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Abstract

Organizational evaluation capacity building has been a topic of increasing interest in recent years.
However, the actual dimensions of evaluation capacity have not been clearly articulated through
empirical research. This study sought to address this gap by identifying the key dimensions of
evaluation capacity in Canadian federal government organizations. The methodology used, based on
Leithwood and Montgomery’s Innovation Profile approach, featured semistructured interviews with
evaluation experts and a validating exercise conducted in four government organizations. The
framework developed as a result of the study identifies six main dimensions of evaluation capacity
(human resources, organizational resources, evaluation planning and activities, evaluation literacy,
organizational decision making, and learning benefits), each one broken down into further sub-
dimensions. The evaluation capacity of organizations on each of these dimensions and subdimen-
sions can be described using four levels: low, developing, intermediate, and exemplary. The study
found that government organizations vary in terms of their capacity from one dimension to the next,
and indeed, from one subdimension to the next.
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Introduction

Interest in evaluation capacity building (ECB) has increased in recent years, following an initial
treatment of the issue in a volume of New Directions for Evaluation published by Compton, Baizer-
man, and Stockdill in 2002. Much of this work has focused on ECB in organizations and there is a
growing body of conceptual and empirical work on the topic (see, e.g., Cousins, Goh, Clark, & Lee,
2004; Preskill & Boyle, 2008a). Yet, although knowledge is advancing about building the capacity
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of organizations to do evaluation and, to a lesser extent, use evaluation, little attention has been
directed toward defining organizational evaluation capacity itself. In this article, we develop and
empirically validate a framework for organizational evaluation capacity and consider implications
of the framework for ongoing research and practice.

Results-based management (RBM) is an important feature of a new public management gov-
ernment framework applied in service organizations around the world. Managing for results
requires a comprehensive system of performance measurement and program evaluation to foster
increased accountability in public organizations (Jorjani, 2008; Mayne, 2009). Despite RBM’s
potential, in practice many challenges exist in its implementation. For example, in the Govern-
ment of Canada, the responsibility for performance measurement is placed in the hands of program
managers because of their substantive knowledge (Treasury Board Secretariat, 2010). However,
program managers often have neither the appropriate expertise nor guidance to undertake complex
performance measurement exercises. This results in a scarcity of high-quality performance mea-
surement data. Similarly, in the United States, the passage of the Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA) in 1993 and the implementation of the Program Assessment Rating Tool
(PART) in 2004 required federal agencies to focus on establishing quantifiable measures of prog-
ress and reporting on their success. Although promising, these initiatives have not fully achieved
their objectives; studies show that even if they have resulted in an increased availability of perfor-
mance information, questions remain as to the tool’s use for budgetary allocation and program
decision making (Mark & Pfeiffer, 2011; Mathison, 2011). More recent initiatives, such as the Per-
formance Improvement Council (PIC), aim at making the PART process more transparent and
incorporating input from various sources. These new initiatives further recognize the need to
increase the capacity of organizations and individuals to use data to make fundamental program
decisions (Mark & Pfeiffer, 2011). Other countries have also moved in the direction of increas-
ingly more sophisticated performance measurement or centralized national evaluation functions,
but have not necessarily been successful at integrating performance data and evaluation findings
into budgetary allocation processes (see, e.g., Talbot’s presentation of the United Kingdom’s per-
formance and evaluation system, 2010, and a discussion of the Spanish context by Feinstein &
Zapico-Goni, 2010).

Aside from budgetary allocations and ongoing program administration, one of the main uses of
performance measurement data in RBM systems is for periodic evaluation studies. Authentic
engagement with evaluation, however, may be easier said than done. In Canada, for example, given
increased requirements for evaluation coverage (as per the Treasury Board’s Policy on Evaluation,
2009) and a relatively conservative level of resources allocated to the evaluation function, depart-
mental evaluators must use available data whenever possible to increase their efficiency. The imple-
mentation of ECB initiatives in this and other federal government contexts, therefore, offers a
potential bridge between the technical expertise required to conduct evaluative activities and the
substantive knowledge of program managers and staff.

ECB refers to the changes undertaken by organizations to integrate evaluation practice and use at
all levels (Boyle, Lemaire & Rist, 1999; Cousins et al., 2004; Sanders, 2002; Stockdill, Baizerman,
& Compton, 2002). One of the most commonly used definitions of ECB is provided by Stockdill and
her colleagues (2002):

. a context-dependent, intentional action system of guided processes and practices for bringing about
and sustaining a state of affairs in which quality program evaluation and its appropriate uses are ordinary
and ongoing practices within and/or between one or more organizations/programs/sites. (p. 8)

Added to greater concerns about evaluator recruitment and training in the federal community, ECB
has become an issue of interest in recent years (Mayne, 2009; Preskill & Boyle, 2008a, 2008b). This
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is also true of other jurisdictions; for example, Compton and MacDonald (2008) propose ECB as a
strategy to strengthen evaluation services and program effectiveness in the face of fluctuating pro-
gram funding.

In their comprehensive review of the literature on the integration of evaluation into organizational
culture, Cousins and his colleagues (2004) identify two types of ECB: direct ECB, which involves
planned ECB activities that occur either within or outside of actual evaluation projects (e.g., training
on statistical data analysis), and indirect ECB, which results from involvement of stakeholders in
processes that produce evaluation knowledge. In essence, indirect ECB is akin to participatory eva-
luation, that is, evaluations that are conducted in partnership between those trained in evaluation
logic and methods and members of the program or stakeholder organization community (Cousins
& Chouinard, 2012). However, these ECB processes differ from participatory evaluation approaches
in two ways: They are typically integrated into the organization’s practices and they are ongoing
rather than episodic or event-driven (Preskill & Torres, 1999; Rowe & Jacobs, 1998; Stockdill
et al., 2002).

ECB processes have been linked to two consequences for organizations: evaluation use and orga-
nizational learning (Cousins et al., 2004). Evaluation becomes better understood and more useful in
organizations that implement intentional ECB strategies. In this way, ECB initiatives foster the
development of a culture of systematic self-assessment and reflection (Cousins et al., 2004) that,
in turn, can lead to increased organizational learning, referred to as “the vehicle for utilizing past
experiences, adapting to environmental changes and enabling future options” (Berends, Boersma,
& Weggerman, 2003, p. 1036). Thus, ECB represents one of the ways through which individual-
level learning may be transferred to the organizational level (Berends et al., 2003; Popper & Lip-
shitz, 2000) and sheds light on how organizations can move beyond single-loop (or incremental)
learning into double-loop learning (Argyris & Schon, 1978).

Organizational Factors Contributing to the Success of ECB

A number of factors or conditions leading to successful ECB in organizations have been identified in
recent years. In order to clarify and organize these factors, we have classified them into the four cate-
gories outlined below.

e External environment. External accountability requirements often create a demand for evalua-
tion results and so act as a motivator for developing evaluation capacity (Gibbs, Napp, Jolly,
Westover, & Uhl, 2002; Katz, Sutherland, & Earl, 2002; Mackay, 2002; Stockdill et al.,
2002; Sutherland, 2004; Toulemonde, 1999).

e Organizational structure. The systems and staffing structures of organizations mediate organi-
zational members’ ability to interact, collaborate, and communicate with each other (Preskill &
Torres, 2000). Successful ECB depends on the flexibility of organizational roles, since individ-
uals must be able to step away from their main responsibilities to participate in evaluation activ-
ities (Torres & Preskill, 2001).

e Organizational culture. The culture of an organization reflects the traditions, values, and basic
assumptions shared by its members and that establish its behavioral norms. The culture of an
organization involved in ECB must encourage questioning of organizational processes and
experimenting with new approaches (Goh, 2003; Preskill & Torres, 1999; Rowe & Jacobs,
1998; Torres & Preskill, 2001; Toulemonde, 1999).

e Organizational leadership. Managerial support is necessary to the implementation and sustain-
ability of evaluation capacity within an organization (Cousins et al., 2004; Goh, 2003; Goh &
Richards, 1997; King, 2002; Milstein, Chapel, Wetterhall, & Cotton, 2002; Owen & Lambert,
1995).
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Although there is general support for these categories in the literature, a stronger empirical basis
is warranted.

