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PREFACE

This report was produced by the Association for the Study and Development of
Community (ASDC) on behalf of the National Funding Collaborative on Violence Prevention
(NFCVP). Linda Bowen, Executive Director for NFCVP, provided guidance and leadership for
the project. Marcy Mistrett, Barbara Brown, Mitchell Brown, and other staff members at NFCVP
also provided comments and support for this report. This report was developed by David Chavis,
Kien Lee, and Elizabeth Jones.

The primary audiences for this document are evaluators and practitioners (i.e., program
implementers, technical assistance providers, and trainers) who are involved in comprehensive
community initiatives. Community participants (i.e., leaders of community-based organizations,
community residents, community partners, and volunteers) and funders may also find this
document useful.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Purpose

Comprehensive Community Initiatives
(CClIs) represent a substantial change in the
approach to community development and
the prevention of social, health, and other
societal problems, including violence
prevention. In this document, the term
“CClIs” is used to describe the full range of
initiatives that take a comprehensive
approach to change communities in order to
improve the well-being of their residents.
These initiatives “indicate a commitment to
change at many levels, including individual,
family, institutional, and community-wide,
through processes that involve
collaboration and coordination within the
community and between the community
and the broader society” (Kubisch et al.,
1998: 2). The evaluation of these initiatives
poses great challenges, yet plays an
important role in strengthening the
initiatives and the capacity of communities
to create change.

This document describes principles for
evaluating CCls. These principles also
promote the use of evaluation to build
community capacity. These principles were
derived from a review of the scientific and
practice literature on evaluating CCls,
publications on the topic, and guidelines
and standards for the evaluation profession;
interviews with experienced evaluators and
their review of drafts; and the experience of
the authors. These principles were also
reviewed by evaluators at a think tank
session during the annual conference of the
American Evaluation Association in 2000.
(The methodology for the literature review

and interviews are included in Appendix
A.) The review of literature and reports is
not meant to be exhaustive; however, it
does cover key publications in the area of
CClIs. The literature reviewed for
developing these principles is listed in the
references.

The purpose of these principles is to
provide evaluators and others with practical
guidance on how to approach the evaluation
of CClIs. These principles also raise
important issues to consider during the
implementation of an evaluation. Another
equally important purpose is to begin a
learned discussion among a larger group of
evaluators on the methods used to evaluate
CCls. The discussion of each principle was
developed to provide some initial advice on
how to conduct the evaluation of CCIs with
the hope that readers can build upon the
ideas in their own work and share them
with others.

These principles were initially developed
for the National Funding Collaborative on
Violence Prevention (NFCVP) to stimulate
discussion between evaluators and
practitioners at NFCVP’s conference,
Linking Practice and Evaluation in
Comprehensive Community-Based Violence
Prevention Efforts, held in Washington,
DC, in February 2000. The principles
reflect the Association for the Study and
Development’s (ASDC) and NFCVP’s
belief that effective and meaningful citizen
engagement in evaluation could lead to
systemic change. The principles also
demonstrate that evaluation can be
responsive to community needs and help
educate community program staff, and still
adhere to scientific rigor.

1.2 The Principles

A total of 27 principles were developed.
These principles are interrelated and build
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on each other. These principles are intended
to raise the expectations for the evaluation
of CClIs. The principles are organized
according to the following nine major
themes:

® Engagement of practitioners,
community participants, funders, and
other stakeholders;

®  Role of the evaluator;

® Implementation of the evaluation
process;

® [ssues of power;

®  Jdentification and definition of
outcomes;

® Multiple levels of change;

= Attribution of results to the CCI;

= Utilization; and

®  Standards for evaluation.

There principles provide guidance on how
CCl evaluations can be rigorous and at the
same time, be an effective tool for building
community capacity. A rigorous and useful
evaluation require a collaborative process
for the evaluation design, adherence to the
professional standards of evaluation (see
Appendix B for the guiding principles for
evaluators), and clarification of
expectations and perceptions of the
evaluation early on in the process.

1.3 Current Needs

A review and analysis of the information
that contributed to these principles helped
identify the following needs:1) Further
conceptual and methodological
developments regarding the evaluation of
systemic changes, their relationship to other
levels of change, and the outcomes in a
CCT; and 2) Improvement of knowledge
and skills of evaluators, practitioners,
community leaders, and funders on the

standards, methods, and strategies for
evaluating CCls.

The challenges in a CCI evaluation
provide a new opportunity for everyone
involved in such an initiative to develop
new capacities to implement strategies that
promote community change. Rigorous
evaluation is evaluation based on principles
and while the principles in this document
need to be further tested, they represent a
set of initial considerations to guide
evaluators, funders, and practitioners.

o> PRINCIPLES

2.1 Engagement of
Practitioners, Community
Participants, Funders, and
Other Stakeholders

The active engagement of all stakeholders,
especially community leaders and residents,
is an important value of the authors and of
NFCVP. It is also an important prerequisite
for a rigorous evaluation design. Principles
1 to 6 assert the importance of engaging
practitioners, community participants,
funders, and other stakeholders in the
process of designing evaluations,
interpreting evaluation results, and
clarifying expectations of the evaluation
process. Specific methods, steps, and
details to remember are suggested for each
principle.
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Principle 1: Community-based
evaluations such as CCI
evaluations, which are intended
to build community capacity,
should be participatory and
inclusive of all stakeholders.

Participatory and inclusive evaluations' can
lead to higher-quality scientific design and
results (Chavis et al., 1983; Estrella &
Gaventa, 1998; Mertens, 1999). If the
diverse perspectives of stakeholders (i.e.,
community participants, practitioners, and
funders) are included in the design,
implementation, and interpretation of data,
the evaluation will produce more feasible
designs and appropriate methods;
moreover, the findings will be interpreted
more accurately and in greater depth. The
different participants in the evaluation
process bring knowledge about different
sources of data, as well as a more accurate
picture of how the program can operate and
the contextual factors that will affect it.
Community participants (e.g., residents and
local leaders) should be engaged in a
meaningful way by being included in
decision-making about the initiative and the
evaluation of the initiative. Community
participants can help adapt methods that are
appropriate within their communities and
help check the expectations of outcomes.
Their support and involvement will also
lead to greater acceptance of and
cooperation with the evaluation. Their
insights into local community conditions
will help the evaluator better understand the
external factors that could have affected the

! Participatory evaluation is an approach that
involves evaluators and community members in a
collaborative process that integrates investigation
with education and collective action. Participatory
evaluation can be used in a variety of contexts. For
more examples of how it can be applied, see
Whitmore, E. (Ed.). (1998). Understanding and
Practicing Participatory Evaluation. New Directions
for Program Evaluation, No. 80.

initiative. The knowledge that can be
generated through their participation in the
interpretation of findings will provide richer
evaluation reports and other products. A
close relationship generated through
participation and inclusion can help ensure
both short- and long-term utilization of the
evaluation process and findings.

Principle 2: Trust and positive
relationships among
practitioners, community
participants, funders, and
evaluators should be constantly
fostered and developed.

Experienced evaluators uniformly agreed
that building and maintaining trust and
relationships among all parties to a CCI is
essential. Past positive experiences with
evaluation among practitioners and
community participants should be
acknowledged in order to create plans to
use similar approaches; negative
experiences should be recognized in order
to avoid repeating mistakes (Baker et al.,
1999). The evaluator should work through
key organizations, gatekeepers, and other
community leaders to gain credibility
(Harachi et al., 1996). Evaluators can build
and strengthen relationships in several
ways.

Evaluators should:

®  Spend time getting to know the program
implementers and community
participants in the initiative during the
first few meetings they attend, without
engaging in any evaluation business
during those meetings (e.g., they should
just “hang out™);

® Use a snowball method to meet key
community leaders (i.e., start with the
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core participants and ask them to
identify other community participants,
and then ask each of these newly
identified participants to suggest one or
more additional persons) to learn more
about the community and the initiative
so that the evaluator can begin to build
relationships in the community (Harachi
et al., 1996);

®  Accompany the community organizer
or program implementer during his or
her activities; and

= Assess the opportunities and barriers for
forming relationships among
practitioners, funders, community
participants, and themselves (e.g., do
skits to act out past positive and
negative experiences and use them as
learning moments about each other’s
roles).

Practitioners, funders, and evaluators
together should:

= State clearly that the evaluation’s goal
is to facilitate a process that helps
everyone learn, including the evaluator
who is a co-learner in the process
(Weiss, 1983, cited in Brown, 1995), in
order to have equitable relations. This
goal needs to be explicitly supported by
funders;

®  Consider the cultural appropriateness
and impact (positive and negative) of
using titles or academic credentials in
introductions of evaluators; and

® Take time to identify and share
common values (e.g., all participants
want the initiative to lead to systemic
changes that promote equity).

