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ABSTRACT 

 

Stakeholder involvement in program evaluation is prominent in the evaluation literature, 

and numerous approaches have evolved over the past 40 years. It is also promoted as good 

professional practice. However, despite general agreement in the field that stakeholders should 

be involved, more empirical research is needed to guide evaluation practice. This study focused 

on decisions to involve stakeholders through a survey of evaluators belonging to one or more of 

four professional evaluation associations (N = 910).  

I investigated a decision-making model for stakeholder involvement that incorporated the 

components of the theory of planned behavior (attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived 

behavioral control) and a theoretical framework that includes three dimensions of participation 

(stakeholder diversity, depth of participation, and control over decision making). First, I used 

structural equation modeling (SEM) to examine the viability of the decision-making model in 

predicting evaluators’ intentions and self-reported behaviors about stakeholder involvement. 

Second, I used multi-group SEM analyses to examine differences between evaluators with less 

and more experience. Third, I explored other additional features of the respondents’ self-selected 

evaluations that affected their decisions about diversity, depth, and control over decision making 

through qualitative analysis of open-ended comments. 

Results of the SEM analysis indicated that the fit of the decision-making model was 

acceptable. The direction of the pathways generally supported the theory of planned behavior as 

a viable model for predicting intentions and actual behaviors, although a few pathways were 

contrary to what was predicted. The findings showed that evaluators’ intentions about involving 

stakeholders in their general practice were significant and positive predictors of actual 

participation in terms of diversity, depth, and shared decision-making control, which points to 
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the importance of evaluator preferences for involvement. Additionally, preferences for control 

over decision making played a role in decisions about diversity and depth. Evaluators with more 

experience had significantly greater intentions about stakeholder involvement and reported more 

diversity, greater depth of participation, and greater sharing of decision-making control. The 

responding evaluators also reported that considerations of resources and time and stakeholder 

willingness and availability affected their decisions about diversity, depth of involvement, and 

control over decision making. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background  

 Modern program evaluation emerged and evolved since the 1960’s in response to rapid 

economic growth, larger investment in social programming, a need for greater accountability, 

and an increasing interest in assessments of program effectiveness (Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 

1991). Although many definitions of evaluation exist, program evaluation has, by most accounts, 

developed into a professional practice that involves systematic gathering of evidence to enhance 

knowledge or decision making that includes some judgment about the value, merit or worth of a 

particular program (Preskill & Russ-Eft, 2005). According to Michael Scriven (2004), a 

renowned evaluator and previous President of the American Evaluation Association (AEA),  

Evaluation determines the merit, worth, or value of things. The evaluation process 

identifies relevant values or standards that apply to what is being evaluated, performs 

empirical investigation using techniques from the social sciences, and then integrates 

conclusions with the standards into an overall evaluation or set of evaluations. (p. 1) 

The types of programs evaluated are diverse; and evaluations are sometimes solicited and 

other times mandated by federal or private funding agencies (Shadish et al., 1991). Robert Stake 

(1983a), one of the most influential thinkers in the field of program evaluation, described the 

practice of evaluation in the following manner: 

A program may be strictly or loosely defined. It might be as large as all the teacher 

training in the United States or it might be as small as a field trip for the pupils of one 

classroom. The evaluation circumstances will be these: That someone is commissioned in 

some way to evaluate a program, probably an ongoing program; that he has some clients 
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or audiences to be of assistance to – usually including the educators responsible for the 

program; and that he has the responsibility for preparing communications with these 

audiences. (p. 287–288) 

Consequently, evaluations are integrally tied to the individuals who solicit the evaluation, deliver 

program interventions, and receive program services. These individuals are often referred to as 

stakeholders. 

 The involvement of stakeholders in program evaluation came into practice as evaluators 

sought to recognize the interests of various groups vested in evaluation results. Mark and 

Shotland (1985) defined the term stakeholders to include “the distinct groups interested in the 

results of an evaluation, either because they are directly affected by or involved in program 

activities, or because they must make a decision about the program or about a similar program” 

(p. 606). Stakeholders often consist of administrators, program staff, service recipients, 

community members, and academic researchers. Some might argue that stakeholders also 

include the sponsors and evaluators of a program who obviously share a stake in the planning 

and conduct of an evaluation. To differentiate the nature of involvement that is the focus of this 

research, stakeholder involvement in evaluation is characterized in part by the role that various 

groups (other than evaluators) can play in the conduct of an evaluation and its activities 

(Daigneault & Jacob, 2009). 

Since the 1970s, stakeholder involvement has been an important theme in program 

evaluation (Taut, 2008), and the increasing number of publications about stakeholder 

participation is evidence of strong interest in the topic. A recent review of relevant literature by 

Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) identified 466 articles on stakeholder involvement in program 

evaluation from1985 to 2010, and Cousins and Chouinard (2012) identified 121 studies on the 
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topic of participatory evaluation published in the past 15 years. Much of this literature has 

promoted the participation of stakeholders through descriptions of ways to involve them, reports 

of including diverse groups in evaluation activities, and evaluator reflections on the effectiveness 

of the approach. However, widespread support for involving stakeholders to some extent in 

program evaluation has not been based on a broad base of empirical studies or systematic 

reviews of research on evaluation (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014). As a whole, the profession 

generally encourages stakeholder involvement, but a lack of clarity remains about when and how 

to implement the approach. There have been calls for more research on evaluation to guide 

theory and practice (Mark, 2008; Weiss, 1983); with stakeholder involvement in program 

evaluation being one of the topics that warrants further examination.  

Statement of the Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to increase understanding of evaluator decisions to involve 

stakeholders in program evaluation. The underlying rationale of this study is that evaluators 

make decisions based on practical knowledge and insights acquired through experience. Shadish, 

Cook, and Leviton (1991) succinctly state, “More than anything else, social program evaluation 

is a practice-driven field. Its greatest need is for advice about how to perform its special 

professional tasks” (p. 19–20). An examination of the factors that affect decisions about 

stakeholder involvement can further the field of evaluation and help to inform professional 

practice.  

This research is unique in that I examined evaluator decision making using the theory of 

planned behavior and a theoretical framework for examining stakeholder involvement. The 

theory of planned behavior is a decision-making model that asserts that (a) attitudes toward a 

behavior, (b) subjective norms (beliefs that peers want a person to perform that behavior), and 
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(c) perceived behavioral control (beliefs that a person can successfully perform that behavior) 

determine an individual’s intentions and behaviors (Ajzen, 1991). The theoretical framework for 

stakeholder involvement that I use includes three dimensions of participation: (a) diversity 

among those selected to participate, (b) depth of participation, and (c) control of technical 

decision making (Cousins, Donohue, & Bloom, 1996).  For the purpose of this research, I 

examined decisions through evaluators’ intentions to involve stakeholders in their general 

practice and self-reported behaviors in the context of one evaluation case. I address three 

research questions:  

1. What components of behavior (Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral 

Control) reasonably explain decisions (Intentions and Behaviors) to involve stakeholders 

(Diversity, Depth, and Control over Decision Making)? 

2. Are the strength of the relationships between the components of behavior (Attitudes, 

Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral Control) and decisions (Intentions and 

Behaviors) to involve stakeholders (Diversity, Depth, and Control over Decision Making) 

different for less-experienced vs. more-experienced evaluators? 

3. What features of an evaluation do evaluators perceive to be the most influential in 

decisions to involve stakeholders (Diversity, Depth, and Control over Decision Making)? 

The first research question addresses the viability of the decision-making model which 

incorporates the components of the theory of planned behavior in predicting evaluator decisions 

about diversity, depth, and control over technical decision making. The second research question 

is about the applicability of the model to less-experienced and more-experienced evaluators and 

further examines the differences between those groups. The third research question addresses 

other features of an evaluation that influenced evaluators’ decisions about which stakeholders to 
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involve, how to involve them, and to what extent they shared decision-making control in the 

context of one evaluation case.  

In this study, I collected survey data from professional evaluators belonging to four 

professional evaluation associations. I addressed the first and second research questions using 

structural equation modeling to test a series of relationships included in the decision-making 

model for stakeholder involvement. For the third research question, I used qualitative analysis of 

responses to three open-ended questions.   

This study contributes to the research on evaluation generally and expands the knowledge 

base about stakeholder involvement in program evaluation specifically. It is the first study I am 

aware of that empirically tests a theoretical decision-making model to examine stakeholder 

involvement in evaluators’ professional practice. In doing so, it explores three aspects of 

evaluator practical knowledge and their predictive strength on decisions about diversity, depth, 

and shared decision-making control. Lastly, it explores other internal and external factors that 

influence decisions about stakeholder involvement. It is my hope that this dissertation provides 

valuable information to inform the practice of program evaluation. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 To familiarize readers with the context, history, and previous research that led to this 

study, I present a summary of the existing literature on stakeholder involvement in program 

evaluation, including the rationales, the various approaches, and the framework for stakeholder 

involvement developed by Cousins and colleagues (1996). I further discuss some of the findings 

and limitations of the empirical research on stakeholder involvement in program evaluation 

before making a case for an increased focus on evaluator practical knowledge. Next, I present the 

theory of planned behavior and review existing literature that pertains to measuring the different 

components of the theory. This chapter concludes with a discussion of the current study and the 

research questions. 

Stakeholder Involvement in Evaluation 

In the published literature and greater community of practice, it is widely accepted that 

stakeholders should participate in evaluations to some degree. One example is the 

acknowledgement by professional evaluation organizations. The Joint Committee on Standards 

for Educational Evaluation specifically recommends attention to, negotiation with, and 

recognition of the needs of stakeholders as a best practice in the professional standards for 

conduct (Yarbrough, Shulha, Hopson, & Caruthers, 2011). These standards were adopted by the 

Australasian Evaluation Society (AES) in 2006 and the Canadian Evaluation Society (CES) in 

2012 (AES, 2010; CES, 2014). The AES guidelines for ethical conduct also encourage attention 

to the interests of all stakeholders in the commission, conduct, and report of an evaluation. 

Similarly, the American Evaluation Association (AEA) Guiding Principles for Evaluators 

(2004) clearly states, “When planning and reporting evaluations, evaluators should include 
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relevant perspectives and interests of the full range of stakeholders” (Responsibilities for General 

and Public Welfare section, para. 1).  

Rationales for involvement. Despite growing support for stakeholder participation, there 

exist divergent perspectives on the rationale and benefits of such collaboration (Greene, 1986). 

Stakeholder involvement emerged in the 1970s in response to a heightened focus on evaluation 

utilization and the potential benefits of involving stakeholders to increase use (Smits & 

Champagne, 2008; Stake, 1983b; Taut, 2008). Additional motivation to include stakeholders 

arose from criticisms that evaluation focused too narrowly on issues important to program 

personnel, those with the power to influence decisions, or evaluation sponsors (Weiss, 1983). 

Other rationales advocated for the empowerment of lower status or culturally diverse stakeholder 

groups and the representation of multiple parties in the decision-making process (Mark & 

Shotland, 1985). Stakeholder involvement might also enhance validity because the contributions 

of different groups can extend the focus of an evaluation to include issues not readily apparent to 

evaluators, which raises the potential significance of findings (Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 

1993). More recent accounts of stakeholder evaluation emphasize enhanced validity of findings 

or propose methods to ensure reliability and validity, which in turn strengthen the credibility of 

an evaluation (Brandon, 1998; Crishna, 2006).  

In considering the various rationales for stakeholder involvement, three main categories 

of justifications include: practical justifications, which focus on producing useful evaluation 

findings, political justifications, which attempt to balance power inequities, and epistemological 

justifications, which aim to produce valid conclusions nested in the contexts and realities of 

those involved (Cousins et al., 1996; Weaver & Cousins, 2004). Mark and Shotland (1985) 

reasoned that the purpose or goals for stakeholder involvement lead to different value judgments 
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about which stakeholders to involve. This in turn can affect the nature of the evaluation questions 

posed and methodologies employed. Thus, different rationales for stakeholder involvement in 

evaluation may take on markedly different forms and produce divergent results.  

Approaches to involving stakeholders. Several different approaches for stakeholder 

involvement include, but are not limited to, responsive evaluation, deliberative-democratic 

evaluation, stakeholder-based evaluation, empowerment evaluation, and collaborative 

evaluation, which encompasses practical participatory evaluation and transformative evaluation. 