State of Research on ECB

As we have shown, the factors likely to influence the success of ECB in an organization, as well as
its ultimate consequences, have been identified in the theoretical evaluation literature. In addition to
the anecdotal reports of ECB that have been published (see, e.g., Diaz-Puente, Yague, & Afonso,
2008; Garcia-Iriarte, Suarez-Balcozar, Taylor-Ritzler, & Luna, 2011; Lawrenz, Thomas, Huffman,
& Covington Clarkson, 2008; Taut, 2007; Volkov, 2008), work has been done to identify the stages
through which organizations move as they develop their evaluation capacity (Bourgeois & Cousins,
2008), and how ECB might best be conceptualized (Huffman, Thomas, & Lawrenz, 2008; Preskill &
Boyle, 2008a; Taylor-Powell & Boyd, 2008). However, few empirical studies have focused on how
evaluation capacity is manifested in organizations and how it can be assessed (one recent example is
found in Nielsen, Lemire, & Skov, 2011). Such information would advance our knowledge and pro-
vide a backdrop for further work. Thus, in this article we attempt to identify the key dimensions of
evaluation capacity in organizations, operationalized through a framework based on the nnovation
Profile approach developed by Leithwood and Montgomery (1987). From a practical perspective,
this framework offers organizations a model for its members to reflect on their capacity development
activities. The framework can also be used as the basis for the development of an instrument focus-
ing on organizational self-assessment of evaluation capacity. Accordingly, we addressed the follow-
ing research questions in the current study:

1. What are the essential dimensions of evaluation capacity in Canadian federal government
organizations?

2. How are minimal and exemplary performance on each of these dimensions characterized?

3. What are the steps required to move from minimal to exemplary performance?

Method

Data collection encompassed three phases, reflecting an adaptation of the innovation profile
approach (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1987). Conceptually, this approach—which was developed
in the education sector within the context of implementing planned changes in classroom prac-
tices—focuses on growth defined by observable change from a current state of practice toward
an ideal state. The process involves identifying concrete behavioral manifestations of the current
state and building a series of manageable steps for multiple dimensions of the desired innovation.
These steps should be challenging enough to represent observable change from the previous state,
but be feasible in order to enable step attainment or success in moving from one step to the next
(Leithwood & Montgomery, 1987). The descriptions developed for each behavioral change are gen-
erally based on a qualitative data collection process. Application of the innovation profile approach
thus results in a multidimensional matrix describing growth in performance or, in the case of this
study, evaluation capacity development in organizations.

The innovation profile strategy was used by Cousins, Aubry, Smith-Fowler, and Smith (2004) as an
alternative approach to process evaluation in their study of mental health case management (Cousins
et al. refer to the approach as key component profiles.). We argue that it is well suited to the study of
organizational evaluation capacity because of its focus on the incremental steps required to move from
low to high capacity and its flexibility, defined in terms of the inclusion of varying numbers of levels
across dimensions as well as its accommodation of a wide array of dimensions (and subdimensions).
The three phases undertaken as part of the current study are summarized below.
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Phase |: Identification of Key Dimensions of Evaluation Capacity (Divergent Phase)

The first phase focused on identifying the key dimensions of evaluation capacity through an in-depth
literature review and a series of expert interviews. An important aspect of the literature review
involved moving beyond descriptions of capacity building initiatives undertaken in various organi-
zations to definitions and features of evaluation capacity itself.

Once the literature review was completed, we conducted semistructured interviews with expert
informants who have a broad view of evaluation in the Canadian federal government. We recruited
four individuals for the first phase of the study; two were external consultants who have worked with
several departments and agencies on evaluation studies and two were former or current senior offi-
cials of a central agency of the government of Canada who have worked on interdepartmental eva-
luation issues and are familiar with the challenges faced by different departments and agencies as
they develop their evaluation capacity. Their point of view, as insiders of the federal evaluation com-
munity but outsiders with respect to the evaluation function of specific departments and agencies,
informs their overall vision of how evaluation capacity appears in various organizations. The pur-
pose of these interviews was to obtain these experts’ definitions of evaluation capacity as well as
to solicit their views on behavioral manifestations of capacity.

In our content analysis of the literature review and interview data, potential dimensions and mar-
kers of evaluation capacity were used to identify the main categories for coding purposes. We sum-
marized the results of this analysis in a draft framework of evaluation capacity.

Phase 2: Review and Feedback on Draft Framework (Convergent Phase)

The second phase of data collection focused on confirming the key dimensions of evaluation capac-
ity derived from Phase 1. We once again used key informant interviews with the four experts con-
sulted in the first phase of the study. We asked participants to review the draft framework and
provide feedback on its clarity and contents. Based on this review, we could confirm existing dimen-
sions and subdimensions or identify challenges that warranted changes to the framework.

Phase 3: Triangulation of Findings Included in the Framework

The third phase was a validation exercise undertaken to finalize the draft evaluation capacity frame-
work. It focused on key informant interviews with evaluators and decision makers from four federal
government departments and agencies. The participating organizations were selected on the advice
of the experts consulted previously and were chosen to ensure varying levels of evaluation capacity
as assessed by the experts. The representatives were asked to implement the framework in their own
settings and provide feedback on its utility in terms of organizational reflection and improvement.
We contacted three individuals in each organization: the Head of Evaluation, a senior evaluator, and
a decision maker. We conducted 11 interviews in this phase of the study.

As with the previous interviews, we used a qualitative content analysis to identify trends in the
data. Because of the increased complexity associated with the use of four different organizations and
three different organizational roles, data coding and analysis were more detailed than in the first two
phases and took these types of variables into account. First, the data were aggregated by organiza-
tional role; this analysis enabled us to validate and further refine the categories of evaluation capac-
ity included in the draft framework. Second, data were aggregated and analyzed by organization; the
findings from this analysis have been reported elsewhere (Bourgeois & Cousins, 2008).

Results

The final version of the framework, presented in Tables 1-6, provides a summary of our key find-
ings. A more detailed description of these results follows.
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Structure of Framework

The framework presents the dimensions of evaluation capacity as identified in Canadian federal gov-
ernment organizations. Several structural elements were utilized to ensure clarity and consistency.
Six main dimensions emerged from the three data collection phases, which we divided into two
broad categories: “capacity to do” evaluation and “capacity to use” evaluation. Most participants
focused on the “capacity to do” category, likely because the dimensions included here are easier to
control and speak to the more operational facets of evaluation. Each dimension is further organized
into a number of subdimensions; again, these were based on interview data and focus on more spe-
cific descriptions of the dimension. The final components of the framework distinguish the differing
levels of evaluation capacity: “low capacity,” “developing capacity,” “intermediate capacity,” and
“exemplary capacity.”

The first main dimension (see Table 1), Human Resources, addresses the composition of the eva-
luation unit itself and is divided into five subdimensions. The first subdimension, Staffing, refers to
the balance of evaluation positions within the organization and whether these are sufficient to man-
age the workload identified in the evaluation plan. It also includes career progression for evaluators,
which deals with employee retention, and succession planning, two issues crucial to capacity build-
ing and maintenance. The second and third subdimensions focus on the technical and interpersonal
skills required of evaluators. Skills related to the identification of evaluation issues, the use of appro-
priate data collection methods, the generation of evidence-based recommendations, and project
management are part of the technical abilities required of evaluators. “Softer” skills such as build-
ing client trust, communicating evaluation messages in a clear and transparent way, and meeting
program stakeholders’ informational needs are part of the communications and interpersonal skills
used by evaluators. The fourth subdimension involves professional development and includes ele-
ments related to both internal and external professional development activities, as well as the devel-
opment of learning plans for evaluation staff members and ongoing assessments of the skill set that
exists within the evaluation unit. Finally, the fifth subdimension refers to the quality of the leader-
ship within the evaluation unit. Good leaders should have both evaluation and management experi-
ence, be able to translate the information needs of senior managers into concrete project plans, and
act as mentors or coaches for team members.