Principle 3: Practitioners,
community participants,
Junders, and the evaluator
should come to an explicit
agreement about the goals of
the initiative (e.g., the specific
outcomes that would indicate
the initiative was a success)
and their roles in achieving
those goals at the onset of the
evaluation process.

Practitioners, community participants, and
funders often have very different opinions
about the goals of the CCI and how they
will know when they have achieved their
goals. It is not unusual for the three groups
to have conflicting or competing goals that
can result in an evaluation design and
methodology that is undesirable to one or
more of the groups. All three groups should
also understand each other’s goals and how
realistic the goals are, given the contextual
conditions of the community and initiative.
If conflicting or competing goals are
expressed, the practitioners, community
participants, and funders must come
together and prioritize the goals. It will
often fall upon the evaluator to bring
attention to the conflict and to convene the
groups to resolve the conflict. The evaluator
can sometimes help resolve the conflict by
providing guidance on where the most
lessons could be learned.

Clearly defining terms is often part of this
process. One should not assume that all
terms and jargon have the same meaning to
everyone. According to experienced
evaluators, it is critical to ensure agreement
on the meaning of key terms (e.g., outcome,
prevention, participation) to avoid major
misunderstandings. Developing and sharing
a glossary when the evaluation begins can
enhance communications and equalize
relationships among the stakeholders.
Evaluators found such a glossary was
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particularly useful to clarify technical and
process terms (e.g., accountability,
triangulation, program theory, and quasi-
experimental design).

Principle 4: Practitioners and
community participants should
make their expectations for the
evaluation explicit and clear.
They should not delegate
authority to the evaluator that
they believe is essential for
their role or that reduces their
accountability to their
constituencies.

Practitioners and community participants
need to state clearly their expectations of
the evaluation, as well as the lessons
learned and positive and negative
experiences with previous evaluations.
Practitioners, community participants, and
the evaluator should ensure clarity about
who, what, and when regarding the
following matters:

®  Accountability—To whom is each
practitioner and participant accountable
(e.g., the board of directors, the funders,
a task force made up of community
participants) (Brown, 1995, 1996;
Weiss, 1995) and what information
does the practitioner and participant
need from the evaluator to support their
accountability? The lack of clarity
regarding accountability could lead to
conflicts about reporting timelines and
about the content of information that
will be shared.

®  Role—Wohat is the practitioner and the
community participant’s role in terms of
coordination and communication in
order to support their accountability?

®  Decision-making power—What
information does the practitioner and
the community participant review and

who provides the consent for changing,
sharing, and disseminating the
information? How are these decisions
made?

® Timeline—When and in what format do
practitioners and community
participants need information from the
evaluator in order to help them make
decisions, write grant proposals, and
submit reports to their boards and
funders?

Principle 5: All the stakeholders
(i.e., practitioners, community
participants, funders, and the
evaluator) should be brought
together to work out conflicts
that emerge during the
evaluation, particularly in the
beginning of the process.

Conlflicts could arise over different issues
throughout the evaluation process, such as
the definition of outcomes, the
identification of short-term benchmarks
(e.g., the extent of attitudinal changes
within a given time period), and the process
for handling revisions to the evaluation
report. These conflicts must be worked out
in order for the evaluation and the CCI to
be beneficial. The evaluator should call a
meeting to address the conflicts if he or she
has heard different goals and expectations
from the funders, practitioners, and
community participants. Sometimes it is
necessary and appropriate to engage a
facilitator to help transform the conflict.
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Principle 6: Ongoing structures
and processes should be
established to keep all
stakeholders, including the
evaluator and project director,
informed and involved.

It may not always be possible to engage
everyone in the evaluation process;
however, a structure and process should be
established to keep everyone informed and
involved (Baker et al., 1999; Brown, 1995,
1996; D’ Aunno et al., 1985; Patton, 1997;
W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 1998). For
example, a task force, an evaluation
subcommittee, a learning team, or a
steering committee can be established to
serve as a liaison between the evaluation
and the governing body of the initiative
(e.g., the partnership or collaborative).
These committees and governing bodies
should have clearly stated processes for:

®  Communication (Who will be the direct
contact(s) for the evaluator, and how
and when information will be
communicated?);

®  Accountability (Who will be
responsible for informing which
constituencies about the evaluation
process and findings?);

®  Decision-making (Who will review
evaluation materials and make final
decisions, and how decisions will be
made?);

®  (Criteria for participating in the
governing body (How and what will the
stakeholder contribute to the process?);
and

®  Procedures for facilitation (Who will
facilitate the meetings?).

This structure and process will enable the
evaluator to maintain and strengthen
relationships among all the stakeholders.
The decisions made by the governing body

should be documented and revisited
periodically to ensure that the evaluation
still meets the needs of the community and
captures the dynamic process of the
initiative.

Experienced evaluators also stressed the
importance of joint presentations (e.g.,
updates and reports on findings) by
members of the evaluation committee,
initiative staff, and the evaluator.

2.2 Role of the Evaluator

The evaluator’s role has transformed over
the past 20 years from that of a traditional
scientist to that of an educator who
facilitates learning and capacity building
(The Aspen Institute, 1997; Brown, 1995;
W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 1998) and helps
translate program processes into a language
that can be understood by all the
stakeholders. Because of these initiatives’
complex design, multiple levels of change,
and wide range of stakeholders, nothing has
challenged the evaluator’s role more than
have CClIs. Principles 7 and 8 describe what
evaluators have to do to address some of
the challenges they might encounter
through their involvement with CCls.

Principle 7: Evaluators should
to be clear to themselves and to
other stakeholders about their
own principles and values and
about their accountability to
the goals of the initiative.

According to experienced evaluators, it is
difficult to meet everyone’s needs (i.e., the
funders and community participants). The
evaluator risks getting caught in a power
struggle between the funder and the
community when attempting to establish an
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equitable funder-grantee relationship
(Brown, 1995) because the funder generally
pays for the evaluation and therefore
attempts to control its questions and
process. The power dynamic is complicated
further by issues of race and class. Most
funders tend to be of European descent,
whereas most grantees tend to be
marginalized minority communities
(Brown, 1995). The evaluator is not
excluded from that power dynamic because
he or she also represents a certain race and
class. (Most evaluators tend to be of
European descent and with a higher
educational status.) Even when evaluators
do represent the same race or class group as
the communities involved, the distance and
power dynamic may still remain. The
evaluator will make choices about his or her
priority to meet the funder’s needs, the
community’s needs, or his or her own
needs, and how to handle them. For
instance, the evaluator will need to decide
the extent to which he or she will engage
the funder in a discussion, even if it means
creating tensions, about modifying existing
program guidelines in order to be more
responsive to a community’s needs.
Evaluators need to be clear to themselves
and other stakeholders on this matter.

Principle 8: Evaluators and
Junders should be clear about
what decisions they are or are
not willing to share with or
delegate to community
participants and practitioners.

The previous principles underscored how
community participants and practitioners
should and could be engaged in planning
the evaluation. At the same time, evaluators
and funders must be clear about the
decisions they are or are not willing to
share with or delegate to community
participants and practitioners. They have to

be explicit about who has the appropriate
knowledge, authority, and accountability to
make certain decisions. Funders also need
to help community participants,
practitioners, and evaluators understand
which expectations related to reporting
requirements, sharing of information, and
cross-site learning are negotiable and which
are not. The following questions were
recommended by evaluators as issues to
consider from the beginning of the
evaluation design:

®  Who determines the criteria for success,
and how much power does the evaluator
have to negotiate those criteria (Estrella
& Gaventa, 1998)?

®  How much consideration should the
evaluator give to the funder’s
recommendations for the evaluation
design and data collection methods over
the recommendations of others and the
evaluator’s best judgment?

®  How much involvement should the
funder have in decision-making—Does
the funder want to review and approve
all decisions made by the community
and the evaluator? If not, what are the
parameters of the community’s and the
evaluator’s decision-making power?

® How much cross-site learning is
permissible, and to what extent can the
evaluator share information with other
funders, communities, and other
initiatives?

=  How should edits and changes in
evaluation materials be handled—Are
the funder’s changes final, or is the
funder willing to leave suggested
changes to the evaluator’s discretion?

® To what extent can the evaluator
present findings and lessons learned at
professional meetings and conferences?
What review responsibilities do funders,
staff, and community leaders want to
have?
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®  How much direction can the evaluator
provide to the grantee or community,
based on his or her judgment about the
initiative’s progress, in order to build
local capacity (W. K. Kellogg
Foundation, 1998)?

2.3 Implementation of the
Evaluation Process

It is important to be concerned with how
the evaluation process is implemented as
well as how to measure specific variables.
Principles 9 and 10 describe specific
considerations that could be useful in
implementing the evaluation process for
CCls.

Principle 9: Evaluators,
practitioners, and program
implementers should work
together to integrate evaluation
activities into program
implementation.