The responsive evaluation approach emerged in the early 1970s and advocated for the inclusion 

of various stakeholder groups to represent the multiple realities and values of individuals 

affected by or vested in an evaluation (Abma & Stake, 2001; Stake, 1983a). In this approach, 

“There are different constituencies, different stakeholders who have different expectations, 

different values. The evaluator should understand those things and be in a good position to 

illustrate them, to represent them to readers and outsiders as part of the evaluation task” (Abma 

& Stake, 2001, p. 9). In responsive evaluation, it is the evaluator’s task to represent the array of 

stakeholder perspectives, but the evaluator retains ultimate control of the evaluation questions 

and design. A related approach, known as deliberative-democratic evaluation, similarly 

acknowledges that multiple perspectices, but seeks to reach consensus through extensive 

deliberation between different stakeholder groups (House & Howe, 1999). This approach seeks 

to represent all relevant stakeholder groups through dialogue and deliberation to balance power 

inequities.  

The stakeholder-oriented approach to evaluation emerged with this distinction in the late 

1970s in two hallmark evaluation studies: the National Institute of Education’s evaluations of the 

Cities in Schools and Push/Excel programs (Gold, 1983; Stake, 1983b). These early applications 
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form the basis for what is known as stakeholder-based evaluation, defined by Mark and Shotland 

(1985) to be “evaluations that involve stakeholder groups, other than sponsors, in the formulation 

of evaluation questions and in any other evaluation activities” (p. 606). In this approach, the 

expanded role of stakeholders led to considerations about the feasibility of addressing the 

information needs of multiple groups when they exceed research capacity, maintaining 

evaluation quality when stakeholders lack necessary research and technical skills, and the 

potential for bias depending on which groups’ interests are represented (Taut, 2008). 

Empowerment evaluation focuses on the use of evaluation processes, techniques and 

findings to foster the improvement and self-determination of involved stakeholders. In this 

approach, evaluators often act as a coach, giving stakeholders control over making evaluation 

decisions and conducting evaluation activities (Fetterman, 2002). This approach provides the 

most concrete steps for implementation, and these steps have evolved over time due in part to 

criticism from the evaluation community (Fetterman, & Wandersman, 2007).   

Collaborative evaluation approaches highlight the importance of evaluators and 

stakeholders working jointly to implement evaluation activities and construct evaluation findings 

(Cousins, 2003). The term collaborative evaluation encompasses two distinct forms: practical 

participatory evaluation, which focuses on generating useful knowledge for decision-making; 

and transformative participatory evaluation, which works to change socio-political power 

inequities through self-determination of less powerful stakeholder groups. In practical 

participatory evaluation, stakeholder participation might be limited to the primary users of the 

evaluation findings, whereas transformative participatory evaluation may be more inclusive of 

different stakeholder groups, such as program beneficiaries, in attempts to address power 

imbalances.  
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Each of these approaches implies a different mechanism for involving stakeholders. 

Therefore, it is likely that the individuals selected to participate and the subsequent methods for 

involving those stakeholder groups are highly variable. Evaluation practitioners incorporating 

this approach could benefit from some guidance as to which of the methods for involvement to 

select under what conditions. 

A framework for stakeholder involvement. The evaluation literature encompasses 

several different perspectives on the factors, mechanisms, and processes for involving 

stakeholders (Smits & Champagne, 2008). Mark and Shotland (1985) focused on stakeholder 

selection in terms of influential power and legitimacy. Smits and Champagne (2008) asserted 

that the connection between participation and evaluation use is nested in theories of learning. 

They postulated that this phenomenon is due to the co-construction of knowledge between 

evaluators and practitioners which reinforces the use of results within a context that supports 

action. Still others put forth more complex models that include causal indicators to examine how 

participative climate, influence, and level of participation lead to outcome variables of 

participation efficacy, symbolic use, and instrumental use (Turnbull, 1999).  

One theoretical framework for examining stakeholder involvement proposed by Cousins, 

Donohue, and Bloom (1996) and revised by Weaver and Cousins (2004) identified three primary 

dimensions of stakeholder involvement in evaluation. These include (a) diversity among 

stakeholders selected for participation—the extent to which all perspectives are represented, (b) 

control of technical decision making—the extent to which decisions about the evaluation are 

controlled by a select few or are balanced, and (c) depth of participation—the extent to which 

stakeholders participate in all steps of an evaluation. In a theoretical article by Daigneault and 

Jacob (2009), the authors posited that the three dimensions of stakeholder involvement are 
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parsimonious, make sense intuitively, are located within the same unit of analysis, distinguish 

between participatory and non-participatory forms of evaluation, and can be applied to various 

types of evaluation where stakeholders participate to some extent. A few years later, in a 

conceptual framework depicting the nature, contextual conditions, and consequences of 

participatory evaluation, Cousins and Chouinard (2012) referred to decisions about to diversity, 

control, and depth of participation as participatory practices.  

Research on stakeholder involvement. The literature on stakeholder involvement in 

program evaluation is diverse and difficult to summarize because a majority of the published 

work is case-specific. Decisions about how to implement an evaluation are highly dependent on 

the goals and needs of the program evaluated, the context within which the evaluation takes 

place, and the relationships between evaluators and stakeholders. Additionally, researchers have 

reached numerous and sometimes divergent conclusions based on the different methodologies 

used to study involvement, the perspectives of the various role groups that participated in the 

research, and the perceived effectiveness of an evaluation approach within a particular context. 

In this section, I summarize the literature according to (a) the role groups that participated and 

(b) the primary methods employed in studying stakeholder involvement in program evaluation to 

highlight the array of findings. I then discuss the results of four systematic research reviews 

which help to frame the current study.    

Studies of evaluators. Several studies have focused on the experiences of evaluators and 

used surveys to collect data from large numbers of practitioners. For example, an exploratory 

study by Cousins, Donohue, and Bloom (1996) examined the perceptions of North American 

evaluators toward participatory approaches to evaluation. This study focused on the conceptual 

framework for stakeholder evaluation described earlier that included stakeholder selection, 
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control of evaluation decision making, and depth of participation. The authors found that most 

participants agreed that stakeholder involvement in formative evaluation was generally positive 

and could help practitioners to (a) improve practice, (b) question assumptions and beliefs, and (c) 

appreciate the power of an evaluation in program decision making. Additionally, the respondents 

reported that stakeholders were most frequently involved in designing the scope of the evaluation 

and disseminating findings; and were rarely engaged in the analysis or preparing of reports. The 

authors concluded that the evaluators tended to maintain a dominant role in the process and that 

the perceived impact and utilization of these evaluations was mixed. 

A second survey of evaluators that specifically focused on evaluation utilization came to 

some different conclusions. In a quantitative study that surveyed members of the AEA 

Evaluation Use Topical Interest Group (TIG), Preskill and Caracelli (1997) found that evaluators 

believed that the most effective strategies for facilitating evaluation utilization that engage 

stakeholders were (a) involving stakeholders in the evaluation process, (b) identifying and 

prioritizing intended users, (c) communicating findings to stakeholders, and (d) developing a 

communicating and reporting plan. Additionally, it seemed that while the evaluators believed 

that involvement would increase the use of evaluation findings, they were reluctant to share 

power, may not support the inclusion of all stakeholder groups, and their perceptions of actual 

evaluation utilization were mixed. 

Several commonalities and differences emerge from these two studies of evaluators. 

First, the study by Preskill and Caracelli (1997) concluded that the strategies to increase 

evaluation use pointed to increasingly active roles by stakeholders across the evaluation process. 

The authors inferred that survey responses represented a shift towards methods that involve 

stakeholders and increase organizational learning. However, the previous study by Cousins and 
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colleagues (1996) found that actual involvement was limited to design and dissemination stages, 

which may highlight some discrepancies between what is theoretically possible and what is 

actually feasible in practice. Both studies found that evaluators preferred to maintain control over 

the evaluation process (Cousins et al., 1996; Preskill & Caracelli, 1997), which indicates that this 

might be a reoccurring theme. Last, the results of both surveys found that evaluators perceived 

actual levels of evaluation to be less than ideal. 

Studies of stakeholders. The second type of empirical research has focused on 

stakeholders as research participants. In two of the studies I discuss, surveys gathered 

information from stakeholders who were involved in evaluations that spanned multiple sites and 

contexts. In the third, researchers conducted a clinical study that allowed them to manipulate and 

test certain variables affecting stakeholder involvement. Little research exists that examines the 

perspectives of stakeholders outside of a particular evaluation case; in a later section, I discuss 

those findings in more detail as they pertain to case study methodologies. 

In the first study, Turnbull (1999) examined whether stakeholder involvement leads to 

increased evaluation utilization by conducting six surveys measuring teachers’ level of 

participation and influence, the climate for participation, participation efficacy, and the use of 

evaluation findings. Turnbull found support for an action theory of stakeholder involvement that 

indicated that utilization of evaluation findings was more likely if participants perceived the 

climate as participative, if they participated to a desired degree, if they perceived themselves as 

having influence, and if the process increased their participation efficacy.  

In the second study, Thayer and Fine (2001) surveyed participating stakeholders in the 

non-profit sector and found that program staff members were most involved in evaluation 
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activities. Of those that responded to the survey, 61% reported involvement in evaluation design, 

79% participated in data collection, 39% analyzed or interpreted the data, and 29% contributed to 

report writing. Board members and funders reported less involvement in design, analysis, and 

interpretation of results. Program beneficiaries were most frequently not involved, although 

some reported involvement in data collection. The authors also found that stakeholder 

involvement was more likely in smaller organizations in the human service sector, where fewer 

staff were able to devote at least half of their time to evaluation activities.  

The third study by Campbell and Mark (2006) used an innovative approach to examine 

successful stakeholder dialog, defined as the process of raising, discussing, and mediating 

divergent views about programs and policies to improve mutual understanding. This study was 

cleverly designed to examine negotiations that may be typical in an evaluation using deception in 

a clinical setting — a technique often utilized by social psychologists. The authors tested 

whether type of audience (homogeneous or heterogeneous) and dialog structure (problem solving 

or none) enhanced stakeholder dialog in a controlled experiment. Trained observers, who were 

blind to the experimental condition, rated the effectiveness of stakeholder dialog between 61 

pairs of undergraduate students with opposing viewpoints toward a university alcohol policy in 

randomly assigned levels of the independent variables. The participants also completed post-

experiment questionnaires about satisfaction, optimism, positivity, and perceived changes in 

stakeholder viewpoints. Campbell and Mark (2006) concluded that the dyads given a problem-

solving dialog with a heterogeneous audience had the most successful dialog, despite the fact 

that they were less likely to mediate their viewpoints, than those with no dialog structure. The 

experimental condition of a homogeneous audience with no dialog structure yielded the least 

positive participant perceptions. Interestingly, accountability to a heterogeneous audience 
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facilitated participation and optimism regardless of dialog condition, which may point to the 

importance of including and managing divergent stakeholder perspectives to ensure more 

positive reactions to involvement.  

Three main conclusions emerge from the findings of these three studies. First, contrary to 

the findings from the empirical studies of evaluators, Turnbull (1999) identified different 

mechanisms for increasing evaluation use that focused more on stakeholder self-efficacy and 

satisfaction with levels of involvement and influence, rather than on involvement in certain 

evaluation stages or tasks. In a similar manner, Campbell and Mark (2006) focused on 

stakeholders’ satisfaction and positivity toward the process, but found that including diverse 

viewpoints and using problem-solving negotiation strategies positively affected stakeholder 

perceptions. Second, the results of the study by Thayer and Fine (2001) illustrated that 

involvement differs based on stakeholder role and availability. Their findings about the 

involvement of program staff in all evaluation stages, primarily data collection, ran contrary to 

the earlier study of evaluators that reported the involvement of stakeholders primarily in design 

and dissemination activities (Cousins et al., 1996). Third, there are some issues with the 

generalizability of these findings. Although the study by Campbell and Mark (2006) utilized a 

strong experimental methodology, whether these findings are truly applicable to real-world 

situations remains debatable. Additionally, the generalizability of the first two studies results is 

limited because of the focus on program evaluation within one discipline or sector. Issues with 

generalizability indicate a need for research on stakeholder perspectives from representative 

samples that span multiple programs, disciplines, and real-world situations. 

Studies of evaluators and stakeholders. Only four studies of which I am aware have 

examined the perspectives of both evaluators and stakeholders, with two focused on evaluators 



16 

 

and project directors, the third on evaluators and project practitioners, and the fourth on 

evaluators and family members. I discuss two of these studies that had findings most relevant to 

this research. In the first study, Cartland, Ruch-Ross, Mason, and Donohue (2008) examined the 

extent to which evaluators and program directors shared roles and activities across both the 

project and the evaluation using a mixed-method approach of surveys and interviews with 20 

evaluator-project director pairs. Based on responses, the authors defined three types of 

evaluators: academically-oriented, program-oriented, and client-oriented. Both project directors 

and evaluators frequently perceived role-sharing as positive and strong communication skills 

helped to ease tension and role confusion early in the process. Academically-oriented evaluators 

were most uncomfortable with role-sharing, and these pairs had more difficulty in the early 

stages of the evaluation, were more likely to feel that the evaluation was not a good fit, and more 

frequently reported that these feelings persisted. By comparing the results between groups, the 

authors found that role-sharing was common and that almost all evaluators included stakeholders 

in the decision-making process, although few explicitly professed a collaborative or participatory 

approach to evaluation. This finding is particularly interesting because studies that relied solely 

on evaluators as participants concluded that evaluators preferred to maintain decision-making 

control (Cousins et al., 1996; Preskill & Caracelli, 1997), whereas Cartland and colleagues 

(2008) found that shared decision making was widespread. 