Participants focused heavily on the Human Resources dimension during the interviews, espe-
cially those directly involved with evaluation. This observation suggests that, in their view, the
essence of evaluation capacity may be more heavily aligned with the Human Resources dimension,
rather than a more balanced perspective including all six dimensions.

The second dimension (Table 2) is Organizational Resources. Three subdimensions are included:
budget, ongoing data collection, and organizational infrastructure. Budget refers to the stability of
the evaluation budget and whether it provides sufficient funding to complete the activities outlined
in the evaluation plan. Ongoing Data Collection speaks to the performance measurement systems
that are in place within the organization and that produce information that is fed into evaluation stud-
ies. Organizational Infrastructure is the stability of the governance structure, the existence of orga-
nizational evaluation policies, and the organizational supports that help or hinder the work of
evaluators, such as procurement services.

The third dimension (Table 3) focuses on the activities undertaken by evaluators as part of their
regular duties. The development of an organization-wide evaluation plan is key among the subdi-
mensions that make up this section. It is characterized by the development of an evaluation plan
in consultation with other stakeholders, the inclusion of a risk assessment process in the identifica-
tion of evaluation priorities, ongoing intelligence gathering, and a systematic review of the evalua-
tion unit itself. Evaluators in most departments use consultants to some extent, so it was included as a
subdimension. Information sharing within the unit was included here as well, since evaluation staff



(panunuo>)

sannp
Jen8au Jay Jo siy jo Jed
Se sJaquiaW Wea) S3Ydeod
Jo syojuaw ‘sapingd Japes
Wea) JOo $324N0sad pue
sjuswaJinbau euopesado
Y2IM JuswaSeurW JOIUSS
JO suopeIdadxs s3|1Puodau
Aj9AnDaya Japea
puno.speq juswadeuew
pue uopenjeAd

(saeurwas

9sNoy-ul ‘s924nosa.
‘suoissas 3eq umouq “8-9)
sanIAnoe Juswdojaasp
[euoissajoud [eudsaul umo
s11 sdojaAsp uoneziuediQ
(sedusuayuod “8'9) ddom
J1aya 01 paieaJ ApdaUip
S3131A13® JUsWdojAIp
[euoissajoud [euIDIXD

u1 93e3ua suaquiaw yels ||y
sue|d Sujuaes| pazijeuosJsad
SABY SJOqWIBW WED) ||y
un ulyum sdes

114 03 paSue.LIE BB S1IIAIDE
3ujuaes| pue Ajaen3au

(senianoe

UONEN|BAD SNOLIBA YSnoJyd
19w aJe suafeuew weadoud
JO Spaau [euOnEBWL.IOJUI
“a'1) A]oreludoadde

way3 01 puodsau

pue sanss| [euonezjuedio
Ao pueisiapun

SJOIBN[BAS JBY3 [93) SIUDI|D
sadessawl

juaJedsue.y pue Jea) ‘uado
JaAI2p s1onpoud Jsylo

pue syiodau uonenjeag
uoneZzIUESIO AYI UIYIM

sJ03eN[BAd

Joluas Aq Appdinb

PSA|OSaJ puE paynusp!
Ajlensn aJe swajqo.d

pue padeuew |]om Ajjesauad
aJe s109(oud uonenjeay
sSuipuy

uonen|eAs 01 pajul| Aes|d
aJe s1iodau uonenjeas

Ul SpeW SUONEPUSWIWOdDY
(A30j0poyraw

AaAauns xajdwod jo

asn aupinoJ “8'9) uonds|jod
elep 03 saydeoidde pue
SPOYISW JO 3SN SARBAOUU|
saniiolud pue suaaduod
|euonezijuedio Sujo8uo

uonuala.
aakojdwsa ysnouyy
3ujuue|d uoissaddNs aunsud
pUE 31UN UM suonowo.d
231|108y 03 de(d Ul S| SS9
-oud uoissaugoud usaued)
(230 ‘asnoy

-U] dUOP oM jo uonuaod
-oud ‘uoneziued.o jo azis
“3'1) syuswJinbau euon
-ezjuesJo uaAlg ‘suonisod
Jojenjeas Jojun| pue Jojuss
Jo aouejeq aelidoaddy
(ued uonen)

-BA9 WJ1-3U0| Ul pauino
sjuswadinbau [euonesado
Uo paseq pa||ly pue pajea.d

SuoJis yum [enplalpul auop s| jjes Suowe ISNJ3 JUSI|D paysI|qeIsd 0) paul| Pue paynRUAPI aJe suonisod “o'1) payels Aoedes
Aq papeay 11un uonen|eAy $19S ||DfS JO IUBWISSASSY Ajea)d sey 3un uonenjeAy  A[Jed|d dJe SINSS| UONEN[BA] Ajrewndo si 3un uonenjeay Aseidwaxy
diysuapea Juswdo|oAap [BUOISSDJOIY s||pfs |euosiadaaiul S[|>|S [ea1uyd3l Suiyers [ELER
pUE suonesIuNWWOoD) pue 2130| uonen|eAy
'$924N0S9Y UBWNH :| uoisuswi ‘uonenjeay od o1 Apeded  °| 9|qe

305



(panunuo>)

3|qissod

SE UD)JO SB suaquiaw
wea) sapind Jopea

wiea) JO S92UNO0S3aJ pue
sjuswauJinbau |euoneisado
UM Juswadeuew Jojuas
Jo suopeydadxa sa|1Puodd
A]PAnD3yYR Japea
9oualiadxs JuswaSeuew
PUE UOIIEN[BAS SWOS

(s>j00q ‘sjeuanol “8-9)
sJaquiaw yeis O3 3|qe|ieAe
SpEBW 3JB $32.INO0Sa
Suluies| [eulaul swog
(seduauayuod “8-9) daom
J19y3 01 parejad AppdaJip
saniAnoe Jusawdo|aAap
Jeuoissajo.d [euiaixa ul
98e3us suaquiaw Ye1s 1So||
sue|d Suiuaes| pazijeuostad

(uBisop uonenjers

Ul JUNOdOE O3UI UdE}

aJe suadeuew weudoud

JO Spaau |euoljBWLIO)UI
“2°1) sanss| [euoneziuesio
Ao pueisapun

SJOJBN[BAD B} [33) SIUdI|D
sadessaw juaJedsueny

pue ‘4es)d> ‘uado

J3AI[9p s3dodau uopnen|eA
asnJ3 3uslP

Buiureaurew pue 3uipjing 01

Jopes)
Jun uonenead wouy djay
YIIM PIAJOSDU puB payn
-usp!t Ajensn aJe sws|qoud
pue paSeuew [[om AJre}
aJe s109foud uonenjeay
sSuipuy

uonen|eAs 03 padjul| Aes|d
aJe syuodau uonen|eAd

Ul SpeW SUONEPUSWIWOdDY
(sjo2030ud

M3IAIIUl padojoAap-[jlam
“89) s3uipuyy 9|qisusjep
SP|3IA pue sp.epuels
pa1dadoe sydadsad
SPOYIaW UONEN[BAS JO 3N
sJageurw

weu3oud Jo suaaduod

3Y3 109}§2J pUB palnUIPI

3ujuueld uoissadons

Jo 1ued Doustiadxe ured

01 8ulysim sjeuolssajoud
UOIIBN|BAD JO S[9AD] SWOS
Joj 3|qejieAe s| ssadoud
uoissaJdoud usaue)
(snoy-ui auop >4om