Integrating evaluation into a program can
increase the utility of findings and program
and cost-effectiveness; increase program

implementers’ and community participants’

interest in the evaluation activities; and
reduce the traditional distance between the
evaluator, program implementers, and
community participants (Brown, 1995,
1996; Chavis et al., 1983; Madison, 1992;
Mertens, 1999; Patton, 1988). Experienced
evaluators suggested several ways to
integrate evaluation activities into program
activities, when possible and appropriate.

Their suggestions included the following:

= Rather than create separate assessment
forms for management or technical
assistance, use these information
collection activities (e.g., meeting

minutes and action plans) for several
purposes, including monitoring and
evaluation;

®  Allocate time at each program staff
meeting to provide updates about the
evaluation, present interim findings, no
matter how brief, and ask questions
about what was learned in order to
encourage habitual thinking about the
usefulness of evaluation; and

®  Conduct telephone interviews with
grantees to simultaneously collect
administrative information required by
funders and information needed for the
evaluation. Grantees will then not have
to submit two separate forms to the
funder and the evaluator. These
interviews should focus on self-
reflection and allow participants to “tell
their stories.” The insights and
knowledge that a grantee could gain
from the self-reflection process can
strengthen the initiative (Schon, 1983;
Senge, 1990). A summary of the
interview becomes the grantees’
progress report to the funder. Other than
financial accounting, there should be no
differences in the information needs of
funders or evaluators regarding program
implementation, achievements, and
needs. This becomes a great opportunity
for evaluators to help improve the forms
and data collected by funders and to
increase the grantees’ learning.

Principle 10: Stakeholders
should seize opportunities to
make the evaluation a part of
decision-making and learning.

Experienced evaluators stressed the
importance of making the evaluation useful
to funders, practitioners, and community
participants. In order to optimize the
usefulness of the evaluation, all the
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stakeholders, including the evaluator,
should jointly review all program timelines
from time to time to determine when and
what information can be used for decision-
making and learning. The evaluator should
also attend as many program leadership
meetings (e.g., advisory committee
meetings) as possible. This will not only
reduce the distance between the evaluation
and the program, but also create
opportunities to make the evaluation
information useful in decision-making and
learning.

The following examples of how funders
have made the evaluation a part of decision-
making and learning are drawn from the
evaluators’ and ASDC’s experiences:

®  For development of funding guidelines
and Requests for Proposals (RFPs)—
Progress reports and updates from
grantees are useful to help funders
modify their funding guidelines and
RFPs for the next grant round. Interim
evaluation findings help funders
understand whether their initial goals
and expectations were unrealistic and
how they might need to adjust them.
The evaluation can also provide
examples of successful efforts to
include in the funding guidelines or
RFP for the benefit of future applicants.

®  For capacity building—Interim
evaluation findings can help funders
determine the grantees’ technical
assistance and training needs, resulting
in an improved technical assistance
program that can better complement the
grant program’s goals. A thorough and
careful process evaluation can
document a project’s developmental
process. Understanding the
developmental capacity of grantees can
help funders and technical assistance
providers sequence expectations and
support more strategically.

®  For replication—Evaluation findings
can help funders decide whether or not
to replicate the initiative in another
location and can provide insights into
the capacities and other conditions
required for replication.

2.4 Issues of Power

The interviews and evaluation literature did
not provide much information conducive to
formulating instructive principles about the
issues related to power. The often
exploitive and almost colonial view of
researcher and evaluators in
disenfranchised communities has been well
documented (Chavis et al., 1983; Chavis &
Wandersman, 1986). Experienced
evaluators recognized the challenge of
addressing such issues beyond discussions
about diversity, cultural competence, and
inclusion. Race and status were mentioned
by the evaluators as the power-related
issues that they most frequently
experienced in their work. (Principle 7
described how race could affect the
dynamics between the funder, the
community members, and the evaluator.)
Status comes from the power of money that
funders possess and the power of
information that the evaluators control
(Brown, 1995; Estrella & Gaventa, 1998;
Stone & Butler, 2000). The evaluators also
acknowledged that grantees and
communities possess a certain amount of
power. The evaluator depends on
community participants to provide reliable
information, and the funder depends on the
grantee to help demonstrate the initiative’s
success. Community participants find
refusal to participate as one of their greatest
sources of power. Exercising this power
creates conflict that rarely ends up
addressing the root causes of power
inequities based on money, status, and
privilege.
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Principles 11 to 15 provide insights into
how evaluators, funders, practitioners, and
community participants can begin to
address issues related to power.

Principle 11: Evaluators,
Junders, and practitioners need
to actively and explicitly work

to address issues of class and
race and how they lead to
unearned privilege and
inequities. It is every
stakeholder’s responsibility to
address these issues.

All stakeholders should be aware of how
the characteristics of the evaluator and the
context within which the evaluation is
conducted affect power dynamics. The
literature does not address class issues as
extensively as other issues related to power.
During the interviews, discussions about
class focused on the evaluator’s academic
credentials, which place him or her in a
higher socioeconomic status, often
regardless of race. In addition, evaluators
often represent large, powerful institutions
(e.g., foundations, government agencies, or
universities). Depending on the situation,
one characteristic (e.g., class) can have a
more consequential effect over another
(e.g., race).

Two race-related concerns emerged from
the literature and interviews. The first
concern is to ensure that the evaluator has
the appropriate cultural knowledge and
skills and shares the experiences of the
evaluation’s participants (Stanfield, 1999);
the second is to ensure that persons from
different racial backgrounds are engaged in
the program and evaluation process (House,
1999; Madison, 1992; Stone & Butler,
2000). Certain status, privilege, prejudice,
and equities are associated with different
races. Racism and unearned privilege given
to European Americans are real factors in

communities and are equally real factors in
the evaluation of CCls.

Evaluators should also be aware of the way
in which other stakeholders perceive the
institutions that sponsor the evaluation. It is
likely that the evaluator will be initially
perceived in the same way in which the
institution is perceived. For example, if the
institution is perceived as a predominantly
White, middle class, and exploitive of the
community, the evaluator may be
immediately associated with this perception
and may therefore be unable to obtain
participation from community members.

The tensions that some evaluators may feel
about working in their own communities—
the “insider” versus the “outsider” status—
is another issue evaluators may need to
address. This issue has been explored
extensively in the literature about
conducting sensitive research. 2 Community
participants could be ready to cooperate
with an evaluator who shares the same
background as them (e.g., race, gender,
personal history) and provide as much
information as needed. Their cooperation
could lend credibility to the evaluator and
encourage similar participation by others.
On the other hand, the evaluator’s
assumptions and expectations about their
own community could offend participants.
An evaluator of the same race or culture as
the community participants may have
certain insights about the group, but he or
she also brings certain “baggage” that can
provoke intragroup tensions that result from

2 For further examination of this issue, see
Gallagher, C.A. (2000). White like me? In Twine,
F.W. & Warren, J.W. (eds). Racing Research,
Researching Race: Methodological Dilemmas in
Critical Race Studies. New York: New York
University Press; and

Foster, M. (1994). The power to know one thing is
never the power to know all things. In Gitlin, A.
(ed.). Power and Method (pp. 129-146). New York:
Routledge.
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class and other differences. The fact that the
evaluator is of the same race and culture, in
and of itself, is neither a benefit nor
disadvantage.

Evaluators need to develop their capacities
to address issues related to power. There
are no simple ways to resolve these issues,
but evaluators can better address them by:

e Actively identifying issues related to
power at the beginning of and
throughout the evaluation process;

¢ Freely acknowledging the issues and
committing to struggle through them,
even if they create discomfort among all
the stakeholders;

e Establishing an evaluation team
comprised of diverse members and
creating a process for checking each
other’s perceptions, attitudes, and
behaviors;

e Sharing information related to and
generated by the evaluation with
participants on a regular basis;

¢ [nviting participants to be part of
presentations about the evaluation;

¢ Asking participants to share their ideas
and recommendations; and

® Validating participants’ concerns and
working with them to find ways to
address them.

Many of the early principles, especially
those addressing decision-making with
participants and participatory processes, can
also help address issues related to power.

Principle 12: Evaluators should
integrate issues related to
power into all aspects of the
evaluation design, from the
way evaluation questions are
phrased to how the evaluation
Jindings are interpreted and
conveyed.

Many evaluators have raised the concern
that some programs are based on negative
assumptions about individuals (e.g.,
blaming the victim) and cultural norms
(e.g., Asian children perform better in math
than do African-American children)
(House, 1990; Mertens, 1999; Stanfield,
1999). If it contains questions and
indicators based on these assumptions, the
evaluation will not address the inequities
that are associated with perceptions and
prejudices about other groups. Evaluators
have to actively consider the assumptions
that underlie their questions and hypotheses
and bring all the stakeholders’ attention to
these assumptions at the beginning of and
throughout the evaluation process. In theory
of change3 evaluation, stakeholders
continuously examine their expectations
and assumptions about how the CCI works
in order to uncover components impacted
by power dynamics and address them
(Milligan, 2000). Evaluators should ensure
that there is an established process for such
reflections in the evaluation design and
implementation.