A second study of evaluators and stakeholders by Toal, King, Johnson, and Lawrenz 

(2009) focused on the benefits of stakeholder involvement and found that reports of participation 

varied considerably in the types of activities and depth of participation. Findings of this research 

echoed those of Cousins and colleagues (1996), in that participants reported greater involvement 

in focusing the evaluation and reviewing reports, and less involvement with writing evaluation 
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reports and analyzing data. The authors also found that stakeholders had broader perceptions of 

involvement, which included instrument development, completing surveys, attending 

conferences and participating in training on data collection. Additionally, being involved in 

multiple activities did not necessarily lend itself to high ratings of involvement overall. This 

illustrated that the depth of participation and the evaluation stages within which participation 

occurs operate on different but related continuums because stakeholders can be involved in one 

stage to a great extent or involved in many stages to a very little extent. Last, the authors posited 

that definitions of stakeholder participation in evaluations should expand to include more passive 

activities such as providing data because participants reported that these activities fostered 

feelings of being involved. 

Case studies. The case studies described in this section examine the implementation of a 

particular evaluation approach or method for involving stakeholders within the context of a 

specific program or a limited number of contexts. All three of the case studies included in this 

review utilized mixed methods to analyze stakeholder involvement in evaluation. Following a 

summary of the methods and findings for each study, I discuss some strengths and limitations to 

the case study approach based on this literature.  

The first study by Brandon, Lindberg, and Wang (1993) involved program beneficiaries 

and decision makers in a process to specify which program attributes would be included in an 

evaluation of the curriculum used by a university medical program. In this case study, the 

authors used individual and group interviews to identify a preliminary list of program attributes 

for consideration, which were then reduced using a quantitative questionnaire to prioritize those 

that most important to the program. Finally, select program decision makers and beneficiaries 

participated in a meeting to further focus the evaluation on 10 program attributes. The evaluators 
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were careful to preserve the decision-making authority of faculty members throughout the 

process by stating that the students were present to influence the faculty’s decisions through 

discussion. The evaluators concluded that the identification of program attributes not typically 

included in curriculum evaluations and the significant differences in how the two stakeholder 

groups prioritized these attributes provided evidence that their method was effective. The authors 

also believed that stakeholder involvement enhanced the consequential validity of the evaluation, 

discussed limitations in democratic authority due to the constraints of the program being 

evaluated, and indicated that this approach would be suitable for involving multiple stakeholder 

groups. Both this case study and the study by Campbell and Mark (2006) found support for a 

particular method to negotiate divergent stakeholder perspectives with students in a university 

setting. Where these studies differ is that the study by Brandon and colleagues (1993) (a) took 

place within a real-world evaluation and (b) determined the relative success of the method for 

involvement solely by the process and outcomes of that collaboration but did not measure 

stakeholders’ perceptions or satisfaction with their participation. 

A second study by Schulz, Israel, and Lantz (2003) examined a participatory approach to 

evaluation that focused on the partnership processes involved in three case studies. In all three 

contexts, stakeholders were actively involved in program implementation, data collection, 

interpretation, and evaluation. One strength of the research methodology was the fact that all 

three case studies utilized a longitudinal design to collect, analyze, and discuss findings. The 

researchers utilized in-depth interviews, field notes, focus groups, and document reviews to 

prioritize goals for each partnership along dimensions of group dynamics. The prioritized goals 

of each project were used to adapt a quantitative survey measuring perceptions of group 

dynamics and results were presented and discussed with each group so they could identify and 
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work to improve issues. In all three cases, the use of an adapted survey to assess group dynamics 

resulted in positive adjustments to the partnership process and ongoing discussion to improve the 

ways people worked together. The authors concluded that the adapted surveys provided a means 

to collect, identify, and discuss perceptions of the collaborative process based on the needs of 

different stakeholder groups with the intention of improving group dynamics over the course of 

an evaluation. This research is similar with others discussed previously (Brandon et al., 1998; 

Campbell & Mark, 2006) in that it focused on the relationships between stakeholder groups; 

however, it concentrated on improving group dynamics and did so across three contexts. 

Unfortunately, although the authors provided some information about the methods of analysis 

and descriptive statistics, they relied mostly on evaluator perceptions and contextual examples as 

evidence of the effectiveness of this approach. 

An article by Curran, Christopher, Lemire, Collins, and Barrett (2003) described a meta-

evaluation examining the effects of an evaluation approach that utilized stakeholder consultation 

to identify evaluation standards and criteria used to judge those standards. A meta-evaluation is a 

process for assessing the merit of an evaluation. This study utilized an external evaluator to 

determine whether the evaluation (a) was useful in meeting the needs of intended users, (b) 

followed practical and feasible methods for data collection, (c) was conducted in an ethical 

manner, and (d) conveyed adequate information to determine the merit of the program being 

evaluated. The external evaluator interviewed four stakeholders involved in the evaluation and 

reviewed documents related to data collection, methods, analysis, and reporting. The analysis 

confirmed that the participatory approach to this evaluation was useful, feasible, ethical, and 

accurate. Additionally, the stakeholders reported that the approach helped to resolve conflicting 

viewpoints by integrating their concerns into the evaluation process and using data to confirm or 
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disconfirm that those concerns were valid. Unfortunately, a major limitation of this research was 

that the meta-evaluation failed to provide adequate detail about the methods for data analysis, 

sample selection, and how qualitative evidence warranted the conclusions drawn. 

In considering the three case studies presented, some strengths of the case study approach 

include providing specifics about the application of an evaluation approach across single or 

multiple contexts, the use of longitudinal designs, and detailed descriptions about the 

involvement of multiple stakeholder groups. Additionally, all three of these case studies focused 

on reaching consensus between different viewpoints and the relationships between stakeholder 

groups. A potential drawback is that two of the articles provided insufficient methodological 

information to warrant the findings or relied on personal perceptions and descriptions of the 

social context as evidence of the effectiveness of a particular approach for involving 

stakeholders. This was true even in studies that described the collection of more reliable forms of 

data. Despite some methodological drawbacks, case studies have the greatest applicability to 

evaluation practice because the authors often describe implementation of an approach in detail 

and reflect on its relative effectiveness in different real-world contexts. This provides useful 

information for evaluators interested in involving stakeholders in program evaluation, but also 

brings up concerns about the generalizability of findings to other evaluation contexts.  

Case narratives. Much like case studies, case narratives are often grounded in a specific 

program or use a similar evaluation approach across a limited number of contexts. Although case 

narratives also examine the experiences of evaluators and, in some instances, stakeholders; they 

are unique in that they rely solely on anecdotal observations and retrospective accounts presented 

from the perspective of the evaluator. It is reasonable to assume that this methodology could be 
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more susceptible to bias than case studies, which often collect multiple forms of evidence within 

a particular case.  

One qualitative case narrative by Clayson, Castaneda, Sanchez, and Brindis (2002) 

presented a retrospective account over the course of a five-year evaluation of community 

initiatives in low income Latino communities in California. This evaluation is distinct from those 

discussed previously in that it focused on the cultural aspects of program evaluation. The authors 

employed an approach that included (a) the creation of multicultural multi-disciplinary 

evaluation teams, (b) an inclusive and iterative evaluation process, and (c) transparent 

negotiations with stakeholders. Additionally, the authors identified four major interactive 

stakeholder groups: funders, community-based organization staff, community members, and 

evaluators. They stressed the importance of accommodating language barriers, grounding 

theories in native geographic and historical context, and considering the power relationships 

among stakeholders. The authors presented their findings in a narrative format with real-world 

anecdotes and the commentary could be perceived as helpful for evaluators looking to gain an 

insider perspective of working with stakeholders in diverse communities. 

A second case narrative of stakeholder involvement in program evaluation by Mathie and 

Greene (1997) examined the authors’ experiences during two participatory evaluations and their 

analysis of the importance of stakeholder diversity. In both situations, the inclusion of members 

from diverse and sometimes conflicting groups resulted in reduced participation due to 

ideological incompatibility, influential power, and, in one case, the authors felt that participation 

did not appropriately reflect the vested interests of all stakeholder groups. The authors concluded 

that powerful and less powerful stakeholders would participate at different levels, even if 

evaluators attempted to create a situation of equal participation. This finding conflicts with more 
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positive outcomes reported in the earlier study by Brandon, Lindberg, and Wang (1993), which 

structured the involvement of both powerful faculty members and less powerful students within 

the context of an institution for higher learning. Additionally, Mathie and Greene (1997) 

concluded that less diversity could be practical and strategic given evaluation constraints, but 

ideally, evaluators should facilitate stakeholder participation along a continuum that strives to 

include the interests of diverse groups. The authors described using a grounded approach to 

analyze their experiences; however, they did not provide a thorough description of this analysis 

and substantiated their conclusions with contextual descriptions and personal vignettes.  

A third case narrative, by Poth and Shulha (2008), utilized participatory and 

developmental frameworks to conduct a program evaluation. Over the course of two years, the 

evaluator collected data using a reflective journal to identify what evaluator behaviors promoted 

stakeholder engagement and to what extent the general phases of evaluation (focusing, 

conducting, reporting, and revisiting) helped the evaluator identify and implement engaging 

behaviors. Using qualitative analysis techniques, the evaluator identified 10 critical episodes, all 

of which (a) helped the evaluator understand the impact of her behaviors on stakeholders, (b) 

illustrated the principles guiding the evaluator’s approach, and (c) triggered a change or 

modification in evaluator thinking and behavior. Analysis of the 10 episodes revealed that 

stakeholder engagement varied by individual and did not relate to the phases of evaluation. This 

triggered a shift, in which the evaluator spent more time attending to individual stakeholder cues 

and creating opportunities to maintain trust and credibility. The evaluator also discussed specific 

activities that fostered trust and collaboration across design, monitoring, and interpretation of 

findings. This study is unusual because (a) the authors employed and described in detail the 

methods for collecting and analyzing data, and (b) incorporated multiple forms of data, and (c) 
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focused on the perceived effects of evaluator behaviors on stakeholder outcomes. This study also 

had several methodological strengths. First, the use of a reflective journal provided systematic 

documentation of the evaluator’s actions and experiences from an insider’s perspective. Second, 

the authors described methods for analyzing the reflections with adequate detail and justified the 

techniques employed with supporting literature. Third, all 10 critical episodes were corroborated 

by other evidence gathered throughout the course of the evaluation. The authors’ discussion of 

changing personal perspectives to foster trust, collaboration, and organizational learning are 

highly applicable to evaluation practice. 

Case narratives are a common methodology in the literature on stakeholder evaluation 

despite serious concerns about the quality of subjective and retrospective data, which naturally 

involve personal bias and limited generalizability. However, this shortcoming could also be 

viewed as a strength because case narratives capture the thought processes, emotional reactions, 

and personal beliefs of evaluators, which could not be obtained without some level of 

subjectivity. A second drawback of the case narrative is the tendency to provide insufficient 

information about methods for data collection and analysis. The reflection journal, qualitative 

analysis, and data triangulation by Poth and Shulha (2008) represented the strongest 

methodology for case narratives in the literature I reviewed. Researchers need to pay special 

attention to these issues to lend credibility to the valuable insights that emerge through studies of 

evaluator experience.  

Studies of evaluation literature. The final category of studies included in this review 

examined the published literature on evaluation as the unit of study. A research synthesis is a 

method for aggregating the findings from primary research that can include a wide variety of 

different research designs and data sources based on systematic decision rules and 
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methodological steps for data collection and analysis (Labin, 2008). Until recently, assumptions 

about the benefits of stakeholder involvement were not based on systematic reviews of the 

empirical literature (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014). In this section, I briefly summarize and 

discuss the findings of four such reviews since 2006 that helped to frame the current study. 