Jo uonJodoud ‘uoneziuedio
Jo azis “8'9) syuswadinbau
[euonezjuedio

uaAI8 ‘suonisod

Jojen[eAs Joiun| pue Jojuas
Jo aduejeq aelidoaddy
(uejd uonenjeas jenuue jo
sjuswaJinbau [euonesado
193w 03 a1enbape pue
pa||y o4 suonisod e “a1)

Ayoedeo

YIM [enplAipul Aq papeay Jiun 9ABY SJOQWISW WED) ISOL|  PIIWIWOD SI JUN UONEN[EAT  A|JB3|> JB SANSS| UONEBN[EAT  Payels A[|n} sI JlUN UONEBN[EA]  93BIpawLIaIu|

diysaspes JuswdoloAap [euOIsSdjOId s||pfs |euosaadaaiul

pue suoned’iunwwo)

S||>{s [e21uyd9
pue 2120| uonenjeAy

Suyers [oA9T

(penunuod) | s|qe

306



JuedeA

si uonisod uonenjeAs jo peaq 93e3us J0U Op suaqWAW Jjelg

SJom J1Pyd
ul suaquisw wes) 3ulpingd ul
PSA|OAUI J0U S| ING SINIANDE
Wea) S9JBUIPJIOOD JSPET
sjauswaJinbau

pJeoq Aunseasy Jo
Jeuoneiado uo Ajuo paseq
34OM su3isse J0ja.4a) pue
suoIssnasIp Juawadeuew
JOIUSS Ul PIA|OAUL
A|[easuag Jou s| JopeaT
2oualuadxa

Juswageurw pajwi|

Sey JO/pue UOIEN|BAd

asnoy-ul

papiroad Jo suoneziuesio
[euiaxa Aq paJaAIlRp
S3131A130® JusWdojAIp
[euolssajoud ul

(uonenfeaa

01 pajejaJ A]pdauJIp
Ajluessadau J0u “a°1)

$39s ||| J14aua8 aAoadwi
01 suonez|ued.o [euJaIxa
AQ paJaAl[ap sanIAnde

(suonsanb

uonenjead uipJedad
suonsadsns axew o1 9|qe
J0u aJe suadeuew weJsoud
“3°1) Juswageuew weasoud
0} paje[aJ sanss| Jnoqe
3ujuaes| 03 uado jou aue
SJO3JBN[BAS JBY3 93} SIUDI|D
(souapire

Jo sadaid oyy1dads Jo synsau
JO ureyd ay3 puelsiapun jou
Op s3udI[d “8'3) SsIuLID> WOy
suonsanb uopeoyle)d asied
uayo syiodald uonenjeay
sna

jua||> dojaAsp 01 3|qe udaaq

194 J0U Sey J1UN uonen[eAs

(suonsanb uonenjeas
SuipJe8a. suonsaddns
9)ew 01 3|qe aJe suadeuew
wea3o.d “91) JusweSeuew
weJSoud 03 paiejaJ sanss|
anoqe 3uiuJes| 01 uado aJe
SJO3IBN|BAS JBY3 [93) SIUDI|D
(suonsanb

uonedyyLIe)d se Jo

s110dau aya 03 sups 1s938ns
saua|pd> “3-9) Jauuew

Je3|d & ul uaNlIM A||esausd
aJe s1iodau uonen|eay

$92UNn0saJ J0 ddudlIadXd
Jo >de| 01 anp uayo

asie ssado.d Juswadeuew
193loud yum swisjqoud
sSuipuy

uonen[eAd 03 padjul|

J0U 8Je suodau uonen|eAs
Ul SpEW SUOIIEPUIWIWODSY
(uonesyuaa

OU YlIM $32.N0S

BJEP [BUJIIXD UO ddUEIDI
“3-9) s3ulpuyy ajqisusjop
PI3IA sAem[e Jou op
SPOYISW UONEN[BAD YBIAA
payuapl sAemje

JOu 3Je SaNnss| uoljen|eAy

$924n0sa. 10 3dualIadxs jJo
52| 03 NP dslie AeW sanss|
juswadeuew 3123foud swog
s3uipuyy

uonen[eAs o3 payjul| Ajjensn
aJe s1iodau uonenjeas

Ul SpPBW SUOIIBPUBWIWIODSY
(sjoo030ud

M3IAJIRIU| padO[RAIP-||oM
“3-9) s3ulpuly ajqisusjop
SP|SIA pue sp.Jepueis
paidedoe syoadsau
SPOYI9W UO[IEN[EBAS JO 3SM)

Aemuapun aJe syioyd
3ujuueld uoissadons oN|
14eyd [euoneziuedio

ur suonisod a|qejieAe

JO Jaquinu |jews 03

anp sJojen|eas Joj ssadoud
uoissaJdoud Jsaued oN
3un ay3 ui suopisod
JOJeN[BAD JOIUBS ON
(suonoe

Suiyers pue ueld uonenjeas
U99M13q jul| OU ‘%G UBYd
aJow “a1) suonisod juedea

[eJaAas sey jiun uonenjeay Aidedes moq

Aemuapun aJe syioyd
3ujuueld uoissadons oN|
(san220 JaAouuny

uaym ssadoud uonnadwod
[ensn ay3 ySnouys

“3'1) JOUUBW D0y pE Ue Ul
$an220 uolssaJgoud Jsaue)
3un ay3 ui suonisod
UOINEN[BAS JOIUDS Md
(ue|d uonenjeas

[enuue ul pauipno
sjuswadinbau [euonesado
199W 01 NdIYIp

307

JO ®aJE B3 03 MaU S| juswdojoAsp [euolssajodd  3Isnual qudld Sulp|ing pJemo) paynuspl 90§ UBY) SS9| “'9°l) pajyels Aoedes
oYM [enplAlpul Aq papesy lun Ul 93eSus sJaquISW els SWOS SupjJOMm S| Jun uoneneA  A|Jea|d aJe SaNSS| UOIIEN|EAT Ajjenaed sp3un uonenfeag  Suidojpasg
diysaspea JUBWdO|SASP [BUOISS3O. s||>s [euosaaduaiu S|IDs [ed1uyd33 Suyels [1oAST

PUE suonEdIUNWWOD) pue 2130| uonen|eAy

(penunuod) | s|qe



"SON3IIOLIJ PUE SuB|d UO ioday = ddy 910N

s1ioddns [euoneziuedio

0] SS3J2E JB|NSa.J 9ABY JOU Op SJIOIBN|BA]

(ssad0ud

Bujuueld paunionuis ou ‘@de|d ul aJe UONDEN[BAD

uo sapljod ou ‘@un1dnals 9dUBUISA0S JBS|D OU “3'9)

2uswdojaAsp Japun [|3s S4N1dNJISEIUI [BUONEZIUEBSIO

SJOJEN[BAD O) SIDIAIDS
papaau apiro.d 01 |rej usyyo suioddns jeuoneziuedi
(ssed0ud

3ujuueld paunionuis ou ‘@de|d ul aJe UONEN[BAD

od ou ‘24n1dn.3s 9dUBUISAOS JB3[D Ou “3'9)
juswdojaAsp Japun
s109load uonenjeas Joj sAejap ul sinsaJ pue
Jauuew A[awil e Ul SIOJBN[BAD O) SIDIAISS Papasu
apiroud skeme j0ou op sauioddns [euoneziuesiQ
(8uns8pnq ‘ddy ul uonenjeas jo asn “8-9) s3uipuy
PUE S3NSS| UOIIBN[BAD JO UOIIBJIIPISUOD SIpN[dul
ey ssadoud Sujuuejd paamdnJls € Jo dUBISIX]
(paauswajdwi pue padojaAsp uaaq sey UONEN|EAD
uo Ad1jod |euoneziued.o ‘syued Juswadeurw JoIUDS
ul A21[1qeIs puB 94n3dN.J1S 9OUBUISAOS Jedd “8'9)