? A program model that identifies “program
resources, program activities, and intended program
outcomes, and specifies a chain of causal
assumptions linking program resources, activities,
intermediate outcomes, and ultimate goals”
(Wholey, 1987: 78).

Association for the Study and Development of Community

June 2001

14



Principle 13: Evaluators need to
acknowledge, capture,
legitimize, and contextualize
the experiences of community
participants and practitioners,
and allow for their voices to be
given equal stature.

Evaluators have to acknowledge that
practitioners and community participants
possess valuable knowledge and expertise
about the relationships, processes, and
conditions of their communities (Chavis et
al., 1983; Estrella & Gaventa, 1998; House
& Howe, 1998, cited in House, 1999;
Madison, 1992; Patton, 1988). A structure
and process (e.g., an evaluation oversight
committee or feedback meetings) must be
developed that allows practitioners and
community participants to integrate this
knowledge into the evaluation design and
interpretation of findings. Such a process
also enables appropriate consideration for
cross-cultural definitions and implications.
House (1999) has described how the
evaluation of Jesse Jackson’s PUSH/Excel
educational program was damaged because
the evaluators’ European-American
definition of an educational program did
not reflect the African-American cultural
context of the program. Consequently, the
evaluation could not identify the true
outcome of the program. The evaluators did
not provide a structure or process to learn
from the community participants and
practitioners about how they defined an
educational program or about their
reactions to the evaluation findings. Had
this happened, the value of the evaluation
results would have been quite different.

Evaluation can also legitimize contextual
conditions and their effects on an initiative.
By listening to what community
participants have to say about their
communities’ conditions, evaluators can

demonstrate how these conditions, such as
funding cutbacks, could indirectly or
directly affect the impact of an initiative.

Experienced evaluators emphasized the
importance of conducting meetings with
funders, community participants, and
practitioners to discuss the evaluation’s
findings before the results are finalized and
disseminated. They listed four factors that
have to be considered whenever the
evaluator presents information and
recommendations to the stakeholders:

®  When is the most appropriate time to
present the evaluation findings (both
preliminary and final)?

®  Where is the most appropriate venue for
the meeting and discussion?

®  What is the most appropriate vehicle for
communication?

®  What happens when the findings are
disputed?

Principle 14: Stakeholders and
the evaluator should examine
and discuss the perceived risks
and benefits of the evaluation.

The evaluator’s relationship with the funder
and the perception of other stakeholders
that evaluation findings could affect future
funding give the evaluator a good deal of
power and responsibility. The perceived
risks and benefits of an evaluation effort are
rarely discussed in a candid manner and
have not been explicitly addressed in the
evaluation literature. There are, however,
many lessons about risks and benefits that
can be borrowed from researchers who
have conducted research on sensitive topics
(e.g., substance abuse, sexual behavior, and
marital rape). Sieber (1993) made it clear
that perceptions of risks and benefits are
highly subjective and that they determine
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the perceived power of the evaluation
process and the dynamics of that process.
One person’s risk could be another person’s
benefit. Some of the key questions that
should be considered in an analysis of risks
and benefits are:

*» How will the evaluation’s findings be
used by politicians, policymakers,
journalists, and special interest groups?
Will the findings incur stigma on any
particular community or group (Sieber,
1993)?

» What are the self-serving purposes of
the evaluation to the funder and the
evaluator? (Mclntyre, 1982 cited in
Renzetti and Lee, 1993);

»  What are the resources for publishing or
preventing the publication of findings,
depending on the perceived risks and
benefits (Ayella, 1993)?

* How will the evaluation impact the
community that is involved given local
public policies and responses toward the
social and justice issues addressed
through the evaluation (Curran & Cook,
1993)?

In the discussions and analyses, it would be
helpful to use a facilitator who is not
involved in the evaluation process and can
be neutral and objective about the
perceptions.

Principle 15: Practitioners,
community participants, and
Junders need to learn about the
diversity among evaluators
(i.e., different approaches,
methods, values, and
appreciation for building
relationships) in order to
choose the most appropriate
evaluator for their work.

The roles of evaluation and the evaluator
have changed over the past 20 years. The
American Evaluation Association (AEA)
has led this change in professional practice
and has used its annual conferences to
emphasize the use of evaluation for
capacity building and for addressing issues
related to oppression and discrimination
(see The American Journal of Evaluation,
Fall 1999, Volume 20, No. 3; and New
Directions for Evaluation, Fall 1999, No.
83). Practitioners, community participants,
and funders should stay informed about this
transformation so that they may become
better consumers of evaluation. There is a
perception among funders, practitioners,
and, to some extent, community
participants, that evaluation means only a
quantitative experimental paradigm (Patton,
1997). This perception has cut off many
funders, practitioners, and community
participants from considering other
methods, including more appropriate
evaluation research paradigms.® Evaluators
believed that some funders wrongly insist
that evaluators use only quantitative and
experimental approaches, thinking that no
other method can demonstrate the
effectiveness of their initiatives. The
evaluators discussed how important it is for
practitioners, community participants, and

* Among these paradigms and approaches are
participatory monitoring and evaluation (Estrella &
Gaventa, 1998); transformatory evaluation (Mertens,
1999); and integrative approach (Chen, 1990).
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funders to understand that different
evaluation approaches and methods are
available. Explicit acknowledgment of the
different evaluation approaches and
methods by evaluators is required so that
every group is aware of the advantages and
trade-offs made when one approach is
selected over another. Stakeholders should
look at what information is needed to
answer their questions and can be collected
with the resources available, and only then
choose an evaluation methodology. An
evaluator should be able to adjust the
methodology and preferably combine
different methods to meet different needs
and circumstances. A good and useful
evaluation should not be about methods, but
about the approach, underlying values, and
responsiveness to the needs and concerns of
the stakeholders (Chen, 1990). The W. K.
Kellogg Foundation’s Evaluation
Handbook (1998) has an entire section on
selecting an evaluator that would be very
beneficial to CCls.

2.5 Identification and
Definition of Outcomes

The identification and definition of
outcomes are often considered the most
critical components of evaluation design.
There are four concerns regarding the
identification and definition of outcomes in
CCls: types of expected outcomes, the
process for identifying the expected
outcomes, when to expect the outcomes,
and the conclusions that can be drawn from
the outcomes. Principles 16 to 19 address
these concerns. Readers should remember
the importance of prior principles regarding
diversity of methods during the process of
identifying and defining outcomes.

Principle 16: Evaluators should
rely on previous research and
the wisdom of people in the
community to inform the
process of identifying and
defining outcomes.

Relationships between activities and
outcomes have been established through
previous research. Stakeholders,
particularly funders, can be assured that
through a theory of change for the CCI, the
derived outcomes will result from the
activities. Outcomes based on the
experiences of community participants can
expand the knowledge about the
relationships between activities and
outcomes. Previous research and local
experiences combined can provide a
powerful opportunity to learn about
comprehensive community change and help
evaluators make informed judgements
about what to measure.

Experienced evaluators were cautious about
the process used to ask community
participants to identify and define
outcomes. The evaluators stressed that the
types of outcomes identified and defined
depend on the way questions are asked and
the cultural context of the terms used. For
example, said one evaluator, in an effort to
identify the outcomes of a community arts
and culture initiative, one could ask, "Do
you have adequate arts and culture
activities in your community?" This
question would elicit information about the
number of museums in the community. If,
by contrast, the evaluator asked, “Are there
opportunities for you to be creative?,” the
answers would be broader and would
perhaps include information about
gardening projects as well as traditional arts
programs. In this situation, the evaluation
has to consider gardening projects as an
outcome of the initiative because that is the
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way the community defines arts and
culture. This point is similar to the example
given earlier about the PUSH/Excel
education program and the definition of an
educational program within an African-
American cultural context.

Principle 17: Evaluators should
ensure that CCIs identify,
capture, and include
community building-related
outcomes (e.g., increased
organizational capacity,
improved relations, a more
responsive government, and
increased sense of community)
and social problem outcomes
(e.g., lower rates of child abuse,
domestic violence, school
dropout, and illnesses).

means and the end. Evaluators and funders
need to recognize that all of these outcomes
are valid in a CCI. Established indicators
such as crime-related outcomes in a
community violence prevention initiative
are obvious outcomes, and they reflect
long-term change. Community building-
related outcomes reflect both immediate
(e.g., new relationships) and long-term
change (e.g., improved quality of life).
Funders and evaluators must identity,
investigate, and document these outcomes
as valid indicators of successful CCls.

Principle 18: All the
stakeholders should agree on
the appropriate amount of time
needed to expect evidence of the
outcomes.