 The first study, by Johnson, Greenseid, Toal, King, Lawrenz, and Volkov (2009), was an 

empirical review of literature on evaluation use published between 1986 and 2005. All articles 

included in this study needed to: (a) be empirical studies (present information on data collection 

methods used to inform claims), (b) focus on program or policy evaluation, (c) be published, (d) 

include evaluation use as at least one variable under study, and (e) be within publication date 

parameters. The authors utilized a framework for categorizing evaluation studies developed by 

Cousins and Leithwood (1986) to classify 41 articles that met their inclusion criteria. A new 

category of stakeholder involvement was added to the original theoretical framework and the 

authors found 23 studies that considered aspects of stakeholder involvement when examining 

evaluation use. The marked increase in the number of studies examining stakeholder 

involvement and evaluation use led the researchers to conclude that the use of participatory 

evaluation approaches is growing and may lead to enhanced evaluation utilization.  

Miller and Campbell (2006) conducted the second empirical review and specifically 

focused on 46 case studies, critiques, and reflections on stakeholder involvement in 

empowerment evaluations. Using qualitative methods, they coded articles based on 

characteristics of the evaluation that included the setting, rationale, decision to use stakeholder 

evaluation, the involvement of program beneficiaries, measures of success and adherence to 

evaluation principles. The authors identified three approaches to involving stakeholders in 

evaluations. One approach, Socratic coaching, was characterized by relationships that promoted 
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the development of evaluative knowledge through question and answer relationships. This 

approach was: (a) most frequently employed in single-site organizations, where repeated and 

sustained contact between evaluators and stakeholders was possible, (b) more likely to involve 

program beneficiaries in the design or implementation of an evaluation, and (c) most consistent 

with the principles of participatory approaches to evaluation. Overall, the authors found 

considerable heterogeneity in the practice of involving stakeholders in empowerment evaluations 

and identified fewer cases that actively involved program beneficiaries than they anticipated. 

Additionally, Miller and Campbell (2006) identified only seven studies that provided empirical 

data to support the success or failure of an evaluation approach. In the remaining 39 studies, 

indicators of success or failure were based on anecdotal impressions by the evaluators or other 

individuals involved in the evaluation. 

The third research synthesis that I consider here, by Cousins and Chouinard (2012), 

examined 121 peer-reviewed articles on participatory evaluation published between 1997 and 

2011 that collected empirical data on participatory evaluation. The participatory approach to 

involving stakeholders specifies the production of knowledge through active participation in 

collaborative forms of inquiry. For their review, the authors focused on contextual conditions, 

the nature of collaboration, and consequences of participatory evaluation. To analyze the nature 

of collaboration, the review used the framework for examining stakeholder involvement 

proposed by Cousins, Donohue, and Bloom (1996) and revised by Weaver and Cousins (2004). 

Cousins and Chouinard (2012) concluded that the primary contextual factors included evaluator 

background and role, the context of the community and program, and organizational issues and 

characteristics. The main outcomes of participation included enhanced validity of the 

information produced through evaluations, increased instrumental and conceptual use of 
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findings, and improved processes for conducting research and evaluation by individuals, groups, 

and organizations. 

The fourth literature review, by Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) focused on the empirical 

literature on stakeholder involvement in evaluation, specifically those research studies that 

described the methods for collecting and analyzing data related to stakeholder involvement in 

program evaluation. This research synthesis focused on articles published in peer-reviewed 

journals between 1985 and 2010 and revealed that out of 466 articles, only 41 (12%) were 

empirical studies. Additionally, the authors made several conclusions about the methods for 

conducting research on stakeholder involvement, including (a) the proportion of empirical 

studies on stakeholder involvement was relatively small, (b) the predominate method of data 

collection was surveys and interviews, and (c) the majority of the empirical studies were 

conducted within single or multiple case studies, which affected the sample size because the 

researchers had access to a smaller pool of participants involved in an actual evaluation. 

 Unlike the reviews by Johnson and colleagues (2009) and Cousins and Chouinard (2012), 

which utilized a theoretical framework to analyze the literature, Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) 

approached their analysis from a grounded perspective, in which themes emerged from the 

qualitative and quantitative analysis of the primary research findings. Most notably, the authors 

categorized the findings of the empirical research into positive, negative and mixed, and 

explanatory results that provided additional insights into the implications of different aspects of 

involvement. This analysis led the authors to conclude that affective aspects of involvement 

included both positive findings about stakeholder willingness and satisfaction with involvement, 

and negative reports of inconsistent motivation and participation due to large numbers of 

stakeholders, staff turnover, and the amount of time required to take part in an evaluation. 
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Findings about resources were mostly negative due to the additional demands that stakeholder 

involvement can place on staff time and program resources. Other findings included additional 

attention paid by evaluators to issues of equity and bias and the importance of evaluator 

characteristics such as technical, interpersonal, and leadership skills. These findings also formed 

the basis of a proposed model of stakeholder involvement that included (a) contexts and inputs, 

(b) characteristics of stakeholder involvement, and (c) effects of stakeholder involvement 

(Brandon & Fukunaga, 2013). Here, the authors identified stakeholder characteristics, evaluator 

characteristics, and resource issues stemming from organizational or programmatic 

circumstances as the main elements within contexts and inputs. Characteristics of stakeholder 

involvement included affective aspects; collaboration, communication and interaction; equity 

and bias; and degree and kind of stakeholder involvement. The effects of stakeholder 

involvement consisted of evaluation use and influence, evaluation capacity building, and 

evaluation quality.  

 Despite the different criteria for including studies and methods of analyzing the primary 

research findings, certain themes resonated in the findings of these four systematic reviews. First, 

and perhaps most notable, was the scarcity of empirical studies that included descriptions of the 

methods for data collection and analyses. Both empirical reviews by Johnson and colleagues 

(2009) and Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) located only 41 empirical studies within a timespan of 

approximately 20 years. Furthermore, an even smaller percentage (27%) was original research 

undertaken independent of an actual evaluation (Brandon and Fukunaga, 2014). When focused 

on case studies specifically, Miller and Campbell (2006) identified only seven studies that 

provided empirical data to support the conclusions drawn, while the large majority relied on 

anecdotal evidence and retrospective accounts.  
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 On a related note, the proportion of case studies and case narratives was great. The 

research synthesis by Cousins and Chouinard (2012) was inclusive of reflective case narratives, 

which often rely on evaluator experiences as the sole source of information. In most cases, 

reflective case narratives failed to report methods for data collection and analysis to justify the 

results, conclusions, and recommendations made (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014). This implies that 

some of the general assumptions about the importance and effectiveness of stakeholder 

involvement could be based on the large number of publications which rely on the previous 

experiences of evaluators specific to an infinite number of evaluation contexts. Although these 

provide greater insight into evaluator perspectives of practice, some might agree that, “case 

reports of practice are useful in that respect, but knowledge claims that are based on such reports 

are not as strong as those based on systematic and rigorous empirical research” (Daigneault & 

Jacob, 2009, p. 331).  

In considering the empirical literature on stakeholder involvement, it is also important to 

point out that many studies have relied on a small number of participants. Johnson and 

colleagues (2009) reported that 65% of the empirical studies included in their review had sample 

sizes less than 12. Miller and Campbell (2006) similarly discussed the inclusion of studies with 

small sample sizes as a limitation of their research, but put forth that excluding articles of this 

nature would have severely limited the number of studies that met their inclusion criteria. 

Furthermore, the review by Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) explained that because much of the 

empirical literature took place within an evaluation or across multiple case studies, study samples 

were limited to those stakeholders who were actually involved. Clearly this theme points to the 

paucity of empirical research on stakeholder involvement in program evaluation, particularly 

original studies that are independent of an evaluation case and involve larger sample sizes. 
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 The second theme that emerged from the four literature reviews was the importance of 

context, in that three reviews identified evaluator and organizational characteristics as primary 

aspects of stakeholder involvement. Miller and Campbell (2006) explored the impact of different 

evaluator approaches to involving stakeholders, while the review by Cousins and Chouinard 

(2012) included evaluator background and role as a contextual factor. The review by Brandon 

and Fukunaga (2014) further expanded this to include evaluator technical, interpersonal, and 

leadership skills. All three reviews also discussed the importance of organizational or program 

characteristics, especially as they relate to the resources available to involve stakeholders in an 

evaluation.  The review by Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) also stressed the significance of 

stakeholder characteristics, such as stakeholder diversity, knowledge, and buy-in; which aligns 

well with recommendations to take into account stakeholder knowledge, skill, and time 

constraints (Shadish, Cook, & Leviton. 1991).  

Third, all four reviews reported on how stakeholder involvement was applied in practice. 

The reviews by Johnson and colleagues (2009) and Cousins and Chouinard (2012) analyzed the 

nature of collaboration using a predetermined framework, while the review by Brandon and 

Fukunaga (2013) used a grounded theory approach to identify additional affective, social, and 

interpersonal aspects of involvement. Furthermore, Miller and Campbell (2006) recognized that 

the case studies they reviewed contained a wide variety of methods for involving stakeholders. 

Here, it may be pertinent to mention that Miller and Campbell (2006) found that project 

beneficiaries were involved to a lesser extent than might be expected based on the rationales for 

involving stakeholders. In the review by Brandon and Fukunaga (2014), the authors 

acknowledged that less than 30% of the empirical studies they reviewed reported on the 

involvement of this particular stakeholder group. 
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Fourth, all four reviews identified evaluation use in its various forms as an important 

outcome of stakeholder involvement. Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) found that evaluation use 

came up more frequently than any other theme in their review of the empirical research on the 

topic and emerged as a finding in 78% of the articles included in their study. They also discussed 

evaluation capacity building and evaluation quality. Similarly, Cousins and Chouinard (2012) 

discussed increased instrumental and conceptual evaluation use, enhanced validity, and capacity 

for conducting research and evaluation as an outcome of stakeholder involvement. 

Lastly, there were some general limitations to this type of research synthesis described in 

two of the reviews. Johnson and colleagues (2009) recognized the potential limitation of 

including only published literature because it concentrates only on the topics that are valued and 

therefore highly studied. Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) added that their focus on peer-reviewed 

journals limits the sample to those studies that other reviewers perceive as contributing the field 

of evaluation. Additionally, research syntheses tend to report larger magnitudes for findings that 

are well researched, and those magnitudes do not reflect the size of the effects of stakeholder 

involvement within each study reviewed (Johnson et al., 2009). 

Conclusions drawn from the research on stakeholder involvement. This literature review 

illustrates the numerous approaches to involve stakeholders, the heterogeneous nature of the 

methods used to study stakeholder involvement, and the dearth of the findings. Despite increases 

in the number of studies examining stakeholder involvement, some confusion about the practice 

of involving stakeholders persists. Here, I discuss four conclusions derived from the literature on 

stakeholder involvement in program evaluation. 

One potential criticism of the literature on stakeholder involvement in evaluation is the 

lack of clarity around how to implement the approach, precisely because there are so many 
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methods and approaches to stakeholder participation. Numerous opinions exist regarding why to 

involve stakeholders, who to involve, when to involve them, and to what degree. Scriven (1997) 

identified eight definitions of stakeholder involvement in evaluation, all of which vary in terms 

of the use, nature, concepts, and techniques of evaluation, and the notion of significant 

involvement. According to Cousins & Chouinard (2012),  

Despite preliminary efforts to delineate what participatory evaluation is, what effects it 

has, and under what circumstances it works best, contemporary discourse is largely based 

on theoretical musings and abstract reflections on multifaceted and varied experiences 

within the community of evaluation practice. (p. 1)  

Discrepancies of this nature make it difficult to determine how to apply evaluation approaches 

that involve stakeholders and why it should be done. 

A second area of concern is the fact that widespread support for involving stakeholders to 

some extent in program evaluation has not been based on a broad base of empirical studies 

(Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014; Miller & Campbell, 2006). What’s more, as Brandon and 

Fukunaga (2014) point out, only a small proportion of the literature on stakeholder involvement 

in program evaluation consists of actual research studies. This points to a need for more research 

that occurs outside of actual evaluations to draw some conclusions about stakeholder 

involvement that span multiple programs, situations, and contexts.  

Third, despite growing support for this approach, little attention is paid to the quality of 

research studies substantiating the positive effects of stakeholder involvement in evaluation. 

Although this paper is limited by the number of studies examined, some conclusions can be 

drawn about the quality of the methods used to study stakeholder participation. The methods 

employed to examine evaluators and stakeholders were more methodologically sound than those 
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employed by case studies and case narratives. However, case studies and case narratives have the 

potential to provide practitioners with the most pertinent information about the experiences of 

evaluators employing various approaches to stakeholder involvement in evaluation. It is 

unfortunate that the lack of information about the methods for collecting and analyzing data 

devalues the credibility of these findings. Evaluators interested in sharing their experiences with 

the scientific and evaluation community might consider the methods employed by Poth and 

Shulha (2008) which illustrate rigorous qualitative methods for self-reflection and discovery.  