Alumew sawos Suimoys a4mdn.aasedyul [euoneziuedi

(uonewuoyul

0] SS3J2B ‘YH ‘sUONEdIUNWWOD Judwa.ando.d
“8'9) s11odau uonenjeas |njesn pue Ajpwin
2onpoud 03 uJdny ul wayl SuiMmoje ‘Jauuew AW
pue 3U319dWOoD € Ul SI0IBN|BAS O3 SODIAISS POpIdU
apiaoud jeys syuoddns jeuoneziued.io Jo 35uUISIX]
(8unadpnq ‘ddy u! uonenfeas jo asn “3-9) ssadoud
3unuodau pue Suluued paJanionuis & olul pasy eyep
souew.opad 3Byl SaJNsus a4mynd [euoneziuesio
pajuswsa|dwi pue

padojaAap uaq 9ABY JUSWISINSEIW ddUBW.IONSd
pue uonenjeAs uo sapljod [euoneziuesiQ

S aJnjdnJjsedjul _NCO_UNN_CNMLO

sdnoug ajesoduod
Jay3o Jo sweadoud Aq Jayae ‘uoneziuedio

3Y3 Ul SUOP 10U SI JUSWSINSESW SDUBWLIOLI]
(sapms
uonenjeas 3uipnjour) JuswaSeuew paseq-s3nsa.
o3ul 23e4393Ul 03 INDIYIP SJE BIEP SDUBWLIOWNDY
Aujenb usAsun yum
‘saunseaw aduew.o}ad jo uoneuswa|dwi do0y py

SSNIADE UONEN|BAS
Joj spuny apnpaul 30u saop 193pnq [euoneziueS i  Audeded mon

uonedo||e 398pnq ul paJapisuod jou uejd uonen|eAy

siseq we.doud 123/oud mau yoes Ayoeded
-Aq-wea3o.d & UO SUOP S| JUSWAINSEIW IDUBWLIONSJ .0} SISeq dsed-AQ-9sed & uo papiroad 393pnq uonenjeag  3uidojpasg
(sa1pnas uonenjeas Suipnjoul) Juswade
-UBW Paseq-s)|nsad Jo sjuawadinbau [euonew.ojul
9y 3ns 03 paidepe 9q Ued BIEP SDUBWLIOLIS]
(saqetueA Suissiw (san1Anoe pauue|d 219|dwod 03 JUBIYNS S|
‘uon29||0d eyep dlpeJods “3:9) WalsAs Juswaansesw 11 Inq 393pNnq Yl sulw.19p Jou saop ueld “o°1) ueld
douew.iopiad jo uoneusws|dwi 19|dwody] uonen|eAs ay3 uaAid aselidoadde s11a8pnq uonren|eag
saniAnRoe Jo swedgoad (upne Jo Aojjod “o1) sdnoud sresodiod Apeded

Jolew Joy 2de|d Ul WRISAS JUSWSINSEIW SDUBWIOLDY JIUI0 SWOS UM padeys Ing d|qels Sl 198pNq UONEBN|BAT  IeIpaWIaiu|

(sa1pnas uonenjeas 3uipnjoul) Juswadeuew
Poseq-s3nsa. 0jul A33.1p P93} BIBP 9DUBWLIOWSY
Wi3)sAs JusWLINSEIW ddUBW

-J1og4ad aya Aq pa129||0d sI uonew.oyul Aljenb-y3iH
(suoneziuedio a8.ue| Jo

(ueld uo paseq 398pnq jo 3unowre dyads “o'1) ueld
UOIIEBN[BAD UO Paseq pajedoj[e s| 393pnq UonEeNn|eA]
(smun s3e40dU0D JBYIO YUM paURYS

S3|NsaJ J0y saul| A1|IqeIuNodde Jes|d ased a3 ul swea3oud sso.ude Jo) uonezjuesio ssoJde J0U S| “°1) 1UN UONEN[BAS O) paIedo|[e A|[edlydads Apeded
PUE 24N32N.3S 9DUBUISAOS 3|qe)s B sey uoneziuedio ay| pajuswa|duwi Ajjnj Wa1sAs JUSWSINSESW 3dUBWLIOMS Sulpuny uinuRuod ysnodyl painsus 198pnq uonen|eA Aaejdwaxy
aunidnuisedyul [euoneziuedi uond3||od eyep SuloduQ 198png oA

's924n0say [euoneziueduQ g uolsuswi(] ‘uonenjeA o o1 Audede -z |qel

(o]
o
(2]



(panunuoo)

sjun
JUSWSINSEIW ddUBW.IONSd
pue 3uiuued >i3a3e01S
auawdojaaap Aojjod se
yons sea.e [euoneziuedio
Aa»| 01 Awixoud asop

Ul P91B20| JIUN UONEN|BA]
pesH Andsq 4Aq
Pa1EJISUOWSP UOHBULIOU]
uoIEN[BAS Ul 1S3J3)U]

JB3]> ‘uonIen[eAd Jo sydadse
[[e uo (Jore.aasiulwpe

pes| “a'1) peay
Andsp 01 ssadoe Apeay
san

[ewojul Jo [ew.o} y3nouyy

(s1qeorjdde

9J3YM) SBNIAIIDE UONEBN[BAD
ul paAjoAul aJe sweu3oud
JUSWUIA03 [eJSp3) JO
AJ9AII9p a3 40} d|qisuodsau
SJ9p|OYaXRIS [BUI9IX]
(ounoD AAly ‘paeog
Aunseau] “o'1) sapuade
[es3udd jo santiold ay3 uo
uonew.ojul Sulayed pue
‘s3uadxa djwapese 3uidedus
‘suoneziuedio Jayio

ul saorenfeAs yum 3uisiel|
AQ $>OMIBU [BUIIXD JIBYY
Sujuapeo.q ul paAjoAul
A|9A11® dJ SJoleNn|eA]

‘uo

os pue ‘sp.Jepuels paysiiqnd
‘suopreldosse [euolssajoud
SE UdNS UONEN[eAd

sJaquisw yeis Aq pamoj[oy
9Je SPJEpPUBIS UOWWOD
pue AjeindaJ passnosip
aJe sassado.d pue sanssi
JusWageurW d3PajMOU|
3uiuueld o138

pue Adijod ur syuswdojaaap
M3U UO uonewWL.IOMUI
Jayaes A|9AndE suolen|ea]
9ousluadxa pue a3pajmoud|
SJ9quisw yeis wouy
11J9Uaq O3 JIUN BYI UIYIM

PaAJOAUL BJE A3Yy)

Uaym saueynsuod Aq pasnp

-oud >uom Ajenb-ysiH
(paainbau

s| aspJadxa paziferdads
USYM JO SUO[IEBN[BAD
[eauswiaedspasaul
x3]dwod yam 3uljesp
USYM ‘s924Nn0sad saiun

uonen[eAd ayl 4oy 284e| 001

s1 adoos s3o9loud & usym
“89) asnJadxs oydads
Joj suelnsuod Aq Jo ‘Yyeis
uopnen[eAs Aq ps1anpuod

(uoneziuedio
uo 3oedwi 3uissasse un
3Y3 40} SpJepuels dDIAIDS

Suinseaw pue 3ulysijqeiss
“3°1) |93 31UNn uopen|
~BAD JO M3IADU D1IBWRISAS
sapnjpul ued uonen|eAy
(spoau 3uidusaws