Several experienced evaluators noted that
tension often emerges between evaluators
and funders, who emphasize changes in
social outcomes (e.g., lower rates of
domestic violence), and community
participants and practitioners, who perceive
that their efforts are best represented by
community building-related outcomes (e.g.,
increased sense of community, and new and
strengthened relationships). For instance, a
substance abuse prevention program
requires that community coalitions be
established. The coalitions must comprise
state and local agencies and community-
based organizations. The funders would
emphasize outcomes that indicate a
reduction in substance abuse (e.g., reduced
alcohol sales), while community
participants would consider new
relationships between the public and private
partners in the coalition as indicators of
success.

These different perceptions about change
reflect differences in what is considered the

Evaluators, funders, practitioners, and
community participants need to engage in
discussions to negotiate and prioritize the
expected outcomes so that they are
identifiable, attainable, and measurable
within the time period of the allocated
resources. In order to receive funding,
community participants and practitioners
may have to make large-scale, unrealistic
claims. Everyone will be disappointed if the
outcomes are not realistic, based on the
resources and scope of work. Evaluators,
community participants, practitioners, and
funders need to work together to assess
whether those outcomes are realistic under
specific time frames and when the
outcomes can be expected, so that everyone
can see that the initiative is progressing
towards its goals. A popular approach for
identifying and defining outcomes in a
sequential manner is the theory of change
approach (explained before in Principle 12)
(Fulbright-Anderson et al., 1998). This
approach can be used to identify immediate
and intermediate outcomes that are
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associated with the expected long-term
outcomes. This approach also helps check
the integrity of the assumptions regarding
how activities and the anticipated process
of changes lead to the anticipated outcomes.

Principle 19: Evaluators should
identify and define process
outcomes so that lessons can be
learned about how the goals of
a CCI were achieved and the
capacities and conditions
required to achieve them.

Process outcomes’ need to be considered in
the evaluation of a CCI. Such outcomes
provide valuable information to help guide
an initiative’s approach and activities. They
can also inform interpretation of outcome
findings by allowing examination of links
between what was done, how it was done,
why it was done, and the impact of the
initiative (Connell & Kubisch, 1998). For
this reason, the experienced evaluators
emphasized the need for inclusion and
examination of process outcomes.

2.6 Multiple Levels of Change

CCls are often intended to effect change at
multiple levels—individual, organizational,
community, and systems levels. Several of
the experiences evaluators indicated the
challenge of demonstrating the changes that
could occur at the different levels as a result
of such initiatives. Among the challenges
are the linking of activities and outcomes
from one level to the next, and the
increasing amount of time it takes to

> Process outcomes are outcomes associated with
program implementation. For a description of how
to identify process outcomes, refer to Patton, M.
(1990). Qualitative Evaluation and Research
Methods. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

observe changes at the community and
systemic levels. Principles 20 and 21
provide suggestions of several evaluators
for addressing this challenge.

Principle 20: Evaluators should
separate and specify outcomes
that are expected at different
levels and then examine the
interrelations among these
outcomes.

A theory of change can be used to identify
and clarify the change that is expected to
occur at different levels (Weiss, 1995). A
combination of instruments and tools that
measure change at each level is necessary
(Kubisch et al., 1995; Weiss, 1995).
Different studies with different samples
could also be conducted for each level with
different samples to break the evaluation
into smaller, more manageable components.
Small teams could be established to work
on the smaller studies to keep all the
stakeholders involved. One evaluator
suggested that the smaller projects could
also allow for quasi-experimental and
experimental designs that may be
appropriate for drawing certain conclusions
about individual change. Nevertheless, the
interrelations between outcomes must be
made explicit so that the different studies
could collectively demonstrate the impact
of the initiative.
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Principle 21: Evaluators should
review the causal path of the
CCI to ensure that the nature
and intensity of its activities
are sufficient to produce
systems-level changes.
Evaluators also should ensure
that the outcomes along the
causal path can be tracked to
determine that systems change
has been achieved by the
initiative.

Very often, initiatives that express systems
change as a goal do not plan activities
during the course of the initiative that do
more than build relations among agencies
or groups. Although relationship building is
an important change, intermediate and
long-term systemic changes include
changes in institutional policies, practices,
procedures, and resources. The evaluation
process provides an opportunity to
understand the possibility of such outcomes
and to sharpen and plan the initiative’s
focus on systemic change.

2.7 Attribution of Results
to the Initiative

CCls are complex initiatives that are
intended to effect change at multiple levels.
The evaluation design must consider
principled ways to determine the pattern of
causal relationships in order to be able to
attribute the results to the initiative.
Principles 22 and 23 illustrate ways in CCI
evaluations to help determine a pattern that
lead to change.

Principle 22: Evaluators should
implement an evaluation design
that can determine an
association or pattern of
relationships leading to
outcomes. Rival explanations
and the influence of contextual
conditions need to be explored.

A theory of change that allows for logical
linking of activities, events, and outcomes
is more likely than are traditional
experimental approaches and procedures to
be an appropriate and feasible way to
evaluate a CCI (Herbert & Anderson, 1998;
Kubisch et al., 1995) and to determine the
pattern of relationships. According to the
literature and the experienced evaluators, an
evaluation design that can determine an
association or pattern of relationships
should entail procedures to:

® Describe in detail the activities and
specific outcomes expected from each
activity to demonstrate linkages
between the activities and the outcomes;

=  Demonstrate convergence or divergence
of patterns and trends (e.g., through the
use of triangulation®) rather than test
solely for statistical significance’
(Weiss, 1983, cited in Brown, 1995);

® Identify and describe unexpected
outcomes that are associated with or can
be attributed to the initiative, such as
activities that have spun off the
initiative;

% “Triangulation” refers to the combination of
methodologies to reveal different aspects of
empirical reality. This combination could mean the
use of a variety of data sources, several different
evaluators, multiple perspectives to interpret a single
set of data, and multiple methods to study a single
initiative (Denzin, 1978).

7 Statistical significance indicates that the observed
difference or change is too large to attribute to
chance (Mertens, 1998).
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®  Examine, document, and discuss rival
explanations or counterfactuals to
determine other initiatives, efforts, or
external factors that could have
influenced the evaluation findings. The
rival explanations could also be used to
identify efforts or organizations that
contributed to the findings and that
could become partners for the
collaborative that is responsible for
conducting the initiative (Hollister &
Hill, 1995); and

= Examine, document, and discuss
contextual conditions (political, social,
economic, and cultural) that affect
outcomes. For instance, the closing
down of a factory will have a significant
impact on a CCI’s attempt to increase
employment opportunities.

Principle 23: Multiple studies
over a period of time are
required to prove causation.

While there is the tendency to treat each
CCI and evaluation as the definitive work,
the “science” of CCls is a cumulative
process. Only through the evaluation of
several well-designed and fully
implemented initiatives can causality be
established. Funders and evaluators need to
draw on previous work and share their
reports with each other regardless of the
perceived success of the CCls or the
evaluation. Only through increased sharing
of reports and lessons learned can the
implementation and evaluation of CClIs be
improved.

2.8 Utilization

Principles 24 to 26 illustrate ways to
increase the utility of the evaluation, that is,

to make it more likely that the findings will
be used by the intended consumers.

Principle 24: All the
stakeholders should make
explicit at the beginning of the
evaluation process what they
want to know from the
evaluation, when they want the
information, the form in which
they want it, for whom they
want it, and how they will use
it.

Consumers of evaluation (i.e., funders,
practitioners, and community participants)
are unlikely to use evaluation results if the
information collected does not answer the
questions they have about the initiative or
cannot inform their decision-making. To
ensure that the findings are useful to the
consumers, it is necessary to determine at
the outset what they want to learn from the
evaluation and to design the evaluation to
answer those questions (Patton, 1997). It is
critical that all the stakeholders have
realistic expectations regarding the
utilization and application of the evaluation
findings. They should be cautious about
expecting immediate policy or program
changes based on the findings, but be
cognizant about how to apply the findings
to improve policies and program design and
implementation.

Evaluators must provide information when
funders, practitioners, and community
participants need it. If the evaluators
provide information about the evaluation
and evaluation results on a regular and
strategic basis, it is less likely that the
evaluation will be perceived as an
independent or separate function. Instead,
evaluation will become a part of the overall
initiative in a more integrated and natural
manner. Sometimes evaluators can plan
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when to provide information. At other
times, evaluators have to be prepared to

respond quickly and provide information to

the stakeholders when an unexpected
situation arises that requires the
information.

Findings are more likely to be used if they
are easily understood. Reports should be
concise and written in a straightforward
manner with little jargon. Numbers should
be broken up with anecdotes to which
readers can relate and that they will find
interesting. Findings will have to be

presented differently to different audiences.

Those who write the report should keep in
mind the following:

®  Who the audience is;
® How to present the findings; and

®  Who the primary messenger for the
findings is.