The last point is that few studies focused on the wealth of knowledge evaluators possess 

about stakeholder involvement across the gamut of evaluations and contexts. Building on the 

previous argument about the value of case studies and reflective narratives, only the reviews by 

Miller and Campbell (2006) and Cousins and Chouinard (2012) attempted to make sense of the 

findings of these types of studies. Additionally, only three studies examined evaluator 

perspectives across a variety of programs and disciplines (Cousins et al., 1996; Preskill and 

Caracelli, 1997; Toal et al., 2009). This is interesting in that evaluators have the most experience 

involving stakeholders across a variety of evaluation cases, whereas stakeholders are more likely 

to have been involved in very few evaluations within similar programs or disciplines. It would be 

helpful to examine evaluator experiences across multiple approaches, contexts, and degrees of 

stakeholder involvement to come to some conclusions about how evaluators implement 

collaborative approaches in practice. To my knowledge, no study exists that specifically used 

empirical methods to study evaluator practical knowledge in the arena of stakeholder 

involvement in program evaluation. 
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Evaluation Practice and Practical Knowledge 

 Schwandt (2005) described knowledge of evaluation practice as wise judgment that takes 

into account principles, professional values and knowledge of what is suitable and effective to do 

in a joint decision-making process with those involved in a particular situation. He further 

explained that evaluator practical knowledge is nested in relationships and responsibilities that 

constantly evolve as practitioners reflect on their own actions, learn from the experiences of 

other evaluators, and deliberate on the value of a given practice with others. To summarize 

different viewpoints of evaluator practical knowledge, Kundin (2010) explained that evaluation 

requires practical knowledge about professional actions in practice; how individuals apply their 

knowledge, values, and principles in particular situations; and communicate their skills with 

others. Schwandt (2005) further appealed for a greater emphasis on practice-based versus 

evidence-based evaluation approaches to restore an awareness of the moral responsibility 

involved in professional judgment. 

Decisions about evaluation approach, design, methods, and degree of stakeholder 

involvement are often based on evaluators’ learned experiences, practical reasoning, and 

judgments about the relationship between their actions, abilities, and social situations. According 

to Schwandt (2008), decisions such as these are based on evaluator practical knowledge. Smith 

(1993) speculated that the practice of evaluation involves decisions based on professional 

judgment because evaluation theories, models, and approaches do not detail specific procedures, 

are subject to interpretation, and are put into practice within the constraints of a particular 

evaluation context.  

Enhancing our understanding of evaluator practical knowledge can further the profession 

by examining how knowledge, previous experience, values, and judgment guide evaluation 
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decision making across a variety of situations and contexts (Kundin, 2010). The benefits of 

empirical study of evaluation practice include refining current evaluation practice, advancing 

evaluation theory, developing new evaluation approaches, understanding the relationship of 

evaluation theory and practice, and recognizing the importance of evaluation contexts (Christie, 

2003; Smith, 1993). Azzam (2011) stated, “Knowledge about factors that relate to evaluation 

practice and design decisions is limited. As a field we need to be aware of the methodological 

design trends of practitioners and the factors that relate to these trends” (p. 377).  

Despite the benefits of enhanced understanding of the professional practice of evaluation, 

the empirical literature on evaluator practical knowledge remains limited. As Kundin (2010) 

stated, “Overall, the field of evaluation lacks evidence about how evaluators actually use their 

knowledge, experience, and judgment when deciding how to approach evaluations in their daily 

practice.” She goes on to state that, “The empirical knowledge gained from studying how 

evaluators use their ‘know how’ is essential for understanding the nature of everyday practice 

and how evaluators decide what aspects or alternative approaches are useful.” A study of 

evaluator decision making may shed some light on the nature of practical knowledge about 

stakeholder involvement in program evaluation. 

Evaluator Decision Making 

 One of the fundamental theories in the literature on decision making is the theory of 

subjective expected utility which bases decisions on a consistent, rational means-end analysis of 

all potential choices, alternatives, and probable outcomes available to decision makers (Simon, 

1986). Two main types of decision-making models emerged from this body of research. 

Prescriptive decision-making models focus on making optimal choices based on logic, reasoning, 
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and selection rules that relate to available choices in a decision task (Kundin, 2010). Conversely, 

descriptive decision-making models describe what happens in real situations and organizations. 

 In examining decision-making processes that take place in the real situations, naturalistic 

decision making (NDM) emerged as a prominent model in the literature encompassing 

Hammond’s cognitive continuum theory, Rasmussen’s model of cognitive control, and the 

recognition-primed decision model (Klein, 2008). The main points of these and related theories 

are that individuals categorize and synthesize previous experiences to guide their judgment as to 

the most suitable course of action. According to Klein (2008), the NDM movement was 

significant, in that it shifted conceptualizations of decision making to focus on the knowledge 

possessed by individuals with considerable experience.  

Empirical studies of evaluator decision making, specifically by those with considerable 

experience in the field, may help to shed light on the knowledge involved in evaluation practice 

as individuals use their professional judgment to respond to different contexts, situations, and 

stakeholders. One study examining evaluation decision making used a conflict decision-making 

model and hypothesized that the degree of conflict faced by the evaluator affects the course of 

action selected due to perceptions of potential loss, the time allotted to make the decision, and 

the extent to which the best solution is possible (Brown & Prentice, 1987). The authors 

concluded that decision-making risk could be reliably measured and differed depending on the 

program evaluated. They also found modest support for a model where higher levels of 

perceived risk was associated with a need for more interpersonal support and a greater desire to 

discuss with others before making a decision. 

 Evaluator experience and decision making. Tourman (2009) proposed that evaluators 

make choices which guide a particular evaluation based on evaluation skills (described as 
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research, management, and analysis skills), evaluation knowledge (described as social science 

and evaluation theories), and situational analysis (described as the course of action most 

appropriate for a particular situation). Previous research has revealed that decisions about 

methods, design and approach are also affected by evaluator characteristics such as previous 

experience, training, theoretical orientation, and methodological and use preferences (Azzam, 

2011; Christie, 2003). Several additional factors that influence evaluation decisions include but 

are not limited to the evaluator’s role and the purpose of an evaluation (Christie, 2003).  

 One study examined evaluator decision making through observations and interviews with 

24 practicing evaluators during the design phases of actual and simulated evaluations (Tourman, 

2009). Despite methodological drawbacks related to sample size and unbalanced data collection, 

the author identified several valuable findings by comparing novice with experienced evaluators 

who presumably possessed more practical knowledge. First, Tourman found that experienced 

practitioners were more flexible in how they approached the evaluation goals and methods, 

considering political issues as well as the technical aspects of an evaluation. The experienced 

evaluators paid greater attention to the social and situational dimensions of the evaluation, which 

helped them to take into account conflicting expectations or objectives, different stakeholder 

perspectives, and resource issues. Second, the experienced evaluators utilized conditional rules to 

guide their actions based on practical knowledge gained through experiences with evaluation 

feasibility and legitimacy. These findings led the author to conclude that evaluator practical 

knowledge helped experienced evaluators to attend to the clarity and political implications of 

program objectives, stakeholder attitudes toward methodological requirements, and the resources 

needed. Attention to these issues affected an evaluator’s ability to diagnose hidden evaluation 

issues or problems and develop relevant evaluation designs to address those issues. 
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Azzam (2011) noted that few studies have examined the relationships between evaluator 

characteristics and decisions about evaluation design and methods. As Patton (1987) reasoned, 

evaluators are biased toward selecting designs and methods they have experience with and are 

used predominantly by their discipline. Azzam (2011) verified this hypothesis in a study asking 

evaluators to rate how likely they were to use particular methods and data sources and to what 

extent they would involve different stakeholders in a hypothetical evaluation. He found that 

methodological preference (quantitative, qualitative, or mixed-methods) significantly affected 

decisions about evaluation design, but not level of stakeholder involvement. Additionally, 

preferred level of evaluation use significantly affected the extent to which evaluators involved 

certain stakeholder groups. Specifically, Azzam described evaluators that preferred moderate to 

high use of evaluation findings as those who favored the involvement of stakeholders in the 

evaluation process, the design of evaluation questions, and the interpretation of evaluation data. 

These individuals were significantly more likely to involve more stakeholders to a greater extent. 

Internal evaluators were also more likely to involve program beneficiaries. Azzam concluded, 

These results should encourage practicing evaluators to reflect on the design choices they 

make in relation to any given evaluation context… to focus on the information needs of 

stakeholders, the feasibility of different design elements, and the importance of 

stakeholder involvement. (p. 389) 

 Evaluation theory and decision making. Christie (2003) used a survey of 138 

practicing evaluators and eight evaluation theorists to examine the relationship between 

evaluation theory and self-reported evaluation practice and arrived at three major conclusions. 

First, the author found that only a small proportion of practicing evaluators reported using 

specific evaluation theory to guide their work, and only about one-third reported practices that 
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aligned with a particular theoretical framework. Second, all theorists reported involving 

stakeholders to some extent regardless of the extent to which stakeholder involvement is central 

to that particular theory. The author attributed this finding to changing conceptions of evaluation 

and the trend toward greater stakeholder involvement in practice. Third, the results illustrated a 

relationship between stakeholder involvement and methodological tendencies that is independent 

of theory. Evaluators who were less flexible regarding the evaluation designs and methods they 

employed were consequently more limited in the extent to which they could involve stakeholders 

in the evaluation process.  

Decisions to involve stakeholders. Many approaches to involving stakeholders in 

evaluation are prescriptive in nature—meaning they promote certain value systems. Values and 

judgments are fundamental aspects of evaluator decision making that influence which 

stakeholders to involve, how to prioritize the needs of different interest groups, which evaluation 

questions to pose, and what methodologies best answer those questions. Mark and Shotland 

(1985) explained that evaluators make judgments about the perceived legitimacy of stakeholder 

groups and their level of influence over decision making when determining whom to involve or 

which information needs to address. The authors further put forth that although values are 

inherent in all evaluations, value concerns are even more consequential in those that involve 

stakeholders. Specifically, values and judgments affect evaluators’ decisions about which 

stakeholder group’s values will have the greatest (if any) influence over the evaluation.  

In a simulation study, Azzam (2010) investigated the extent to which evaluators modified 

their evaluation designs based on feedback from different stakeholder groups. His study revealed 

that evaluators were more likely to make adjustments in response to more powerful or influential 

stakeholder groups, particularly when stakeholders had some control over evaluation resources. 
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In a similar study by Brown and Prentice (1987), evaluators were more responsive when 

different stakeholder groups had similar objections to an evaluation design, which might reflect 

greater conflict and decision-making risk for the evaluators. Other contextual issues also need to 

be considered when deciding which stakeholders to involve, such as the skills or knowledge 

needed to participate meaningfully and sufficient time to build relationships and acquire needed 

skills for effective participation. 

At the outset of an evaluation that involves stakeholders, an evaluator might ask the 

following questions: Which stakeholders will be affected by this evaluation? Who has the 

greatest stake in the results? What groups have the greatest influence over decisions? Whose 

interests are not represented? Are there any stakeholders who should not be involved and why? 

To what degree should stakeholders be involved in the evaluation process? Decisions about these 

issues are often based on evaluators’ learned experiences, practical reasoning, and judgments 

about the relationship between their actions, abilities, and social situations. Schwandt (2008) 

posited, “Developing such aspects of character as insight and discernment is at least as much a 

part of becoming an evaluator as is exposure to relevant evaluation models and reliable research 

on methods choice, contract negotiation, ethical conduct, and cross-cultural behavior” (p. 34). 

The author expounded further that the profession of evaluation possesses unique practical 

knowledge because evaluators must navigate changing social and political pressures, understand 

different beliefs about social problems, honor multiple perspectives of the value or success of an 

evaluand, and attend to the experiences of multiple stakeholder groups.  

This dissertation study examines evaluator decision making about stakeholder 

involvement in terms of diversity, depth of involvement, and control over technical decision 

making. I do not aim to identify best practices for stakeholder involvement. The intention is to 
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better understand evaluator decisions about stakeholder involvement to begin to build a 

foundation of evaluator practical knowledge on the topic. The theory of planned behavior is one 

lens that can be applied to understand the connection between evaluator decisions and actual 

behavior in practice. 

Theory of Planned Behavior 

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) was first proposed by Icek Ajzen (1991). It 

proposes a model in which (a) attitudes toward behavior, (b) subjective norms, and (c) perceived 

behavioral control determine an individual’s intentions and behaviors. According to the TPB, if 

an individual (a) perceives a behavior to be positive, (b) believes that their peers want them to 

perform that behavior, and (c) thinks that they can successfully perform that behavior, then they 

are more motivated and more likely to do so. This study applies the theory of planned behavior 

to examine evaluator decision making by measuring attitudes, subjective norms, perceived 

behavioral control, behavioral intentions and self-reported behaviors about stakeholder 

involvement in evaluation. 

