logiques qui sous-tendent la conception du devis de recherche en évaluation. En 
eff et, celle-ci constitue un facteur d’amélioration de l’habileté de l’évaluateur à 
rendre un jugement défendable (avec, notamment, un débat toujours d’actualité 
autour des RCT comme  gold standard  des évaluations de programmes mis en 
place par les gouvernements fédéraux, etc.). Issu du constat selon lequel la ques-
tion de la mesure et de son importance est probablement l’aspect le plus négligé 
de l’évaluation et de l’élaboration des systèmes de mesure du rendement,  le 
quatrième chapitre aborde les questions d’échelle de mesure, de validité, de 
fi abilité et de fi délité des processus de mesure. Le cinquième chapitre, dans la 
lignée des précédents, présente le processus des évaluations de type qualitatives 
et les diff érentes méthodologies s’y rattachant, leurs forces et leurs faiblesses. Le 
sixième chapitre a trait à l’évaluation de besoin, une part importante des activités 
d’évaluation dans le secteur de l’administration publique et des organismes à but 
non lucratif. Ainsi, les auteurs intègrent ce type d’évaluation au cycle de gestion 
du rendement et mettent en lumière les critères d’évaluation de besoin pour le 
développement de programmes et l’aménagement des ressources humaines et 
fi nancières. Le septième chapitre consiste en l’introduction des concepts, des 
principes et des pratiques de l’évaluation « économique », réinvestissant ainsi les 
éléments abordés dans les chapitres deux et trois. Les auteurs introduisent trois 
types d’évaluation : l’analyse coût-bénéfi ce  (CAB),  l’analyse coût-effi  cacité  (CEA) 
 et l’analyse coût-utilité  (CUA) . L’émergence de cette pratique correspond aux 
pressions politico-économiques et environnementales exercées sur l’évaluation 
de programmes et de rendement. Le huitième chapitre introduit les chapitres 
neuf et dix et poursuit l’un des principaux objectifs de ce manuel en nous décri-
vant comment la mesure du rendement est complémentaire à l’évaluation de 
l’effi  cacité des programmes et des politiques. Les neuvième et dixième chapitres 
reviennent sur les étapes de l’évaluation du rendement et les diff érentes mé-
thodologies et techniques s’y rattachant. Il est mis en exergue que les mesures 
de rendement sont des informations essentielles pour les gestionnaires de pro-
grammes et de politiques, ces mesures pouvant permettre d’améliorer la mise 
en œuvre des services, voire de l’organisation du programme (formatif) ou la 
 reddition de comptes  (sommative). L’élément central de l’avant-dernier chapitre 
est la question de la relation entre la pratique et la théorie, et le raisonnement 
des auteurs porte sur la relation entre les évaluateurs ainsi que les gestionnaires 
et administrateurs de programmes. En suggérant un partenariat qui favoris-
erait les pratiques évaluatives effi  cientes et l’utilisation des résultats, les auteurs 
discutent de la nécessité de développer une culture de l’évaluation au sein des 
organisations et de faciliter la mise en place d’évaluations centrées sur les résu-
ltats. Le dernier chapitre discute de ce que l’on peut qualifi er de bonne pratique 
évaluative et de la réconciliation entre théorie et pratique. Les auteurs revien-
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nent sur la question de l’évaluation en situation réelle et de la complexité des 
pratiques en lien avec les contraintes inhérentes au terrain. Enfi n, ils focalisent 
sur le rôle crucial du  jugemen t dans la pratique des évaluateurs en tant qu’étape 
à part entière et du choix de l’évaluation à la communication des résultats. Ce 
dernier chapitre est consacré au développement et à la discussion d’un modèle 
se rapportant à la nature et à la pratique du jugement professionnel ainsi qu’aux 
moyens que l’évaluateur peut mobiliser afi n de développer son jugement profes-
sionnel dans le cadre de sa pratique. 