9jeJ8a1ul “o°1) AJeSsadau
usaym ueld o1 spew aq

01 sadueyd 1o} smoj[e SuLid

-yae8 aoualijj@aul SuioduQ
ssadoud

JUSWSSIsSE sl y3noioyy
sapnjpul uejd uonenfeay
aspIaxd

JUSLISSOSSE SPaaU sapN|aul
pue sJageuew Jojuss

[IB Y3IM uone3nsuod ul
padojaAsp ue|d uonenjeag
A|lenuue

saadeuew weadoud yam 03 s3Joddns [euaaixs jo passnasip aJe sydafoud pue pausisap suonen|eAd paiepdn s pue 3]dA> Jeak Aoedes
1583U03 J|nSaJ U] SI0IeN[BA] SN Jusnbauy S3ew SJ0Jen[eA] UOIIBN[BAS UO SUOISIDSP JOfely jo aouejeq aeludouddy -G & smo||o4 uejd uonen|eAg Auaeidwaxy
sa8eduy| [euoneziuesiQ syioddns |eusaixg Suiueys uoprew.oyu| SJUEBINSUOD JO 3SM) ue|d uopren|ey 1oAST
'S9NIAIDY pue Suluueld UONEN[BAT :f UOISUSWI(] ‘UonenjeA] o o1 Audede *¢ a|qel

309



(panunuod)

JUBWRINSEAW
douew.oyiad pue Sujuueld
1818435 ‘JuswdojaAsp
Ad1jod se yons

seaJe [euoneziuedio A
awos 03 Awixoud asop
Ul paed0] J1UN UONEN|BA]
UoNEN|eAd

Ul PaAjoAul A[323J1p 30U

S 3INQ SOIIIADE UOIIBN[BAD
Inoqe syuodad Jejndau
saAlda. pesH AindeQg
swisiueydaw

[ew.oy ‘Suioduo y3nouyy
sauald weadoud aleyy

paw.ojul
1doy| aue sweaSoud
JUBWUISAOS [eJ2pay

JO AJSAI[SP Y3 Ul PaAJOAUI
SJOP|OYXEIS [BUIDIXT
(sepuade [esyuad ‘sapuade
pue syuswiJedap Jaylo
‘sa13ISJaAIUN “'3°1) ISUUI
Jo suonezjued.uo [euILIXd
ur syuswdojaAsp mau

JO PAWLIOJUI SSA[DSWAYL
doa| suo3enjeAy

‘uo

os pue ‘spJepuels paysiiqnd
‘suolyerdosse [euolssajo.d
SE U2NS UONEN|BAD

01 suoddns [euss1xe

3un ay
UIYIIM pamoj[o} Ajedauad
aJe pue padojaaap

U93q dABY SP.BpUE]S
Juswadeuew 93pajmouy)
Buiuueld 2133808

pue Ad1jod ul syuswdojeasp
M3U JO deme

A|[edauagd aJe sJojenfeA]
s3unssw

Je1s Jen3daJ Je sangea|jod
41942 YaIM uonewIOUI
Jay3o pue ssaudoud

Aujenb

Y31y paJapisuod A|[esauas s|
paonpoud >Jom Sunjnsuod)
Jeas uon

-en|eAd Aq asnoy-ul pa1onp
-UOD 3.Je S3IpNIS JUD|[ews
(saueansuod Aq suop >uom
PI3Y 2y3 03 93InqLI3U0d “3°1)
uonen[eAd ays Sundnpuod
Ul POAJOAUL JJBIS UOREN|BA]
S3uBlNSUOd

[euJa31xd Aq pPa312NpUOd

pue asnoy-ui paudisop aJe

siseq 8uio3uo

ue uo ueld aya uimalrsu
10} SPEBW SUOISIAOI

3SIJ JO JUSLUSSISSE SWIOS
sapnpdul uejd uonen[eAg
sJa8euew Joluas

ISOW YIIM UOIIBINSUOD Ul
padojaAsp ue|d uopenjeAg
A|lenuue

paiepdn s pue 9)24> Jeak

Aypeded

YIIM 9IEBDIUNWWIOD SJIOJBN|BAT JO asn dew SJolen[eA] JI3Y) 9JBYS SJOIBN[BAF SUONEN[EAD 95J8| PUB WNIP3|] -G B SMO||0) uejd uonenjeA  jeIpawalu|

sagdeyjul| [euoneziuesiQ s1uoddns [eusaixgy Sulreys uonew.opu| SJUBINSUOD JO 3N ue|d uonenfeAg oA

(ponunuod) ¢ a|qe

310



JusWa.INSEaW ddUBW.IONSd
pue ‘Sujuue|d >i8a1e03S
auawdojaaap Aojjod se
yons seaue [euoneziuesio
Aa> wody (Ajjeamdnaas

Jo A|fedisAyd uaais)
PaAOWAJ SI J1UN UONEN|BA]
uonen|eAd

Joy Aujiqisuodsau s1e3s|op
01 spua) peay AindeaQg
sauaipP

weaSoud yum Apusnbauyul

9JEJIUNWWOD SJOJeNn|BA] JO 3sh 9>ewl JOU Op sJojen|eAy

JUSWISINSEIW dUBW.IONSd
pue ‘Sujuued 18938438
“uawdojaaap Adijod se
yons sea.e [euoneziuedio
Ao woudy (Aj|eamonuas

Jo AjeaisAyd uayais)
PaAOWSa. SI 3UN UOHEN|BA]
(en1wwod

UONEN|BAS [BUJIUI

“3'9) syuawaJinbau jewuoy
y2nouy Ajuo ssuipuy
UONEN|BAS JO dJBME

apew s| pesH LindaQg
s109/oud 01 pajejau sanss|

SanIANOe

UOIEN[BAS JO pawLIOjul 30U
9.E SJIP|OYD[EIS [BUIDIXT
s1u9dxa Jo

suonez|uesJo [BUIIXd YIIM
3slel| 30U Op SJOJeNn|eA]
SpJepuels

paysiignd pue suonedosse
[euolssajoud se yons
‘syuoddns [euJaixa diseq

(e|qeo1jdde

aJaym) paysiignd

aJe Aay3 aduo suiodau
UO[EBN[EAS JO paWLIoul

9.E SJ9p|OYD’IS [BUIDIX]
syuadxa Jo suoneziuedio
[eUJIDIXD YIIM BSIR|
A||eaauag J0u Op sJ0leN[BA]
way3 Jo asn axjew

U340 JOU Op 3INq SpJepuesls
paysiiqnd Jo uoneosse
[euoissajoud e se yons

uun ayy ulm

1SIX3 10U Op SpJepuels
Juswadeuew a3pajmouy
Suiuued

d18a3e.43s pue Adjjod

ul ssuswdojaAap mau

JO 9UBME 10U B.E SJ0IBN[BA]
sJaquiaW Jels

Jay3o Yam ssaudoud aueys

A|1e21d41 30U op sJaorenjeA]

pamoj|o4

J0U 3Je INQ ISIXd SPJEepUBIS
Juawadeuew a3pajmouy
Suluueld

d18a3e.43s pue Adjjod

ul sauswdojaAap mau

JO 9JBME 10U BJE SI0JBN[BA]
Jauuew [ew.iojul

‘21peJods ® ul siaquiaw
Jeas usyio pue sJosiaiadns

syueynsuod Aq pasnpoud
Sdom ay3 jo Aujenb

ay3 yum swajqoud swog
andul aApueIsgns

OU YlIM SJUBINSUOD

AqQ SUOP >JOM 12BAIUOD
a8euew jels uonen|eAg
INO PaIdENUOD

S 3JOM UONEN[BAD ||\

SIUBINSUOD
Aq paosnpoud >om

ul sPAd| Aenb Suikuep
anduj aApueIsgns

33| YIM SUOP >JIOM 33
Su199sJ9A0 pue s)1dBIIUO0D
3ui3eurw ul paAjoAul
Ajurew s yeis uonenjeay
SJUBI|NSUOD [BUIDIXD