The TPB postulates that individuals act in alignment with their intentions. Behavioral 

researchers consider intentions to be the most proximal predictor of actual behavior (Ajzen, 

2001; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). According to Azjen and Fishbein (1977), “A single behavior is 

determined by the intention to perform the behavior in question. A person’s intention is in turn a 

function of his attitude toward performing a behavior and of his subjective norm” (p. 888). 

Intentions are comprised of the motivational factors that affect how much effort an individual is 

willing to exert to perform a behavior and research has shown that intentions are stronger 

predictors of actual behavior than self-predictions or desires (Armitage & Conner, 2001). 
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According to the theory, attitudes toward a behavior, subjective norms, and perceptions 

of behavioral control influence intentions based on an individual’s underlying beliefs about a 

given behavior (Azjen, 2001). Attitudes toward a behavior comprise beliefs about likely positive 

or negative consequences or other attributes of the behavior. Subjective norms involve normative 

beliefs or expectations of other people or social groups which result in perceived social pressure 

to perform a given behavior.  Perceived behavioral control stems from beliefs about a person’s 

ability to perform the behavior in the presence or absence of factors that may make performance 

of a behavior easier or more difficult. The concept of perceived behavioral control originates 

from the theory of self-efficacy as proposed by Bandura (1982). Therefore, underlying the 

components of the TPB are behavioral beliefs which link a behavior with different outcomes or 

consequences (Armitage & Conner, 2001).  

The relative importance of each component can vary across behaviors and contexts 

depending on salient information (Armitage & Conner, 2001). When individuals form behavioral 

intentions, the comparative strength of attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral 

control can influence intentions to a different degree based on the nature of the behavior and 

situation. The theory of planned behavior can therefore be thought of as a decision-making 

model based on the assumption that individuals make decisions about their behavior based on 

available and relevant information (Conner & Armitage, 1998). 

History and evolution of the theory. The theory of planned behavior builds on a 

previous theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), which includes two components: 

(a) attitudes (toward the behavior), and (b) subjective norms (perceptions of whether other 

people who are important to them think they should engage in the behavior). The developers 

expanded the theory of reasoned action to include a third component, perceived behavioral 
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control, because the revised theory could account for situations where other constraints affect 

performance of the behavior above and beyond the intention to do so (Armitage & Conner, 

2001). For example, a person may think that being on time to work is positive, believe that their 

coworkers want them to be on time, and feel very confident that leaving at a particular time will 

help them to arrive in a timely manner; however circumstances outside of their control may 

prevent them from doing so. Perceived behavioral control is a significant addition because it 

extends the applicability of the theory to predictions of more complex behaviors that are 

dependent on a series of other behaviors, resources, and contexts (Conner & Armitage, 1998). 

 General acceptance of the theory of planned behavior as a major contributor to the 

prediction of social behavior is evidenced by the amount of literature on the topic. A review of 

research examining the prediction of behavior from attitudinal variables found that the majority 

of studies investigated the theory of planned behavior, and to a lesser extent, the previous theory 

of reasoned action (Ajzen, 2001). Indeed, an entire issue of Psychology and Health was 

dedicated to the topic, and the introductory editorial stated that “the theory of planned behavior 

has, by any objective measure, become one of the most frequently cited and influential models 

for the prediction of human social behavior” (Azjen, 2011, p. 1113). Azjen (2011) also pointed 

out the steady growth from 22 citations in 1985 to over 4550 citations in 2010. 

 Previous literature reviews found that research largely supports the theory of planned 

behavior (TPB) and its application in predicting a range of health behaviors and work-related 

decisions, among other various content domains (Ajzen, 2001). In their meta-analysis of 185 

independent studies published through 1997, Armitage and Conner (2001) concluded, “Evidence 

from narrative and meta-analytic reviews suggests that the TPB is a useful model for predicting a 

wide range of behaviors and behavioral intentions” (p. 475). The authors found that the theory of 
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planned behavior accounted for 39% of the variance in intentions, and 27% of the variance in 

behavior. Additionally, the TPB accounted for more of the variance in behavior when based on 

self-report rather than observation (31% and 20% respectively). The meta-analysis also found 

support for the inclusion of the third component, perceived behavioral control, which added six 

percent to the prediction of behavioral intentions over and above attitudes and subjective norms. 

The following section discusses the literature on the measurement of each theory component and 

implications for the current study. 

Measuring attitudes toward behavior. Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) defined personal 

attitudes as an “evaluation of the entity in question” (p. 889). In a review of theory and research 

on attitudes published between 1996 and 1999, it is well documented that: (a) individuals can 

hold multiple attitudes toward the same object in different contexts, (b) evaluative judgments 

arise spontaneously and automatically, and (c) overall attitudes are determined by subjective 

beliefs in combination with the strength of the associations between those beliefs and the object 

(see the expectancy-value model in Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975 for more information) (Ajzen, 

2001). 

 Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) described two ways in which to measure attitudinal predictors: 

(a) attitude toward a target (an object, person or institution) and (b) attitude toward an action (a 

predictor that specifies both action and target elements). They postulated that if only the target is 

specified, the behavior has multiple-act criteria because many heterogeneous behaviors can be 

performed on the target, whereas a measure that specifies an action and a target has a single-act 

criterion. The authors conclude that whenever an action is little more than a reflection of an 

evaluation of the target (signing a petition or voting for a candidate), one can expect high 
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correlations between attitudes and behavior. Conversely, one can expect lower correlations if a 

measure does not specify the multiple actions an individual could perform on a target. 

 It is important to measure attitude toward a range of behaviors associated with the target 

of interest. With respect to involving stakeholders in program evaluation, this might include 

involving stakeholders in a range of activities or evaluation stages and depth of involvement. It is 

possible that a study might find low attitude-behavior correlations if the researchers do not take 

precautions to assure that the target and actions specified by the attitudinal measure match those 

of the behavioral measure. However, in a review of studies, Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) found 

that  

When the target and action elements of the attitudinal entity corresponded to the target 

and action elements of the behavioral entity, attitude-behavior correlations were found to 

be quite high and significant. This was often true, even when measures of doubtful 

validity were employed. (p. 903) 

Measuring subjective norms. Theorists posit that subjective norms stem from 

perceptions of social pressure and underlying beliefs about the likelihood that specific groups 

approve or disapprove of the behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2001). This is especially salient for 

those groups the individual identifies with or is motivated to comply with (i.e. influential or 

powerful stakeholders). Perceptions of social attitudes toward behavior can coincide with 

personal attitudes toward behavior and previous research has shown strong correlations between 

attitudes and subjective norms. However, the strength of the influence of attitudes and subjective 

norms on behavioral intentions varies for different behaviors, which supports that these are 

distinct concepts (Ajzen, 2001). Additionally, a comparison of these two theory components, 
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which formed the basis for the original theory of reasoned action, concluded that the subjective 

norm component of the TPB was a weaker predictor of intentions (Armitage & Conner, 2001). 

 In their meta-analysis and review of previous research on the TPB, Armitage and Conner 

(2001) coded measures of normative beliefs into the following categories: multiple-items scales, 

single-item scales, summed scales that included related beliefs, motivation to comply, or general 

social pressure coupled with motivation to comply. The authors found that subjective norms 

were the weakest predictor of intention compared to attitudes and perceived behavioral control. 

They also observed that many studies relied on single-item scales rather than multi-item scales to 

measure the subjective norm component, which can be problematic due to low reliability. The 

authors concluded that multi-item measures had significantly stronger correlations with 

intentions, which provide support that weak predictive power may be related to issues of 

measurement (Armitage & Conner, 2001). When multiple-item measures were employed, the 

relationship between subjective norms and behavioral intention was sufficiently strong. They 

also found support for the operationalization of subjective norms as a combination of perceptions 

of social pressure and motivation to comply with those social groups. 

Measuring perceived behavioral control. The third and final component of the theory 

of planned behavior is perceived behavioral control, which stems from the concept of self-

efficacy. Bandura (1982) defined self-efficacy as “judgments of how well one can execute 

courses of action required to deal with prospective situations” (p. 122), and research has shown 

that perceived self-efficacy can explain thoughts, behaviors, and arousal. Although conceptually 

similar, perceived behavioral control has to do with the extent to which performance of a given 

behavior is under the volitional control of an individual. Consequently, measures of self-efficacy 

often rely on items assessing perceived ease or difficulty or confidence in one’s ability to 
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perform a given behavior, whereas measures of controllability use items that address the extent 

to which performance is up to the individual (Ajzen, 2002).  

  Reviews of previous research support the theoretical distinction between self-efficacy 

and perceived behavioral control across a variety of different behaviors (Azjen, 2001; Conner & 

Armitage, 1998). However, the relative strength of the influence of self-efficacy versus 

controllability on intentions and actual behaviors is mixed. The literature provides support for 

two distinct factors: self-efficacy and controllability, both of which had high item loadings and 

internal consistencies. However, self-efficacy consistently predicted intentions and, in two 

instances, behavior; whereas controllability did not contribute to the prediction of intentions and, 

in only one case, significantly predicted behavior. Controllability only improved the prediction 

of intentions when combined with self-efficacy items (Azjen, 2001).  

 Ajzen (2002) argued for a hierarchical model of perceived behavioral control where self-

efficacy and controllability are separate components that together comprise the concept of 

perceived behavioral control. He reasoned that self-efficacy and controllability items should be 

highly correlated in a given measure. Additionally, Ajzen noted that although previous studies 

have failed to examine convergence, mixed measures containing both types of items reported the 

highest internal consistencies. In support of this position, a meta-analysis of studies found 

significant predictive value of both self-efficacy and perceived behavioral control (defined as 

studies that mixed self-efficacy items with perceived ease or difficulty items) on both intentions 

and behaviors (Armitage & Conner, 2001). However, self-efficacy items predicted slightly more 

of the variance in intentions which led the authors to suggest that the concept of self-efficacy 

may be better operationalized in the theory of planned behavior. 
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 A related issue is whether the concept of perceived behavioral control is about internal 

versus external locus of control. Azjen (2002) posited that these concepts are conceptually 

different in that perceived control over a behavior has little to do with whether the control is 

internal or external. Perceived behavioral control in this theory refers to the extent that 

individuals feel capable of performing the behavior, the extent to which they have the needed 

resources (or absence of barriers), and the belief that they can overcome whatever obstacles they 

encounter. Whether the resources or obstacles are internal or external is irrelevant. One study by 

Armitage and Conner (1999) compared internal with external control in self-efficacy and 

controllability and found no conclusive results other than a high degree of overlap in that both 

internal and external types of items predicted both self-efficacy and controllability.  

 The inclusion of perceived behavioral control is especially important in situations where 

the prediction of behavior from intention is largely affected by actual levels of volitional control 

(i.e., hindered by personal and environmental barriers) (Armitage & Conner, 2001). In these 

situations, perceived behavioral control “should (1) facilitate the implementation of behavioral 

intentions into action, and (2) predict behavior directly” (Armitage & Conner, 2001, p. 473). In 

situations where behavior is not under volitional control, perceived behavioral control should 

moderate the relationship between intention and behavior. The authors also suggested that future 

studies could manipulate the level of perceived control through the presence or absence of 

different contextual factors (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Conner & Armitage, 1998).  

Current Study 

In this study, I examine the relationships between decisions to involve stakeholders in 

program evaluation (diversity, depth, and control) and components of the theory of planned 

behavior. I address the following research questions:  
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1. What components of behavior (Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral 

Control) reasonably explain decisions (Intentions and Behaviors) to involve stakeholders 

(Diversity, Depth, and Control over Decision Making)? 

2. Are the strength of the relationships between the components of behavior (Attitudes, 

Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral Control) and decisions (Intentions and 

Behaviors) to involve stakeholders (Diversity, Depth, and Control over Decision Making) 

different for less-experienced vs. more-experienced evaluators? 

3. What features of an evaluation do evaluators perceive to be the most influential in 

decisions to involve stakeholders (Diversity, Depth, and Control over Decision Making)? 

The first research question is the primary focus of this study. To answer this question, I 

use structural equation modeling to assess whether a decision-making model that incorporates 

the components of the theory of planned behavior in predicting evaluator decisions about the 

participatory practices of diversity, depth, and control over technical decision making can 

reasonably fit data obtained through a survey of professional evaluators. I hypothesize that, in 

line with the theory of planned behavior, evaluators’ Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and Perceived 

Behavioral Control will significantly and positively predict Intentions and self-reported 

Behaviors about Diversity, Depth, and Control over Decision Making. This study is exploratory 

in that I also examine the relationships between the different participatory practices. 