 L’organisation des chapitres et leur structure, ainsi que la présence d’un glos-
saire, peuvent permettre une réelle appropriation des concepts et des étapes clés 
de la démarche d’évaluation et des choix méthodologiques, laquelle permet, par 
la suite, l’intégration progressive de la pratique de la mesure du rendement. Les 
auteurs ont mis en exergue la complémentarité de l’évaluation de programmes 
et la mesure du rendement, et ce, avec le souci de marquer la diff érence entre la 
relation  output-eff et observé  (eff ets propres aux programmes et services mis en 
place) et  output-eff et désiré  qui correspond aux aspirations des programmes et des 
services mis en place auprès de la population par ces diff érents organismes. Le lien 
 output-eff et désiré  fait alors état de la relation coût-bénéfi ce en lien direct avec la 
mesure du rendement et le « mouvement de reddition de compte »   dans lequel 
sont inscrits les secteurs de l’administration publique et les organismes à but non 
lucratif. Aussi, selon nous, il n’est donc pas surprenant que deux outils soient au 
cœur de cet ouvrage : le modèle logique et le cycle de gestion du rendement, inscrits 
dans le contexte d’une culture organisationnelle ainsi que d’une réalité politique 
et socio-environnementale particulière. De plus, si ce manuel est écrit au regard 
de la pratique auprès des gestionnaires et des administrateurs de programmes 
des secteurs de l’administration publique et des organismes à but non lucratif, il 
s’applique, selon nous, à tous les secteurs potentiels de pratique de l’évaluation de 
programmes. Cependant, l’ouvrage nous semble plus qu’un manuel d’introduction 
à la pratique; en eff et, bien qu’il off re une opportunité d’apprentissage renforcée 
par des activités pédagogiques récurrentes, il n’en demeure pas moins que chaque 
chapitre gagne en complexité et cela peut perdre le lecteur novice. En revanche, il 
représente une réelle possibilité d’enrichissement et de renforcement des connais-
sances des lecteurs ayant déjà une certaine maîtrise des concepts et des démarches 
en évaluation, proposant ainsi une ouverture vers la mesure du rendement pour 
des praticiens en évaluation qui ne sont pas forcément accoutumés à la pratique 
dans le domaine de l’administration publique et des organismes non gouvernemen-
taux. Aussi, cet ouvrage s’adresse-t-il, selon nous, aux évaluateurs-praticiens, tant 
novices que chevronnés, ainsi qu’aux gestionnaires de programmes et à toute autre 
partie prenante. 

 En conclusion, ce qui contribue à la richesse de cette seconde édition est la 
mise à jour des chapitres au regard des avancées dans le domaine et de son actu-
alité. Dans un douzième chapitre que les auteurs ont bonifi é, on met de l’avant le 
rôle crucial du  jugement  dans la pratique des évaluateurs. Toujours dans un esprit 
d’actualité, les auteurs proposent des réfl exions élaborées (et mises à jour) autour 
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de l’adéquation entre théorie, pratique et évaluation en situation réelle; ces derni-
ers sensibilisent ainsi le lecteur à la question des « nouvelles » compétences que 
doivent développer les évaluateurs et du travail en partenariat avec les diff érentes 
parties prenantes et, plus particulièrement, les gestionnaires de programmes. 
Somme toute, l’accent est mis sur la nécessité du développement d’une culture 
de l’évaluation.  



 S. E. Efron & R. Ravid. (2013).  
Action Research in Education: A Practical Guide . New York, NY: Guilford Press. 
268 pages. (ISBN 978-1-4625-0971-3 )

 Reviewed by Ronda Walker, University of North Carolina at Greensboro 

  Action Research in Education  by Sara Efrat Efron and Ruth Ravid is a practical, 
user-friendly textbook for evaluators who would like to learn more about action 
research, for students who are just starting to learn about evaluation, or for educa-
tors who are already working in schools but who may be interested in conducting 
evaluations of programs in the educational setting. Whether you are studying the 
book in class or needing a quick reference or answer to a question, it is easy to fi nd 
what you are looking for, as the authors did a great job of organizing the chapters 
in a way that is easy to follow. 