For example, funders may want more
numbers or information on cost-
effectiveness, whereas community
members may be more interested in
anecdotal information on how the program
has affected people’s lives. Experienced
evaluators reported that concise visual and
oral presentations that included adequate
discussion were among the most valued
types of presentations.

Evaluation findings do not have to be
revolutionary to be useful. All of the
information gathered is potentially useful,
even if it appears to be common
knowledge. Careful and systematic
documentation of something commonly
known can make a difference in policy
because of the credibility and validity of
evaluation findings. The evaluator should
document and report lessons learned about
a CCL Information on what does not
work—especially when accompanied by

information on why it did not—can be as
useful as information on what does work.

Principle 25: All the
stakeholders should agree on
the processes for reviewing the
information before
disseminating it widely.

Stakeholders (e.g., funders, executive
directors of organizations, and community
leaders) may want a chance to review and
discuss findings before they are distributed.
At the beginning of the process, the
stakeholders should agree on who should
review the findings and how much say each
stakeholder should have in the final
presentation of the findings. Creation of
two reports, one internal and one for
dissemination, has been found to be a
useful strategy. The internal report can be
frank and constructive, and the
dissemination report can inform others
about the lessons learned from the initiative
and can be used to help leverage additional
funding and to disseminate the value of
similar initiatives.

Principle 26: CCIs have multiple
audiences that require specific
information in different format

and styles.

Evaluation findings are useful for not only
immediate stakeholders but also for
implementers of other programs, policy
makers, and other evaluators. A major way
to share information with these audiences is
through publications, conferences, and
similar mechanisms. Many of the
experienced evaluators reported that
funders would not release evaluation
reports, even when the reports were mostly
favorable. This has hindered the
stakeholders’ and the larger community’s
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ability to learn about ways to build the
capacity of communities through efforts
such as CCls.

2.9 Standards for Evaluators

Evaluators need to abide by general
evaluation standards, and consumers need
to be aware of those standards and hold
evaluators accountable to them. Several
evaluators suggested that the challenges of
evaluating such initiatives are not that
different from the challenges of conducting
any good research. This last principle
describes the standards that have been
established for the evaluation profession.

Principle 27: Evaluators should
Jollow the professional
principles and standards for
evaluation and educate the
public about them.

Many people, including evaluators
themselves, are unaware of the standards
and principles of the evaluation profession.
A discussion about the standards for
evaluation was recommended as an
effective strategy for helping practitioners,
community participants, and funders
understand clearly what an evaluation can
do, what a useful and good evaluation looks
like, and the limitations to which an
evaluation is subject. This discussion was
also suggested as an effective strategy for
engaging participants in a dialogue about
their expectations of the evaluation and
previous experiences with evaluation and
for identifying stakeholders who need to be
involved in the evaluation process. The
standards and principles of the evaluation
profession should be included in contracts
and presentations.

The evaluators suggested using the
standards promulgated by the Joint

Committee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation (1994).8 These standards are as
follows:

®  Feasibility—This standard helps
participants understand that evaluation
activities should not be burdensome. A
discussion about this standard can help
participants think about ways to
integrate evaluation into their ongoing
program activities as much as possible,
including ways for modifying their
current data collection procedures.

= Utility—This standard helps
participants think about the
beneficiaries of the evaluation and
identify additional stakeholders who
should be involved in the evaluation
process, as well as about what the
participants will do with the results.

®  Propriety—This standard helps
participants anticipate and prevent
actions and processes that could be
harmful to persons involved in the
evaluation or to persons who will be
affected by the evaluation findings.

®  Accuracy—This standard helps
participants understand that the
evaluation will reveal technically
adequate and reliable information.

¥ The Joint Committee is chaired by a member of the
Evaluation Center at the Western Michigan
University and is sponsored by the American
Association of School Administrators, American
Education Research Association, American
Evaluation Association, American Federation of
Teachers, American Psychological Association,
Association for Assessment in Counseling,
Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, Canadian Evaluation Society,
Canadian Society for the Study of Education,
Council of Chief State School Officers, Council of
Great City Schools, National Association of
Elementary School Principals, National Association
of Secondary School Principals, National Council on
Measurement in Education, National Education
Association, and National School Boards
Association.
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®  Transformative—This standard helps
participants consider what changes they
would like to see as a result of an
initiative and how the evaluation can
make explicit the change process and its
results (Mertens, 1998, 1999).

The AEA also has its own set of standards
for evaluation (Shadish et al., 1995). They
are:

= Systematic inquiry—Evaluators conduct
systematic, data-based inquiries about
whatever is being evaluated.

®  Competence—Evaluators provide
competent performance to stakeholders.

= [ntegrity/honesty—Evaluators ensure
the honesty and integrity of the entire
evaluation process.

" Respect for people—Evaluators respect
the security, dignity, and self-worth of
the respondents, program participants,
clients, and other stakeholders with
whom they interact.

" Responsibilities for general and public
welfare—Evaluators articulate and take
into account the diversity of interests
and values that may be related to the
general and public welfare.

These above standards are reflected in all
the principles that have been discussed in
this paper. A complete description of the
principles is included in Appendix B.

3 CONCLUSION

This report is an initial review of a broad
range of principles for evaluating CCls.
These principles reflect the lessons being
learned by experienced evaluators and
practitioners of CCls. The following
conclusions can be drawn from this review
and analysis:

= Evaluation can be a very effective tool
for building community capacity if
there is sufficient planning, resources,
training and technical assistance,
reflection, and evaluator capacity.

= All the key stakeholders need to be
meaningfully involved in the evaluation
from beginning to end, and their level
of involvement should be made clear at
the beginning.

® A great deal of attention needs to be
given to the fit between the evaluator,
the initiative being evaluated, and the
expectations of the stakeholders.

= Different perceptions need to be
addressed and conflicts resolved early
and thoroughly.

= Research methods should be rigorous,
but need not be limited to experimental
or quasi-experimental designs.

® There is a shared responsibility for
ensuring that the evaluation is useful
and usable.

® There needs to be more conceptual and
methodological development regarding
the evaluation of systemic changes and
their relationship to other levels of
change and outcomes in a CCL

®  There is a great need to improve the
knowledge and skills of evaluators,
practitioners, community leaders, and
funders on the standards, methods, and
strategies for evaluating CCls.

CCls are based on the premise that social
problems can be addressed at the local
community level through multifaceted
strategies. The strategies used in a CCI are
implemented at the local community,
institutional, family, and individual levels,
as well as at the larger systems level. CClIs
involve participants with a range of power,
resources, cultures, capacities, and interests.
They are complex approaches that provide
extensive challenges for all those involved.
CClIs are a new frontier for promoting
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social change that can improve the quality
of life for people in our most distressed
communities. Building the capacity within
a community or across communities to plan
and implement a CCI is a daunting task that
at times has brought the feasibility of this
approach into question. Evaluation can help
foster the learning and capacity building
that communities need to address these
challenges. To do this evaluators must push
themselves to develop and use new
relations, practices, and methods that are
appropriate to the needs and complexity of
CCls. Many evaluators have found that they
can conduct useful, usable, and
scientifically valid evaluations if they
engage in a collaborative learning process
with community leaders, funders, and
practitioners. Evaluators must also push
themselves, their colleagues, and funders
beyond their comfort zone to develop and
use new methods that are scientifically
principled (rigorous) and appropriate to
CCls.

Community leaders, practitioners, and
funders also need to change their
expectations of evaluators. They often
expect evaluators to be detached and
disengaged in order to be objective.
Evaluators should be expected to conduct
themselves with integrity rather than
objectivity (i.e., to be able to provide
verifiable information) as part of the
capacity building effort. If evaluators can
work collaboratively, then community
leaders, technical assistance providers, and
practitioners should welcome the
opportunity to learn how to improve their
initiative.

Accepting and applying the knowledge that
can come from evaluation of CCls pose
another set of challenges for community
leaders, funders, practitioners, and technical
assistance providers. Differences in
knowledge and information are among the
disparities in power that participants of

CClIs (funders, community members,
technical assistance providers, and
evaluators) will face. For example, the
knowledge and information generated from
the evaluation may raise issues about the
effectiveness of the initiative or its
components. The collaboration among
evaluators, practitioners, funders, and
community leaders provides the
opportunity to address and transform the
conflicts that will arise because of
differences in power and can help enhance
the initiative’s capacity.

Evaluators face the challenge of
constructively presenting information.
Implementers of CCI face a new level of
accountability. These challenges provide a
new opportunity for all participants,
including the evaluator, to develop new
capacities to implement strategies that
promote community change.