siseq J0Y pe uo
Jnd20 s123fload uonenjeay
yJeas Aq padojaasp

si uejd uonenjeas oN Adeded mo

a|npayas
uonenjeas 3ujuueld

Ul Y[SIJ JO UOIIBISPISUOD ON
sJa8euew Joluas

Jo suaSeuew wea3oud
Y3IM UOI3EINSUOD Ul
padojaAap ue|d uonenjeAg

311

sdads uo syuald weadoud ‘s;uoddns [euu21xa diseq J19y3 yum ssaudoad  Aq paronpuod pue paudisap saeaf g Aoedes
U3IM 97B21UNWIWOD SJ0IBN[BAT 01 SS92JE 9ABY SJ0IBN[BA] JI9Y) SJBYS SJOIBN[BAT  9JB SUONEN[BAS [[B AJlenddIA JO | J0oj sisixd ueld uonenjeay  SuidojpasQq
sagdeyjul| [euoneziuediQ syuoddns [eusaixg Sulreys uonew.opu| SIUB3|NSUOD JO 3sN) ueld uonenfea loAaT

(penunuod) ¢ a|qe



312 American Journal of Evaluation 34(3)

members spend a considerable amount of time sharing with their colleagues information related to
their progress on certain files or on general project management issues. Evaluators in some organi-
zations also establish linkages with external supports such as professional associations, program sta-
keholders, and other organizations likely to provide assistance, such as the Treasury Board
Secretariat. In addition, evaluation staff may establish linkages within their own organizations
through formal or informal ties in order to remain informed regarding policy decisions likely to
affect their work and to better share the results of evaluations conducted by members of the unit.

The fourth dimension is the first one included under the overarching “capacity to use” evaluation
category and reflects a less operational perspective (see Table 4). It focuses on Evaluation Literacy
within the organization and is divided into two subdimensions: Involvement in evaluation and
results-management orientation. Involvement in evaluation is the participation of program staff and
other stakeholders in the evaluation process. Participatory evaluation theory holds that the greater
the involvement of stakeholders in all phases of an evaluation, the greater the instrumental, concep-
tual, and process use of evaluation (Cousins & Chouinard, 2012). Therefore, in order to build
evaluation capacity, organizations must pay attention to the involvement of staff members in the
evaluation process. Results-management orientation refers to the larger organizational culture and
the messages that are brought forward by senior managers. A results-management orientation can
be manifested through the development of results chains for programs and the implementation of
performance measurement strategies.

The fifth dimension (Table 5) focuses on the integration of evaluation information with organi-
zational decision-making processes. At the outset, management processes such as the development
of Memoranda to Cabinet (MC) and Treasury Board (TB) submissions should consider evaluation in
order to ensure that sufficient resources are provided for the eventual evaluation of new initiatives.
At the final stage of the evaluation process, the findings and recommendations made in an evaluation
study should be clearly linked to budget allocation and other high-level organizational and policy
decisions. An organization with exemplary capacity searches out evaluation information in its
decision-making process and relies on this information on an ongoing basis.

Finally, the sixth dimension, Learning Benefits, addresses the types of uses that can be made
of evaluation information within an organization (see Table 6). At a more operational level, the
evaluation findings can be used as a basis for action and change through the implementation of
evaluation recommendations (instrumental use). The evaluation findings can also have an
impact on stakeholders’ understanding of, and attitudes toward, a program by clarifying certain
operational aspects or by highlighting specific program results (conceptual use). At a broader
level, participation of organizational members in the evaluation process can result in behavioral
or cognitive changes within these individuals based on their exposure to evaluation (process
use).

Organizational Variation

The specific elements included in each level of evaluation capacity (i.e., the bullets within each cell
in the matrix) varied somewhat over the course of the development of the framework. Elements were
added as necessary to increase the clarity of the description and to differentiate between levels. It is
probable that there would be within-organization variation in the profile of any given organization.
The purpose of the framework is to describe organizational evaluation capacity and to provide orga-
nizations with a means of generating information that can be used to identify the particular elements
that require improvement in order to reach desired levels of evaluation capacity. Therefore, variation
that may be observed within an organization between its levels of evaluation capacity on different
subdimensions is to be expected, and may facilitate discussion of next steps for the organization in
terms of developing its capacity.
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Table 4. Capacity to Use Evaluation, Dimension 4: Evaluation Literacy.

Level Involvement in evaluation Results-management orientation
Exemplary Organizational staff members generally Senior managers promote a results-
capacity understand the purpose of evaluation and management orientation for the entire

Intermediate

capacity

Developing

capacity

how it supports the organizational mandate
(e.g., staff members understand results-
based management principles and practices)
Program managers and other staff members
are closely involved at key points in the
evaluation process (e.g., review identified
issues and provide feedback, facilitate data
collection opportunities, review draft eva-
luation reports)

organization and make it a priority by pro-
viding time and resources

Organizational members share clear ideas
about organizational purpose and goals
through formal and informal mechanisms
(e.g., strategic planning sessions, retreats,
regular meetings, brown bag lunch sessions)
All programs have a clear results chain (i.e.,
logic model)

Program managers take the lead for the
development and implementation of per-
formance measurement strategies; evalua-
tors provide technical expertise when
needed

Organizational staff members are familiar with Organizational outcomes or expected results

the general principles of evaluation and how
it can help them in their work (e.g., they
understand the difference between
evaluation and audit)

Program managers are involved in evaluation
projects (e.g., sit on Evaluation Steering or
Advisory Committees) and provide
program-related feedback on report drafts

Little awareness of evaluation or its purpose
within larger organizational context
Little involvement from program staff and
managers (i.e., brief comments on draft
evaluation reports)

Low capacity No discernible awareness of evaluation or its

purpose within larger organizational context
No involvement of program staff and
managers

are only outlined in official documentation
but are not included in communications
from senior managers

Organizational members share clear ideas
about organizational purpose and goals
through formal mechanisms such as
strategic planning sessions and meetings
Some programs have a clear results chain
(i.e., logic model)

Program managers work with evaluators in
the development and implementation of
performance measurement strategies, but
evaluators lead these projects

Organizational outcomes or expected results

are not articulated clearly for all
organizational members; most are not
aware of results management principles and
practices

Some programs are engaged in developing
results chains such as logic models
Program managers not involved in the
development or implementation of
performance measurement strategies;
evaluators conduct these processes with
little input from programs

Organizational outcomes or expected results

have not been developed

Programs do not have results chains such as
logic models

The organization does not support the
development of performance measurement
strategies
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Table 5. Capacity to Use Evaluation, Dimension 5: Integration With Organizational Decision Making.