 Th is is an important book for any evaluator, educator, or prospective edu-
cator who wants to learn more about evaluation in practice and how to make 
research-based decisions. Th is book is benefi cial for evaluators who have an 
overall understanding of evaluation, but who do not know as much about action 
research and how that type of research can be used when conducting evaluations 
in educational settings. Th is book is also benefi cial for school practitioners with 
students in pre-K through Grade 12. Th e authors want practitioners to have a 
better understanding of how they can use action research to see if practices that 
they are implementing with their students work. Th is book can also be used by 
professors to teach action research to those training to be evaluators or educators. 

 Where the book excels is in terms of its practicality. Th e authors say that 
they have had “long and extensive experience” with both teaching and conduct-
ing research. Th at is easy to see in the wording, layout, and organization of the 
book. For evaluators, the book breaks down how to conduct educational evalua-
tions in diff erent settings. For practicing educators who may not have that much 
experience, the authors explain the basic concepts involved in evaluation and 
research. For example, they give thorough explanations, defi nitions, and exam-
ples of quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-methods approaches. Th ey also make 
recommendations about which approach to use based on the information one is 
trying to gather and the outcome one is trying to achieve. 

 Each chapter has a summary, exercises and activities, and additional readings. 
Th e chapter summaries are, on average, two to three pages long. Each summary 
gives a clear, concise recap of the main points from the chapter. Th e exercises and 
activities give the readers an opportunity to answer questions and form opin-
ions. It is important to note that the questions asked in these exercises cannot 
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be answered through simple rote learning of the information. Th e exercises and 
activities require the readers to refl ect, form opinions, consider best practices, and 
apply information to solve problems and situations that may very well occur in 
actual educational settings. Th e additional readings provide the reader with more 
in-depth resources to get a better, deeper understanding of the specifi c topics 
covered within the chapter. 

 Th e textbook has been divided into eight chapters, and the information from 
each builds on the others. However, the reader does not necessarily need to read 
the textbook in order. Although that would be the best way to experience this 
text, one can go directly to a specifi c chapter and still understand the informa-
tion presented. Th e chapters fl ow in a way that is similar to the construction, 
implementation, and sharing of information from research. Th e fi rst chapter is an 
introduction to action research. Th is is an important chapter for evaluators who 
are not familiar with action research. It defi nes educational research, the role of 
practitioners as researchers and evaluators, the diff erent historical perspectives of 
action research, and the unique characteristics of action research. Th e following 
chapters provide detail about topics including choosing and learning more about 
your topic; developing a plan of action; using assessment data in action research; 
data analysis and interpretation; and writing, sharing, and implementing the re-
search fi ndings. One chapter is devoted to diff erent approaches to action research. 
Another chapter presents and explains the types of data collection tools used in 
action research, providing detail about the diff erences in observation, interview, 
surveys, and artifacts and documents. 

 Efron and Ravid have made it easy to search for information from this book. 
Th ey have included an author index so that you can fi nd referenced articles and 
information linked to specifi c authors. Th ey also have a subject index to help 
readers quickly fi nd information on a specifi c topic. Th e references are up to date, 
accurate, and full of perspectives from diff erent evaluators in the fi eld. Th e infor-
mation in the book is highlighted with graphs, fl owcharts, and tables that serve as 
both a quick reference and an explicit breakdown of the information. 

 Bottom line, Efron and Ravid have created a very thorough, practical, and 
user-friendly guide to action research that has been successfully geared to the 
educational evaluator and researcher. I would recommend it as an excellent re-
source for both future and practicing evaluators, as well as for future and practic-
ing teachers.  



 Sharon Brisolara, Denise Seigart, & Saumitra SenGupta (Eds.). (2014). 
 Feminist Evaluation and Research: Theory and Practice.  
New York, NY: Guilford Press. 368 pages. Available in paperback 
(ISBN: 978-1-4625-1520-2) and hardcover (ISBN: 978-1-4625-1530-1). 