In the second research question, I examine the differences between less-experienced and 

more-experienced evaluators. Specifically, I test whether the decision-making model can 

reasonably fit the data from both groups and I hypothesize that the strength and direction of the 

relationships between components of behavior will follow the same patterns as those described 
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above. Furthermore, this study investigates any differences between groups in the strength and 

direction of the relationships. 

The third research question is exploratory in nature and examines evaluator perceptions 

about what influenced their decisions to involve stakeholders. Specifically, I ask evaluators to 

consider what other aspects of a specific evaluation case affected their decisions about which 

stakeholders to involve, how to involve them, and to what extent they shared decision-making 

control. This research questions applies only to those evaluators who report having participated 

in an evaluation that involved stakeholders.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

In this study, I conducted an online survey to examine evaluator decisions about which 

stakeholders to involve in evaluations (diversity of involvement), the extent to involve them 

(depth of involvement), and their level of influence (control over decision making). Previous 

studies used surveys and simulations as a viable method for assessing evaluator decision making 

(Azzam, 2010; Christie, 2003; Tourman, 2009). Surveys are a common methodology for 

collecting empirical data on evaluation generally and stakeholder involvement specifically. 

Brandon & Fukunaga (2014) found that of the 41 articles that collected empirical data on 

stakeholder involvement in evaluation, 30 (73%) collected data using survey instruments or 

questionnaires. This method appeared to be used predominantly as a method for collecting data 

from evaluators as participants, especially when large samples were desirable. In this chapter, I 

describe the steps involved in developing and pilot testing the survey instrument, data collection 

and sampling procedures, and the participants.  

Survey Instrument 

Developing the instrument. The survey instrument measured components of the TPB 

(attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, behavioral intentions and self-reported 

behaviors) for each of the participatory practices (diversity, depth of involvement, and control of 

decision making). I used a balanced design, such that three items assessed each TPB component 

for each participatory practice. The instrument also collected demographic information about 

previous evaluation experience. The items were based on, or adapted from, previously created 

instruments or meta-analyses that included item descriptions whenever possible (Ajzen, 2002; 

Armitage & Conner, 2001; Christie, 2003; Cousins, Donohue, & Bloom, 1996; Daigneault & 
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Jacob, 2009; Terry, Hogg, & White, 1999; Toal, 2009). All the quantitative items were rated 

using 5-point Likert scales. In the open-ended questions, I asked the participants to consider the 

features of an actual evaluation case that had the greatest influence on their decisions to involve 

stakeholders for each participatory practice. The final survey instrument is in Appendix A. 

Participatory practices. In developing this instrument, I used a framework for examining 

stakeholder involvement proposed by Cousins, Donohue, and Bloom (1996) and described 

previously. This framework included the following participatory practices: (a) diversity—the 

extent to which all perspectives are represented, (b) depth of participation—the extent to which 

stakeholders participate in all steps of an evaluation, and (c) control of technical decision-

making—the extent to which decisions about the evaluation are controlled by stakeholders. 

Three articles were especially useful in developing items to measure participatory practices, 

including one article by Daigneault and Jacob (2009) describing the development and validation 

of a survey instrument to measure the participatory practices, and two articles by Toal (2007; 

2009) describing the development, validation, and findings from a measure of evaluation 

involvement.  

Daigneault and Jacob (2009) made some recommendations for instruments using this 

framework. When measuring participatory practices, the authors recommended that Likert scales 

define a zero point for all dimensions. For example, the lowest rating on a Likert scale for 

diversity of stakeholders should specify the involvement of only the evaluator and the sponsor 

because they explain that all evaluations involve an evaluator and a funder or sponsor at a 

minimum. Similarly, items measuring depth of participation should clearly define a true zero 

point as no involvement in any task. A true zero for items measuring control of evaluation 

decision making would be total control by the evaluator, as opposed to shared control or total 
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control by stakeholders. Daigneault and Jacob (2009) also proposed several coding schemes and 

scoring weights, which I used to develop the verbal descriptions for Likert scales for diversity 

and control of technical decision making. 

Toal (2007) conducted a survey of 935 evaluators and principal investigators to measure 

stakeholder involvement across a range of evaluation activities. From this study, I identified 

several findings which were used to develop the current survey. Toal used a Likert scale (1=no; 

2=yes, a little; 3=yes, some; 4=yes, extensively; and N/A=This activity did not take place) to 

measure to what extent respondents were involved in 13 evaluation activities. In a second article 

reviewing evidence for the validity of the instrument, the author adjusted the wording of the 

Likert scale to be more consistent with ratings of overall involvement obtained through 

interviews (1=no involvement; 2=little involvement; 3=some involvement; and 4=extensive 

involvement) (Toal, 2009). This Likert scale was adapted for items that asked participants to 

report on the depth of participation. Daigneault and Jacob (2009) also recommended that depth 

of participation be defined as the number of quantifiable tasks stakeholders were involved in. 

Although it would be interesting to examine the different activities stakeholders were most likely 

to be involved in, Ajzen & Fishbein (1977) specifically noted the importance of being consistent 

across attitudinal and behavioral measures. Global measures of depth of stakeholder participation 

were more feasible to make question items consistent, limit redundancy, and keep the length of 

the survey instrument manageable.  

The theory of planned behavior. In this questionnaire, I used the theory of planned 

behavior to examine evaluator decisions about diversity, depth of participation, and control of 

decision making. I designed the survey to include multiple-item measures of all components of 

the TPB (attitudes, subjective norms, and behavioral control). Instruments that use multiple items 
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to measure TPB components have stronger correlations with behavioral intentions and actual 

behaviors than those that employ single item measures (Armitage & Conner, 2001). I created a 

survey that paired items for each component of the TPB with each participatory practice. To 

illustrate the design, an item assessing attitudes toward stakeholder diversity asked participants 

to rate to what extent they agree with the following statement: In my opinion, involving multiple 

stakeholder groups is beneficial in program evaluation. An item assessing subjective norms 

toward stakeholder diversity used a statement such as, “Evaluators whose opinions are important 

to me would agree that evaluations should involve the range of stakeholder interests.” An 

example of an item assessing perceived behavioral control related to stakeholder diversity was, 

“I am confident that I can involve multiple stakeholder groups in an evaluation.” See Appendix 

A, Section 9, for actual items assessing the TPB for the participatory practice of diversity. 

According to the creators of the TPB, intentions are comprised of four elements: the 

behavior, the target at which the behavior is aimed, the situation in which the behavior takes 

place, and the time the behavior is performed (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). The authors put forth 

that each of these elements varies on a continuum of specificity. In a review of research on the 

theory of planned behavior, Conner and Armitage (1998) noted that measurement of the 

components of the theory of planned behavior, behavioral intentions, and actual behavior should 

be assessed at a similar level of specificity for the target, behavior, context, and time frame. I 

addressed this issue by making sure that each target (i.e., attitudes toward stakeholder diversity) 

corresponded with three specific behaviors (i.e., involving multiple stakeholder groups is 

beneficial in program evaluation, including the perspectives and interests of the full range of 

stakeholders, and representing the diverse interests of those involved in and affected by the 

program). In a similar manner, I applied the TPB across diversity, depth of participation, and 



54 

 

control of decision making to assure that the targets and related behaviors were clearly stated and 

that the level of specificity was approximately equivalent and comparable across the three 

participatory practices. The context and time frame was defined broadly and consistently as 

taking pace within an evaluation, with the exception of actual self-reported behaviors which was 

defined as taking place within a specific and exemplary evaluation case.  

Attitudes. In this survey instrument, I included multiple items to measure attitudes toward 

involving stakeholders in evaluation. The respondents rated the extent to which they believed 

evaluations should (a) involve a diverse range of stakeholders, (b) involve stakeholders across a 

range of evaluation activities, and (c) share control of technical decision making (see the first 

three items in Sections 9, 10, and 11 in Appendix A). I did not intend to assess the likelihood that 

involving stakeholders would lead to specific outcomes, because different approaches to 

evaluation tend to promote stakeholder involvement for different purposes (see Brandon, 

Lindberg, & Wang, 1993; Crishna, 2006; Mark & Shotland, 1985; Smits & Champagne, 2008; 

Stake, 1983b; Taut, 2008; Weiss, 1983 for more information). Additionally, broad consequences 

such as ensuring a successful evaluation have different meaning for different people. To avoid a 

potentially problematic situation where the findings are confounded by attitudes toward potential 

outcomes of stakeholder involvement, I kept the measure simple and direct, which also helped to 

keep the instrument manageable for participants. 

Subjective norms. To examine subjective norms, participants rated the extent to which 

other professional evaluators support stakeholder involvement in each of the three participatory 

practices (diversity, depth of participation, and control of decision making). Items assessing 

subjective norms are listed in Appendix A as the fourth, fifth and sixth items under Sections 9, 

10, and 11. Previous studies confirmed that the influence of subjective norms is stronger for 
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individuals who identified strongly with a reference group (Terry, Hogg, & White, 1999), in this 

case, practicing evaluation professionals. Another study found that evaluators’ identification as 

either academically, client, or program oriented affected how they shared roles and 

responsibilities with stakeholders (Cartland et al., 1997). In the current study, I based items 

measuring subjective norms on the Program Evaluation Standards developed by the Joint 

Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (Yarbrough, Shulha, Hopson, & Caruthers, 

2011) and recognized by all four professional evaluation organizations included in the study 

sample. For the purpose of this research, membership in a professional evaluation organization 

represented the minimum level of identification with the reference group of professional 

evaluators needed to participate in this study.  

Perceived behavioral control. In this study, I measured the combined predictability of 

one index of perceived behavioral control that included direct measures of self-efficacy and 

controllability. To view actual survey items assessing perceived behavioral control, please refer 

to Appendix A, items seven through nine under Sections 9, 10, and 11. Previous research on the 

theory of planned behavior revealed that the alpha coefficients for direct measures of perceived 

behavioral control vary considerably compared with measures of attitudes and subjective norms; 

however, in this meta-analysis, the author considered all alpha coefficients for perceived 

behavioral control acceptable, ranging from .61 to .90 (Ajzen, 2002). “Findings suggest that it is 

possible to obtain high reliability with direct measures of perceived behavioral control, but this is 

not assured and care must be taken in the formative stages of the research to formulate 

appropriate control items” (Ajzen, 2002,  pg. 671). Keeping this in mind, particular care was paid 

to researching and adapting similar items from previously created instruments (Ajzen, 2002; 

Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Mayhew, Hubbard, Finelli, & Harding, 2009). 
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In this study, I measured perceived behavioral control using a mix of self-efficacy and 

controllability items specific to stakeholder involvement in program evaluation. Ajzen (2002) 

compiled sample items from five studies comparing items assessing self-efficacy with those 

measuring controllability. Self-efficacy items typically examined perceptions of confidence, 

capability, or perceived ease or difficulty with performing a behavior. To examine self-efficacy 

in this study, participants rated the extent to which they felt confident in their ability to involve a 

group of stakeholders in an evaluation according to each of the three dimensions (diversity, 

control, and depth of participation). Controllability items typically examined how much control 

an individual has over a behavior or to what degree a behavior is entirely up to that person. To 

examine controllability in this study, the participants rated the extent to which they felt they had 

personal control over stakeholder involvement aligned with each of the three dimensions 

(diversity, control, and depth of participation).  

Behavioral intentions and actual behaviors. I chose to measure behavioral intentions as a 

rating of the extent to which participants agreed that they intend or try to perform specified 

participatory practices in their evaluation practice as a whole (please see Appendix A, Section 

12). Following the questions about behavioral intentions, the participants were asked whether 

they had ever conducted an evaluation that involved stakeholders. Those that indicated yes were 

asked to consider one exemplary evaluation case, preferably one that had been fully 

implemented, to use when responding to questions about actual behaviors. In this section, the 

respondents answered open-ended questions about other features of the evaluation case that 

influenced their decisions about diversity, depth, and control of decision making (see Appendix 

A, Sections 14 – 22). 
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Evaluator experience.  I assessed evaluator experience through multiple items that asked 

the participants to rate their degree of evaluation expertise and stakeholder involvement 

experience using Likert scales. Preskill and Caracelli (1997) found that perceived level of 

experience was related to control over the evaluation, with novice evaluators preferring to 

maintain higher levels of control than seasoned evaluators who preferred more program 

personnel control. Previous research also revealed that frequently or regularly performed 

behaviors influence intentions to engage in those behaviors (Ajzen, 2001) and evaluators with 

more years of evaluation experience were significantly more likely to involve different 

stakeholder groups (Azzam, 2011).  