Level Management processes Decision support

Exemplary Program and policy staff integrate evaluation  Evaluation findings and recommendations
capacity into other areas of their work (e.g., they considered in budget allocation and other

routinely request the involvement of
evaluators in management processes such as
the preparation of Memoranda to Cabinet

high-level organizational and policy decisions
Demand for evaluation evidence originates
from all levels of the organization

and Treasury Board Submissions)

Intermediate Program and policy staff are aware of the Evaluation findings and recommendations

capacity evaluation services that can be provided and  usually considered in program management
sometimes contact evaluation staff for decisions and some policy decisions
advice Program managers are interested in and use
evaluation as a management support tool
(i.e., evaluation as provider of ongoing
management information)
Developing  Evaluation unit operates separately from Little consideration of evaluation findings and
capacity program units and is not generally involved recommendations in organizational and

in management processes; program and
policy staff unaware of the potential
contributions of evaluation staff

policy decisions
No specific demand for evaluation services
other than to meet the requirements of
central agencies

Evaluation findings and recommendations are
not used in organizational and policy
decisions
No demand for evaluation services exists
within the organization

Low capacity Evaluation unit does not involve or inform
program units of its activities

Validation Exercise

In the third phase of the study, four different federal government departments were asked to assess
their organization based on the dimensions and subdimensions developed in the first two phases. The
purpose of this exercise was 2-fold: First, it helped us identify missing elements and verify the clarity
of the wording used; second, it enabled us to test the framework as a complete organizational self-
assessment of evaluation capacity (as reported in Bourgeois & Cousins, 2008). Overall, data
obtained in this phase of the study validated the framework: The capacity levels of the participating
organizations that had been identified by the experts consulted in the first phase of the study were
consistent with the results produced through the application of the framework. Further, participants
felt that the framework enabled them to document specific resource requirements based on their
vision of evaluation in their respective organizations, and provided them with a guide for measuring
the success of their ECB activities. Participants expressed an interest in obtaining a final version of
the framework for use in their organizations, and stated that a self-assessment tool based on a more
quantitative measure of organizational evaluation capacity could be useful. A longer term recom-
mendation for both research and practice, therefore, is the transformation of the framework into
an instrument for assessing such capacity. This work is currently underway. Broader methodological
issues to be addressed include the instrument’s reliability, as well as the weightings of subdimen-
sions based on their importance to the organization, as was done by Cousins, Aubry, Smith-
Fowler, and Smith (2004).

This last element is important because the structure of the framework assumes that the dimen-
sions and subdimensions are equally weighted. In practice, this may not be true. One can imagine,
for example, an organization at an early stage of evaluation capacity development being more
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Table 6. Capacity to Use Evaluation, Dimension 6: Learning Benefits.

Level Instrumental/conceptual use Process use
Exemplary Evaluation findings are used consistently as a  Strong evidence of behavioral or cognitive
capacity basis for action and change (i.e., evaluation changes occurring in stakeholders by virtue

Intermediate

recommendations are appropriate and
implemented in a timely manner)
Evaluation findings and reports often have an
impact on stakeholders’ understanding and
attitudes about programs

Evaluation findings are sometimes used as a

of their proximity to evaluation
Evidence that organizational members
routinely apply evaluation logic to other
organizational issues (e.g., by questioning
basic assumptions and using systematic
inquiry to identify solutions to organizational
problems)
Formal or informal processes to share
lessons learned during evaluations are in
place and involve the entire organization
(e.g., seminars, brown-bag lunch sessions,
brochures on recent studies)

Some evidence of behavioral or cognitive

capacity basis for action and change (i.e., evaluation changes occurring in stakeholders by virtue
recommendations are sometimes of their proximity to evaluation
implemented) Evidence that organizational members
Evaluation findings and reports can have an sometimes apply evaluation logic to other
impact on stakeholders’ understanding and organizational issues (e.g., using an inquiry-
attitudes about programs based process to identify organizational
issues and their solutions)
Lessons learned through evaluations are
shared with organizational members directly
involved with the program (e.g., letters,
formal presentation of report)
Developing  Evaluation findings are rarely used as a basis for Little evidence of behavioral or cognitive
capacity action and change (i.e., evaluation changes occurring in stakeholders by virtue

recommendations are usually not
implemented)

Evaluation findings and reports rarely have
an impact on stakeholders’ understanding
and attitudes about programs

of their proximity to evaluation

No evidence that stakeholders apply
evaluation logic to other organizational
issues

Evaluation projects are not shared once
completed; evaluation reports disseminated
only to internal evaluation committee

Low capacity Evaluation findings are never used as a basis for No evidence of behavioral or cognitive changes

action and change (i.e., evaluation
recommendations do not usually make their
way to those with the ability to act upon
them)

Evaluation findings and reports do not have
an impact on stakeholders’ understanding
and attitudes about programs (because they
are rarely aware of the evaluation)

occurring in stakeholders by virtue of their
proximity to evaluation

No evidence that stakeholders apply
evaluation logic to other organizational
issues

Evaluation projects are not shared once
completed; evaluation reports not
disseminated outside of the evaluation unit

interested in focusing on the capacity to do evaluation rather than the capacity to use it. Once eva-
luation systems and functions are developed, implemented, and to some preliminary degree, insti-
tutionalized, we might expect more pronounced interest in improving organizational capacity to
use evaluation.
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Conclusion

Although much has been published on ECB, the actual characteristics and attributes of evaluation
capacity itself have rarely been defined and described based on empirical data. This study concluded
that evaluation capacity in Canadian federal government departments and agencies can be described
functionally and operationally through six main dimensions that reflect an organization’s ability to
do evaluation and use evaluation: human resources, organizational resources, evaluation planning
and activities, evaluation literacy, organizational decision making, and learning benefits. Each of
these dimensions was broken down into a number of subdimensions, with evaluation capacity being
assessed using four levels: low, developing, intermediate, and exemplary. Although the Leithwood
and Montgomery (1987) approach permits variation across dimensions in terms of the number of
levels, interview respondents felt that a common structure across all dimensions would provide a
clearer picture of evaluation capacity and make the resulting framework more useful. The number
of subdimensions varies from one dimension to the next, in an attempt to develop a comprehensive
framework of evaluation capacity.

The study yields important clues as to what a theory of change of evaluation capacity might look
like, by suggesting that organizational development in this domain does not occur in linear fashion
across a series of elements or dimensions. In addition, the framework enhances our understanding of
the potential impacts of targeted organizational improvement initiatives by showing the steps
required to move between levels of capacity. These lessons extend well beyond a discussion of orga-
nizational evaluation capacity.

Continuing research may focus on expanding the scope of the framework to other types of orga-
nizations or government organizations in different jurisdictions and contexts. It seems likely that the
dimensions and subdimensions identified here would generalize well, given the commonalities in
application of measurement and evaluation systems in governance frameworks that embrace RBM
and new public management. It would be instructive to examine the applicability of the framework
to the voluntary sector. Preliminary findings from other research on evaluation capacity suggest that
governmental and nongovernmental (voluntary sector) organizations differ significantly in their
capacity to conduct and use evaluation. Despite higher ratings of capacity to do evaluation in
government settings, the capacity to use it was seen as lower than in the voluntary sector (Cousins,
Goh, Elliott, & Aubry, 2008). This finding may be at least partly attributable to the fact that many
voluntary organizations, due to their smaller scale, would directly assign managers and decision
makers to evaluation roles, rather than having a self-standing evaluation unit or function. One can
imagine process use being higher in such instances, since evaluation would be more integrated into
the organizational decision-making function. In any case, additional research is required to deter-
mine the applicability and relevance of the framework across organizational sectors.

The context within which this study was undertaken poses certain limitations to the interpretation of
its findings. The focus on Canadian federal government organizations, in particular, generated findings
that are applicable to these organizations but may not be appropriate in other contexts. Further, the
small number of participating organizations has resulted in some data loss, especially in the case of
the low capacity organization, in which a suitable evaluation user could not be found who might offer
a balancing perspective to the assessment of the Head of Evaluation and senior evaluator.

As discussed previously, the major practical implication of this study is the potential transforma-
tion of the proposed framework into an instrument for assessing evaluation capacity in government
organizations. Such an instrument could serve as a valuable self-reflection tool within organizations,
generating serious discussion and debate about evaluation capacity, and optimal strategies for
improving it. As is the case with innovation profiles, the use of such a tool would best be restricted
to formative, developmental challenges within the organization, as opposed to more summative,
accountability-oriented demands. Ongoing research on the use of such a tool and its associated
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benefits and drawbacks would further knowledge development in this area, and represents another
valuable avenue to pursue.
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