 Reviewed by Jane Whynot, University of Ottawa 

 Evaluators have been exposed to a recent litany of guidance documents off ering 
advice on incorporating gender and human rights into the evaluation function, 
including contributions from the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) and 
UN Women. Internationally, the linkage between gender/human rights and evalu-
ation is becoming more pronounced in its visibility and importance, and not just 
in sectors that impact women. Brisolara and Seigart’s earlier conception of femi-
nist evaluation (2007) as an “engaged praxis, imbued with theory but pragmatic 
in implementation” permeates this collection and will appeal to a wide audience. 
With an increasingly diverse Canadian society, a need to ensure equitable repre-
sentation in programming and reporting on its eff ects is a necessary condition of 
the evaluation landscape. Finally, a comprehensive resource has arrived that helps 
to contextualize both the theoretical and the practical applications of gender/
human rights-focused research and evaluation work. Th is collection builds on 
and refi nes the editors’ earlier contributions to a 2002 special edition of  Feminist 
Evaluation  off ered by New Directions for Evaluation. 

 Th e editors’ most recent contribution,  Feminist Evaluation and Research: Th eory 
and Practice , is a comprehensive collection from noted feminist researchers, evalu-
ators, and scholars, refl ecting on movement and thinking of the last decade in this 
area. Th e 368-page collection is divided into three sections that include theories of 
feminist research and evaluation with off erings by Brisolara, Mathison, Whitmore, 
Mertens, and Podems; refl ections on the evaluative application of feminist theory and 
methods in a variety of contexts including works by Sielbeck-Mathese and Selove, 
Nicols, Hay, and Mulder and Amariles; and practical examples of feminist research by 
Seigart, Gailiè, and Dietsch, that are, in the editors’ own words, “less easily categorized 
as evaluation” (pg. xi). Approximately one third of the collection focuses on feminist 
theory and its implications for feminist research and evaluation, and the remainder 
on examples from a variety of sectors and geographic locations. Editors off er insights 
at the conclusion of each section, concisely synthesizing off erings of the preceding 
section and providing insights into the following section that makes this resource very 
accessible to its readership. 

 In the fi rst section, a helpful introduction to various feminist theories is 
outlined, arriving at an updated set of conceptual principles articulated for 
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feminist researchers and evaluators. Grounded in concepts related to the nature 
of knowledge, the nature of inquiry, and social justice, these principles centre what 
feminists hold to be of the utmost value no matter the application of method or 
context. Evaluation and research diff erences and similarities are articulated early 
in the fi rst section. Th is is critical to reviewing the latter two sections of the collec-
tion, as editors distinguish between evaluation and research undertakings. Th ese 
principles are used to situate the multiple roles assumed by researchers/evaluators 
in feminist social inquiry, covering facilitator, educator, collaborator, technical 
advisor, and activist/advocate. Th is fi rst section also touches on the importance 
of using both qualitative and quantitative data to examine methodological, epis-
temological, and ontological practices. 

 Readers begin to see the importance and variety of ways in which evaluators 
may challenge dominant discourses and paradigms in the case studies that follow. 
Th ese studies also serve as a reminder about challenges that emerge with the adop-
tion of feminist approaches in evaluation undertakings in the collection’s section. 
Th ese challenges begin with using “feminist” to position social inquiry, the variety 
of feminist approaches to draw from and, perhaps most importantly, the diffi  culty 
of including associated dimensions of diversity that emerged in the theoretical 
section. Th ese intersections of diversity include race, class, culture, and ability and, 
as the authors emphasize throughout this section, cannot be isolated from gender 
variables alone. If these interlocking systems of oppression are disregarded, they 
serve to perpetuate systemic barriers. Th is is perhaps the most valuable feminist 
contribution from this collection that evaluators should consider in undertaking 
eff orts with vulnerable and traditionally marginalized populations. For those who 
prefer to avoid explicit challenges in undertaking feminist evaluation or research 
and labelling it as such, this section also explores the diff erences between gender-
based approaches and feminist evaluation. 