Rigorous evaluation is evaluation based on
principles. This report has presented a set of
principles derived from experienced
evaluators, funders, and practitioners that
can help guide the evaluation of CCls.
These principles need to be further tested,
and more specific recommendations need to
be developed on how evaluators, funders,
and community leaders can collaboratively
implement them.
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Method

Very few accounts have been published on the lessons learned regarding the considerable
challenges facing the evaluation of CClIs. In order to learn how evaluators are addressing these
challenges, it was necessary to go directly to leading national and local evaluators. ASDC and
NFCVP developed a list of 17 potential interviewees, all experienced evaluators. These
evaluators have evaluated many CClIs and other complex community initiatives. ASDC sent
letters to the evaluators requesting an individual or group interview, depending on the evaluators'
availability and interests. The letters described the purpose of this report and the interview
questions. The questions were as follows:

1. How do you recommend engaging citizens and other practitioners in the design, planning,
interpretation, and utilization of comprehensive violence prevention initiative evaluations?

2. How do you recommend addressing issues of race, class, power, and accountability as part of
the evaluation process, from design to use of findings?

3. How should outcomes for comprehensive violence prevention initiatives be identified and
defined?

4. How do you recommend addressing the multiple levels of change (e.g., individual,
organization, community, and larger system) that comprehensive violence prevention
initiatives effect?

5. How do you recommend addressing issues of causality in comprehensive violence prevention

initiatives?

How do you recommend improving the use of evaluation findings?

7. What are the major works you recommend we look at as part of the literature review?

=

Nine evaluators were available and responded to the request:

®  Heather Barton, Illinois Center for Violence Prevention

®  Prudence Brown, Chapin Hall Center for Children, University of Chicago

®  Ronald Ferguson, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University

®  Cheryl Grills, Psychology Department, Loyola Marymount University

= James Hawdon, Sociology Department, Clemson University

= Jamie Kridler, Department of Applied Human Services, East Tennessee State University
= Laura Leviton, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

® Donna Mertens, Gallaudet University

®  Christopher Walker, The Urban Institute

Other evaluators who were contacted, but were not available to be interviewed, sent in
written comments or provided citations to be included. These evaluators included John Gaventa
(Institute of Development Studies at the University of Sussex), Denise Gottfredson (Gottfredson
Associates, Inc.), Michael Quinn Patton (The Union Institute—Utilization-Focused Evaluation),
and Burt Barnow (Institute for Policy Studies, Johns Hopkins University).

The literature review was done in two steps. First, social science databases such as
PsychInfo were searched for literature that described CCls or discussed issues related to the
evaluation of CCls. This was done using combinations of phrases such as "comprehensive
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violence prevention initiative," "comprehensive community initiative," "violence prevention,"
and "evaluation." The citations contained in the literature obtained through the first step were
then used to identify additional publications.

Themes were derived from the interviews and literature in combination, and these themes

were arranged into principles. Individual interviewees are not cited here; all information not
attributed to a literature citation was derived from more than one interview response.

The first draft of this document was shared with the evaluators and practitioners who
attended NFCVP’s conference in February 2000. The participants’ comments and suggestions
regarding additional literature to review were integrated into the subsequent draft. The revised
draft was then distributed at a “think tank” (i.e., group discussion) session at the American
Evaluation Association’s annual conference in November 2000. Fifty participants, primarily
evaluators, attended the session. The participants divided into small groups to discuss the
following questions with respect to the principles:

1. What capacities do evaluators need to implement these principles?
2. What capacities do practitioners, funders, and community leaders need?

In reviewing these questions, the participants provided further information about the principles
that were also incorporated into this document.
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Guiding Principles for Evaluators

A Report from the AEA Task Force on
Guiding Principles for Evaluators
Members of the Task Force
Dianna Newman, University of Albany/SUNY
Mary Ann Scheirer, Private Practice
William Shadish, Memphis State University (Chair), w.shadish@mail.psyc.memphis.edu
Chris Wye, National Academy of Public Administration

I. Introduction

A. Background: In 1986, the Evaluation Network (ENet) and the Evaluation Research
Society (ERS) merged to create the American Evaluation Association. ERS had
previously adopted a set of standards for program evaluation (published in New
Directions for Program Evaluation in 1982); and both organizations had lent support
to work of other organizations about evaluation guidelines. However, none of these
standards or guidelines were officially adopted by AEA, nor were any other ethics,
standards, or guiding principles put into place. Over the ensuing years, the need for
such guiding principles has been discussed by both the AEA Board and the AEA
membership. Under the presidency of David Cordray in 1992, the AEA Board
appointed a temporary committee chaired by Peter Rossi to examine whether AEA
should address this matter in more detail. That committee issued a report to the AEA
Board on November 4, 1992, recommending that AEA should pursue this matter
further. The Board followed that recommendation, and on that date created a Task
Force to develop a draft of guiding principles for evaluators. The AEA Board
specifically instructed the Task Force to develop general guiding principles rather
than specific standards of practice. This report summarizes the Task Force's response
to the charge.

B. Process: Task Force members reviewed relevant documents from other
professional societies, and then independently prepared and circulated drafts of
material for use in this report. Initial and subsequent drafts (compiled by the Task
Force chair) were discussed during conference calls, with revisions occurring after
each call. Progress reports were presented at every AEA board meeting during 1993.
In addition, a draft of the guidelines was mailed to all AEA members in September
1993 requesting feedback; and three symposia at the 1993 AEA annual conference
were used to discuss and obtain further feedback. The Task Force considered all this
feedback in a December 1993 conference call, and prepared a final draft in January
1994. This draft was presented and approved for membership vote at the January
1994 AEA board meeting.

C. Resulting Principles: Given the diversity of interests and employment settings
represented on the Task Force, it is noteworthy that Task Force members reached
substantial agreement about the following five principles. The order of these
principles does not imply priority among them; priority will vary by situation and
evaluator role.

1. Systematic Inquiry: Evaluators conduct systematic, data-based inquiries
about whatever is being evaluated.

2. Competence: Evaluators provide competent performance to stakeholders.

3. Integrity/Honesty: Evaluators ensure the honesty and integrity of the
entire evaluation process.
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4. Respect for People: Evaluators respect the security, dignity and self-worth
of the respondents, program participants, clients, and other stakeholders with
whom they interact.

5. Responsibilities for General and Public Welfare: Evaluators articulate and
take into account the diversity of interests and values that may be related to
the general and public welfare.

These five principles are elaborated in Section III of this document.

D. Recommendation for Continued Work: The Task Force also recommends that the
AEA Board establish and support a mechanism for the continued development and
dissemination of these Guiding Principles.

I1. Preface: Assumptions Concerning Development of Principles

A. Evaluation is a profession composed of persons with varying interests, potentially
encompassing but not limited to the evaluation of programs, products, personnel,
policy, performance, proposals, technology, research, theory, and even of evaluation
itself. These principles are broadly intended to cover all kinds of evaluation.

B. Based on differences in training, experience, and work settings, the profession of
evaluation encompasses diverse perceptions about the primary purpose of
evaluation. These include but are not limited to the following: bettering products,
personnel, programs, organizations, governments, consumers and the public
interest; contributing to informed decision making and more enlightened change;
precipitating needed change; empowering all stakeholders by collecting data from
them and engaging them in the evaluation process; and experiencing the excitement
of new insights. Despite that diversity, the common ground is that evaluators aspire
to construct and provide the best possible information that might bear on the value
of whatever is being evaluated. The principles are intended to foster that primary
aim.

C. The intention of the Task Force was to articulate a set of principles that should
guide the professional practice of evaluators, and that should inform evaluation
clients and the general public about the principles they can expect to be upheld by
professional evaluators. Of course, no statement of principles can anticipate all
situations that arise in the practice of evaluation. However, principles are not just
guidelines for reaction when something goes wrong or when a dilemma is found.
Rather, principles should proactively guide the behaviors of professionals in everyday
practice.

D. The purpose of documenting guiding principles is to foster continuing
development of the profession of evaluation, and the socialization of its members.
The principles are meant to stimulate discussion and to provide a language for
dialogue about the proper practice and application of evaluation among members of
the profession, sponsors of evaluation, and others interested in evaluation.

E. The five principles proposed in this document are not independent, but overlap in
many ways. Conversely, sometimes these principles will conflict, so that evaluators
will have to choose among them. At such times evaluators must use their own values
and knowledge of the setting to determine the appropriate response. Whenever a
course of action is unclear, evaluators should solicit the advice of fellow evaluators
about how to resolve the problem before deciding how to proceed.

Association for the Study and Development of Community
June 2001



I1I.

F. These principles are intended to replace any previous work on standards,
principles, or ethics adopted by ERS or ENet, the two predecessor organizations to
AEA. These principles are the official position of AEA on these matters.

G. Each principle is illustrated by a number of statements to amplify the meaning of
the overarching principle, and to provide guidance for its application. These
statements are illustrations. They are not meant to include all possible applications of
that principle, nor to be viewed as rules that provide the basis for sanctioning
violators.