 Transitioning to the final section in this collection, the reader is reminded 
that action should result from social inquiry as part of a social justice agenda. 
Gender justice and gender equity are critical components of this backdrop that 
forces consideration of political, social, and economic contexts. This is evident 
in the authors’ attention to the case studies highlighted in the remaining three 
chapters, containing detailed accounts of how feminist methods are applied 
in each of the international cases presented. Although each individual project 
employs different methods dissected in detail by authors, it is consistently 
demonstrated that adopting a gendered lens in conjunction with demographic 
and cultural cues allows for nuanced discussions, effectively illustrating dispa-
rate impacts in marginalized communities for individuals from nondominant 
cultural groups. Particular attention is paid to rigour, validity, choice of meth-
ods, and dimensions associated with use as participatory and empowerment 
methods engage international projects in examining contextual power and 
privilege dynamics in situ. 

  Feminist Evaluation and Research: Th eory and Practice  off ers another mecha-
nism by which to add to the evaluator’s toolbelt for its social justice goals and 
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thoughtful consideration of important dimensions of gender, culture, power, and 
privilege. Prescribed methods and approaches are avoided in feminist scholarship, 
research, and evaluation, which may leave some readers questioning whether this 
is a tool that can be easily employed in the fi eld. In response, the book concludes 
with insights off ered by Greene on the relevance, relationships, and responsibili-
ties associated with feminist social inquiry. She notes that “[a] volume on feminist 
approaches to social research and evaluation remains timely and important, even 
urgent, in the face of continuing radical gender inequities and unconscionably 
limited life chances” (pg. 334). Th e collection provides a valuable contribution 
to the literature through its theoretical and practical applications regarding the 
necessity of including gender and other dimensions of diversity in challenging 
power, privilege, and dominant paradigms. 

 REFERENCE S
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 Robert K. Yin. (2014).  Case Study Research Design and Methods (5th ed.) . 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 282 pages. (ISBN 978-1-4522-4256-9) .

 Reviewed by Trista Hollweck, University of Ottawa 

 Robert K. Yin’s  Case Study Research Design and Methods  (2014) is currently in its 
fi ft h edition and continues to be a seminal text for researchers and students en-
gaged in case study research. Since the book’s fi rst release 30 years ago (1984), case 
study research has gained considerable acceptance as a research method, likely 
a result of Yin’s unyielding position that case study be considered a separate and 
all-encompassing method with its own research design. Th is current edition of 
the book is heavily infl uenced by the advances in case study research and remains 
a defi nitive guide on how to design more rigorous and methodologically sound 
case studies that will stand up to questions of validity and reliability. Importantly, 
Yin manages to link theory and practice by presenting the breadth of case study 
research and its historical signifi cance at a practical level. It is Yin’s view that, when 
“the process has been given careful attention, the potential result is the produc-
tion of a high-quality case study” (p. 199). Th us, a comprehensive and systematic 
outline for undertaking the design and conduct of a case study is presented in 
a very straightforward and readable manner throughout the book’s 282 pages. 
Ultimately, Yin argues that case study research is a challenging endeavour that 
hinges upon the researcher’s skills and expertise. As such, this edition includes 
more diffi  cult concepts to guide researchers and students in the work of carrying 
out more rigorous case study research, thereby retaining Yin’s ultimate goal “to 
improve our social science methods and practices over those of previous genera-
tions of scholars” (p. xxvi). 

 Building on the key strengths of earlier editions, the book’s crisp structure 
has benefi ted from numerous editions with reviewer feedback, and it continues 
to serve as an exemplar for other methodological guides. Th e book shows the 
case study research process as a “linear but iterative process” (p. xxii) and pro-
vides practical and technical discussions on each of the six elements of case study 
research: the plan, design, preparation, data collection, analysis and reporting. 
Each of these features forms the topic of the book’s six chapters and together are 
represented by an overarching six-circled visual display. For those researchers 
interested in going a little deeper into some elements, Yin also provides practi-
cal exercises with challenging methodological questions or situations that can 
be addressed. Th rough these structural features, as well as the book’s enhanced 
headings and subheadings, numerous supporting resources, and the excellent 
cross-referenced index in Appendix C, Yin makes a complex methodology much 
more approachable. 
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 Essentially, Yin is a methodologist who states: “Readability, credibility, and 
concern with confi rmability all matter” (p. 192). Th e essence of this book can be 
found in the fi rst chapter, which not only establishes the basis for case studies as a 
research method but also provides a twofold operational defi nition, covering both 
its scope and its features, that clearly distinguishes it from other methods. Most 
simply, case study is defi ned as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contempo-
rary phenomenon (the ‘case’) in depth and within its real-world context” (p. 16). 
From here, Yin shows how case study research constitutes an all-encompassing 
method that covers the logic of design, data collection techniques, and specifi c 
approaches to data analysis, which ultimately informs the structure of the book. 
Because this defi nition has been reworked over the four previous editions, it is a 
useful reference for the novice researcher and an important contribution to the 
fi eld of research methodology. Th roughout the text, Yin emphasizes the power of 
high-quality case study research that focuses on rigour, validity, and reliability. 
Clearly a proponent for case study research, Yin openly addresses its endur-
ing criticisms as a methodology and urges the researcher to carefully consider 
whether a case study is the most appropriate method for their inquiry project. 

 As a student of program evaluation, I was extremely pleased to see the ad-
dition of the role of case study in the fi eld of evaluation in this fi ft h edition. In 
an attempt to retain the compactness of the original text, Yin makes scattered 
reference to evaluation throughout the book, such as in his discussion of  Patton’s 
(2002)  four types of data triangulation (Chapter 4) and the logic model (illustrated 
as three types) as an analytic tool that can use both qualitative and quantitative 
case study data (Chapter 5). I found Yin’s defi nition of the logic model as a tool 
that “stipulates and operationalizes a complex chain of occurrences or events over 
an extended period of time” (p. 155) particularly useful. Yin posits that the use 
of logic models in case study research can help explain the ultimate outcomes 
because the analysis technique consists of matching empirically observed events 
to theoretically predicted events. However, beyond these two references to evalu-
ation within the framework of case study research, the bulk of Yin’s focus on the 
role of case study in evaluation is found in Appendix B. Th ere he states that, as 
evaluation textbooks have given case study spotty recognition to date, it is his 
position that “case study research has a functional and legitimate role in doing 
evaluations” (p. 219). In evaluation, case studies can be used to capture the com-
plexity of a case, including temporal changes, as well as explore the contextual 
conditions of a case. In addition, Yin presents three major applications for case 
studies and describes them in detail, showing how they can apply to a variety of 
situations. Th ese applications are (a) as part of a larger evaluation with the case 
study portion viewed as complementary and providing explanatory informa-
tion, (b) as the primary evaluation method where the initiative being evaluated 
becomes the main case, or (c) as part of a dual-level evaluation arrangement in 
which a single evaluation consists of one or more subevaluations with the po-
tential of case study playing various roles to inform the program evaluation as a 
whole. Most usefully, Yin provides key examples of each application in the boxes 
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at the end of each description. Ultimately, Yin presents case study research as an 
integral method for program evaluators to consider, but its usefulness, relevance, 
and quality depend on the evaluation situation and their skills and expertise. Like 
social science researchers, Yin urges evaluators to become familiar with case study 
design as outlined in this book and carefully consider whether it is an appropriate 
method before using it in their evaluations. 

 In reviewing each chapter in depth, I gained the knowledge needed to not 
only understand the complex methodological process of case study research, but 
also to feel comfortable using it for my own inquiry projects. Th roughout this lat-
est edition, Yin continues to defend case study research as an integral and rigorous 
methodology, and he presents this argument through a very practical and readable 
structure. While retaining the strength of earlier editions, this book is an excel-
lent update that adds further depth to the methodology, a refi ned defi nition, and 
more detailed coverage of certain topics. With Yin’s unequivocal emphasis on the 
quality of the case study research method being directly linked to the researcher’s 
ability, I would highly recommend this text to anyone engaged in social science 
methodologies, especially the novice researcher and student of program evalua-
tion. By carefully adopting this book’s techniques and guidance, it is my view that 
not only will Yin’s ultimate goal “that case study research will be better than in the 
past” come to fruition, but new exemplary case studies characterized by “engage-
ment, enticement, and seduction” (p. 206) may be “enthusiastically” produced. 
Perhaps, some of these case studies may even fi nd their way into future editions. 

 REFERENCE 
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