H. These principles are not intended to be or to replace standards supported by
evaluators or by the other disciplines in which evaluators participate. Specifically,
AEA supports the effort to develop standards for educational evaluation by the Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, of which AEA is a cosponsor.

I. These principles were developed in the context of Western cultures, particularly
the United States, and so may reflect the experiences of that context. The relevance
of these principles may vary across other cultures, and across subcultures within the
United States.

J. These principles are part of an evolving process of self-examination by the
profession, and should be revisited on a regular basis. Mechanisms might include
officially-sponsored reviews of principles at annual meetings, and other forums for
harvesting experience with the principles and their application. On a regular basis,
but at least every five years from the date they initially take effect, these principles
ought to be examined for possible review and revision. In order to maintain
association-wide awareness and relevance, all AEA members are encouraged to
participate in this process.

The Principles

A. Systematic Inquiry: Evaluators conduct systematic, data-based inquiries about
whatever is being evaluated.

1. Evaluators should adhere to the highest appropriate technical standards in
conducting their work, whether that work is quantitative or qualitative in
nature, so as to increase the accuracy and credibility of the evaluative
information they produce.

2. Evaluators should explore with the client the shortcomings and strengths
both of the various evaluation questions it might be productive to ask, and
the various approaches that might be used for answering those questions.

3. When presenting their work, evaluators should communicate their methods
and approaches accurately and in sufficient detail to allow others to
understand, interpret and critique their work. They should make clear the
limitations of an evaluation and its results. Evaluators should discuss in a
contextually appropriate way those values, assumptions, theories, methods,
results, and analyses that significantly affect the interpretation of the
evaluative findings. These statements apply to all aspects of the evaluation,
from its initial conceptualization to the eventual use of findings.

B. Competence: Evaluators provide competent performance to stakeholders.

1. Evaluators should possess (or, here and elsewhere as appropriate, ensure
that the evaluation team possesses) the education, abilities, skills and
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experience appropriate to undertake the tasks proposed in the evaluation.

2. Evaluators should practice within the limits of their professional training
and competence, and should decline to conduct evaluations that fall
substantially outside those limits. When declining the commission or request
is not feasible or appropriate, evaluators should make clear any significant
limitations on the evaluation that might result. Evaluators should make every
effort to gain the competence directly or through the assistance of others who
possess the required expertise.

3. Evaluators should continually seek to maintain and improve their
competencies, in order to provide the highest level of performance in their
evaluations. This continuing professional development might include formal
coursework and workshops, self-study, evaluations of one's own practice, and
working with other evaluators to learn from their skills and expertise.

C. Integrity/Honesty: Evaluators ensure the honesty and integrity of the entire
evaluation process.

1. Evaluators should negotiate honestly with clients and relevant stakeholders
concerning the costs, tasks to be undertaken, limitations of methodology,
scope of results likely to be obtained, and uses of data resulting from a
specific evaluation. It is primarily the evaluator's responsibility to initiate
discussion and clarification of these matters, not the client's.

2. Evaluators should record all changes made in the originally negotiated
project plans, and the reasons why the changes were made. If those changes
would significantly affect the scope and likely results of the evaluation, the
evaluator should inform the client and other important stakeholders in a
timely fashion (barring good reason to the contrary, before proceeding with
further work) of the changes and their likely impact.

3. Evaluators should seek to determine, and where appropriate be explicit
about, their own, their clients', and other stakeholders' interests concerning
the conduct and outcomes of an evaluation (including financial, political and
career interests).

4. Evaluators should disclose any roles or relationships they have concerning
whatever is being evaluated that might pose a significant conflict of interest
with their role as an evaluator. Any such conflict should be mentioned in
reports of the evaluation results.

5. Evaluators should not misrepresent their procedures, data or findings.
Within reasonable limits, they should attempt to prevent or correct any
substantial misuses of their work by others.

6. If evaluators determine that certain procedures or activities seem likely to
produce misleading evaluative information or conclusions, they have the
responsibility to communicate their concerns, and the reasons for them, to
the client (the one who funds or requests the evaluation). If discussions with
the client do not resolve these concerns, so that a misleading evaluation is
then implemented, the evaluator may legitimately decline to conduct the
evaluation if that is feasible and appropriate. If not, the evaluator should
consult colleagues or relevant stakeholders about other proper ways to
proceed (options might include, but are not limited to, discussions at a higher
level, a dissenting cover letter or appendix, or refusal to sign the final
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document).

7. Barring compelling reason to the contrary, evaluators should disclose all
sources of financial support for an evaluation, and the source of the request
for the evaluation.

D. Respect for People: Evaluators respect the security, dignity and self-worth of the
respondents, program participants, clients, and other stakeholders with whom they
interact.

1. Where applicable, evaluators must abide by current professional ethics and
standards regarding risks, harms, and burdens that might be engendered to
those participating in the evaluation; regarding informed consent for
participation in evaluation; and regarding informing participants about the
scope and limits of confidentiality. Examples of such standards include federal
regulations about protection of human subjects, or the ethical principles of
such associations as the American Anthropological Association, the American
Educational Research Association, or the American Psychological Association.
Although this principle is not intended to extend the applicability of such
ethics and standards beyond their current scope, evaluators should abide by
them where it is feasible and desirable to do so.

2. Because justified negative or critical conclusions from an evaluation must
be explicitly stated, evaluations sometimes produce results that harm client or
stakeholder interests. Under this circumstance, evaluators should seek to
maximize the benefits and reduce any unnecessary harms that might occur,
provided this will not compromise the integrity of the evaluation findings.
Evaluators should carefully judge when the benefits from doing the evaluation
or in performing certain evaluation procedures should be foregone because of
the risks or harms. Where possible, these issues should be anticipated during
the negotiation of the evaluation.

3. Knowing that evaluations often will negatively affect the interests of some
stakeholders, evaluators should conduct the evaluation and communicate its
results in a way that clearly respects the stakeholders' dignity and self-worth.

4. Where feasible, evaluators should attempt to foster the social equity of the
evaluation, so that those who give to the evaluation can receive some
benefits in return. For example, evaluators should seek to ensure that those
who bear the burdens of contributing data and incurring any risks are doing
so willingly, and that they have full knowledge of, and maximum feasible
opportunity to obtain any benefits that may be produced from the evaluation.
When it would not endanger the integrity of the evaluation, respondents or
program participants should be informed if and how they can receive services
to which they are otherwise entitled without participating in the evaluation.

5. Evaluators have the responsibility to identify and respect differences
among participants, such as differences in their culture, religion, gender,
disability, age, sexual orientation and ethnicity, and to be mindful of potential
implications of these differences when planning, conducting, analyzing, and
reporting their evaluations.

E. Responsibilities for General and Public Welfare: Evaluators articulate and take into
account the diversity of interests and values that may be related to the general and
public welfare.
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1. When planning and reporting evaluations, evaluators should consider
including important perspectives and interests of the full range of
stakeholders in the object being evaluated. Evaluators should carefully
consider the justification when omitting important value perspectives or the
views of important groups.

2. Evaluators should consider not only the immediate operations and
outcomes of whatever is being evaluated, but also the broad assumptions,
implications and potential side effects of it.

3. Freedom of information is essential in a democracy. Hence, barring
compelling reason to the contrary, evaluators should allow all relevant
stakeholders to have access to evaluative information, and should actively
disseminate that information to stakeholders if resources allow. If different
evaluation results are communicated in forms that are tailored to the
interests of different stakeholders, those communications should ensure that
each stakeholder group is aware of the existence of the other
communications. Communications that are tailored to a given stakeholder
should always include all important results that may bear on interests of that
stakeholder. In all cases, evaluators should strive to present results as clearly
and simply as accuracy allows so that clients and other stakeholders can
easily understand the evaluation process and results.

4. Evaluators should maintain a balance between client needs and other
needs. Evaluators necessarily have a special relationship with the client who
funds or requests the evaluation. By virtue of that relationship, evaluators
must strive to meet legitimate client needs whenever it is feasible and
appropriate to do so. However, that relationship can also place evaluators in
difficult dilemmas when client interests conflict with other interests, or when
client interests conflict with the obligation of evaluators for systematic inquiry,
competence, integrity, and respect for people. In these cases, evaluators
should explicitly identify and discuss the conflicts with the client and relevant
stakeholders, resolve them when possible, determine whether continued work
on the evaluation is advisable if the conflicts cannot be resolved, and make
clear any significant limitations on the evaluation that might result if the
conflict is not resolved.

5. Evaluators have obligations that encompass the public interest and good.
These obligations are especially important when evaluators are supported by
publicly-generated funds; but clear threats to the public good should never be
ignored in any evaluation. Because the public interest and good are rarely the
same as the interests of any particular group (including those of the client or
funding agency), evaluators will usually have to go beyond an analysis of
particular stakeholder interests when considering the welfare of society as a
whole.
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