Items assessing evaluation expertise addressed the number of years of previous 

experience and perceived levels of (a) evaluation experience, (b) knowledge of evaluation 

theories, and (c) methodological skill. Items measuring prior experience with stakeholder 

involvement examined the extent of stakeholder involvement in previous evaluations and the 

respondents’ perceived level of (a) stakeholder involvement experience, (b) communication 

skills, and (c) facilitation skills. Whenever possible, survey items were adapted from previous 

surveys that collected similar demographic information from evaluators (Azzam, 2010; Cartland, 

Ruch-Ross, Mason, & Donohue, 1997; Christie, 2003; Cousins, Donohue, & Bloom, 1996; 

Fleischer & Christie, 2009; Preskill & Caracelli, 1997). I finalized the survey instrument after 

three rounds of writing and revision with three expert evaluators reviewing the instrument. 

Pilot-testing the instrument. Think-aloud protocols are one manner in which to gain 

feedback about an activity. It requires individuals to talk through the thought process involved in 

completing a task. According to Ericsson and Simon (1998),  
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Everyone would probably agree that individuals' speech in everyday life reflects aspects 

of their thoughts and that they typically verbalize only a fraction of all their thoughts. In 

fact, the expression of many thoughts that might occur to them in social activities is 

actively suppressed. (p. 179)  

The authors put forth that think-aloud protocols are more effective than merely asking a person 

to explain or describe their thinking, because individuals can share their thoughts in ways that 

reduce any reactive effects on their thinking and performance. First and foremost, Ericsson and 

Simon (1998) stressed that think-aloud protocols need to create a situation where participants are 

allowed to focus on completion of the task. They also proposed the following procedure for a 

think aloud protocol: a) provide explicit and standard instructions to focus on the task at hand 

and merely verbalize their thoughts, and b) conduct warm-up tasks such as multiplication 

problems that provide an opportunity to practice verbalizing their thoughts while attending fully 

to a given task.  

In a similar manner, I recruited three practicing evaluators with varying levels of 

experience (novice = less than 5 years of experience, intermediate = between 5 and 15 years of 

experience, and expert = more than 15 years of experience) to participate in a think-aloud 

protocol while completing this survey instrument. The participants were provided with a 

definition of a think-aloud, a statement of the purpose of the activity for the current study, and 

specific instructions to focus on the task and verbalize all thoughts that come to mind. Each 

participant went through three warm-up tasks to practice thinking aloud prior to completing the 

survey instrument. Please refer to the think-aloud procedure in Appendix B. 

In a study by Christie (2003), the researcher piloted her instrument with five practicing 

evaluators for readability and clarity. After each evaluator completed the instrument and 
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background items, the author interviewed each person for up to forty-five minutes to solicit 

feedback. In a similar manner, I enlisted three academic researchers to complete the online 

questionnaire on their own and provide feedback to improve the instrument. I asked pilot 

participants to comment on the readability, clarity, and adequacy of items in each section of the 

questionnaire (participatory practices, theory of planned behavior, and evaluator experience). 

The pilot participants were also asked to comment on the order of items, the length of time 

required to complete the instrument, and the adequacy of the items in addressing stakeholder 

involvement in evaluation.  

All three pilot participants completed the online questionnaire without difficulty. Based 

on feedback from the practicing evaluators and academic researchers, I made several revisions to 

strengthen the survey instrument in response to issues that arose during the think-aloud sessions. 

Each subsequent think-aloud uncovered fewer issues as earlier problems were addressed. Pilot 

testing by the academic researchers occurred after the think aloud sessions and final changes 

addressed all concerns raised by this group. The revisions are summarized briefly below. 

To encourage response to an emailed survey invitation, I shortened the length of the 

initial call to participate, revised the subject line of the email, abbreviated the title of the study, 

and emphasized the explanation about the use of email addresses. The revisions made to the 

survey items included a definition of the term involvement, greater consistency in the use of the 

term evaluator for all subjective norm questions, the addition of qualifying statements for 

perceived behavioral control items (i.e., “When it is up to me…, I have the ability to…”), the 

option of not applicable for all items measuring the participatory practices and components of 

the theory of planned behavior, and modification to one rating scale for items measuring 

evaluator expertise. One additional change involved the specification that it would be helpful if 
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the exemplary evaluation case was fully implemented when answering items about actual 

behavior. Last, minor formatting revisions included the reorganization of one item and the use of 

different colored text where emphasis was needed.  

Procedure 

 Data collection. Data were collected using an online questionnaire sent via email to the 

members of four professional evaluation organizations. The organizations differed in the sizes of 

their memberships and the privacy policies for contacting members. The American Evaluation 

Association (AEA) allowed for direct contact via email to all 7,404 active members. The 

Canadian Evaluation Society (CES) permitted direct contact via email, but only to those 

members who provided consent to have their information shared with an outside source (660 

members, 37% of 1,786 active members). To account for individuals who are members of both 

CES and AEA, 122 duplicate email addresses were removed from the AEA membership list, 

bringing the total to 7,282 active members. The Hawaii-Pacific Evaluation Association (H-PEA) 

president agreed to forward an email invitation to 143 current and expired H-PEA members. The 

Australasian Evaluation Society (AES) embedded the call for research and the link to the survey 

within the weekly AES Alert newsletter, which was sent to 878 active AES members. 

For the AEA and CES, I sent an initial email invitation to participate in the survey to the 

entire membership followed by two reminder emails, sent only to those who had not responded. I 

sent the first reminder approximately two weeks after the initial email invitation, followed by the 

second reminder sent one week later. Six individuals asked to have their email address removed 

from the list (one from AEA and five from CES). For the H-PEA and AES, the initial call to 

participate was followed by a second call approximately two weeks later. In total, 1,016 

individuals responded to an emailed invitation to participate in this research, of which 910 
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individuals completed the survey. The online survey tool did not report the date and time of 

incomplete responses. The sample and response rates for each organization are in Table 3.1.  

Table 3.1 

 

Study Sample and Response Rates (in Parentheses) for Initial Survey Invitation and Reminder(s) 

Professional 

organization 

Initial call 

to 

participate 

Reminder 1 Reminder 2 
Incomplete 

responses 
Total 

American Evaluation 

Association (n = 7,282) 
362 (5.0%) 209 (2.9%) 187 (2.6%) 91 (1.3%) 849 (11.7%) 

Australasian Evaluation 

Society (n = 878) 
7 (0.8%) 4 (0.5%)  3 (0.3%) 14 (1.6%) 

Canadian Evaluation 

Society (n = 660) 
58 (8.8%) 29 (4.4%) 40 (6.1%) 12 (1.8%) 139 (21.1%) 

Hawaii-Pacific 

Evaluation Association 

(n = 143) 

9 (6.3%) 5 (3.5%)  0 (0.0%) 14 (9.8%) 

Total (N = 8,963) 436 (4.9%) 247 (2.8%) 227 (2.5%) 106 (1.2%) 1016 (11.3%) 

 

Survey invitations with two reminders sent directly to member email addresses yielded 

the highest response rates (21.1% for CES and 11.7% for AEA), followed by direct contact by 

the organization president with one reminder (9.8% for H-PEA). Less than half of the sample 

responded to the initial call (436, 42.9%), followed by 247 responses (24.3%) to the first 

reminder and 227 (22.3%) to the second reminder. Incomplete responses accounted for 

approximately 10% of the total sample. 

Incomplete and not applicable data. I dealt with two sources of missing data in this 

study. The first source could be termed inappropriately missing data, which is data missing 

because a respondent did not complete a survey. The second source could be termed 

appropriately missing data because respondents deemed that survey items were not applicable.  

To determine the best way to handle incomplete and not applicable survey data, it was 

necessary to assess whether missing data on incomplete surveys was missing completely at 
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random (MCAR), meaning missing data had no relationship with other variables in the data set 

and is unrelated to the values of the missing variable; missing at random (MAR), meaning 

missing data was not related to the value of the missing data, but was related to some other 

observed variables; or missing not at random (MNAR), meaning that data was missing due to 

values on the variable of interest. One method for assessing the missing mechanism is to 

compare mean scores on the variables of interest between groups defined by the completeness of 

their data (Little, 1988). For this study, I employed a method that used a chi-square statistic to 

test differences between observed (incomplete survey data) versus expected probabilities 

(complete survey data), conditional on ranked values for the variables of interest. This method 

has demonstrated adequate power to detect violations of MCAR under a variety of conditions 

(Lin, 2013). 

For incomplete data, I used the chi-square statistic to make comparisons between 

complete and incomplete survey responses for each variable of interest (diversity, depth, control, 

and behavioral intentions for diversity, depth, control). I assigned a ranked value to the observed 

data based on whether the average ratings within each variable of interest were low (0 to 1.5), 

moderate (1.6 to 3.5), or high (3.6 to 5). The missing data on incomplete surveys were 

considered missing at random because survey completion was not related to the value of the 

missing data points within a given latent variable, but was related to one other variable included 

in the model. That is, differences were not significant between groups for any variables of 

interest at the .05 level, with the exception of behavioral intentions about diversity (Table 3.2).  
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Table 3.2 

 

Results of Chi-square Test and Descriptive Statistics for Complete and Incomplete Surveys 

 Complete Incomplete   

Variable n (%) n (%) X2 (df) p 

Diversity (n = 1016) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

3 (0%) 

20 (2%) 

887 (98%) 

 

0 (0%) 

5 (5%) 

101 (95%) 

2.85 (2) .24 

Depth (n = 990) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

2 (0%) 

165 (18%) 

743 (82%) 

 

0 (0%) 

21 (26%) 

59 (74%) 

3.32 (2) .19 

Control (n = 961) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

2 (0%) 

254 (28%) 

652 (72%) 

 

0 (0%) 

19 (36%) 

34 (64%) 

1.62 (2) .45 

Intentions about Diversity (n = 931) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

4 (0%) 

78 (9%) 

812 (91%) 

 

0 (0%) 

10 (27%) 

27 (73%) 

14.01 (2) .00 

Intentions about Depth (n = 929) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

6 (1%) 

260 (29%) 

627 (70%) 

 

0 (0%) 

15 (42%) 

21 (58%) 

2.78 (2) .25 

Intentions about Control (n = 929) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

7 (1%) 

230 (26%) 

657 (73%) 

 

0 (0%) 

15 (43%) 

20 (57%) 

5.26 (2) .07 

 

Based on this analysis, individuals who did not complete the entire questionnaire 

provided lower ratings on average for items about their intentions to involve diverse stakeholder 

groups. Despite the loss of power, I employed listwise deletion and retained only complete 

survey data, as the sample size was sufficiently large to assure adequate power and incomplete 

surveys comprised a relatively small proportion of the data (106 or 10.4% of all cases; 1,815 or 

4.8% of all data for 37 required survey items). Furthermore, for theoretical reasons it was 

important to consider the fact that individuals who did not complete a survey did not have the 

opportunity to respond to any subsequent variables of interest, because the items were organized 
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by construct measured. To date, I am not aware of a study that correlates diversity, depth of 

involvement, and control over decision making, so it simply did not make theoretical sense to 

assume that diversity (for example) would be an adequate predictor of other missing variables. 

However, the use of listwise deletion may bias the findings in favor of those who have more 

positive intentions about diversity in stakeholder involvement in evaluation. 

To examine whether data could be considered MCAR, MAR, or MNAR, I used the chi-

square statistic to make comparisons between cases with complete and not applicable responses 

for each variable of interest (diversity, depth, control, and behavioral intentions for diversity, 

depth, control) (Lin, 2013). I assigned a rank value to the observed data based on whether 

average ratings within each variable of interest were low (0 to 1.5), moderate (1.6 to 3.5), or high 

(3.6 to 5). Not applicable data could be considered MAR because proportions of low, medium, 

and high ratings were not significantly different between groups for any variables of interest at 

the .05 level, with the exception of ratings for depth of stakeholder involvement. Results of the 

chi-square analysis that support this assumption (see Table 3.3). 

Theoretically, it is possible to argue that not applicable data should be handled as MNAR 

because missingness is due to values (not applicable) on the variable of interest, as compared to 

some other unknown factor. In a sensitivity analysis examining the effects of various methods 

for estimating missing values (full information maximum likelihood and multiple imputation), 

the authors found that similar estimates, standard errors and statistical inferences were drawn 

when missing data was estimated using any of these approaches, regardless of whether auxiliary 

correlates of missing data were included (Blozis, Ge, Xu, Natsuaki, Shaw, Neiderhiser, 

Scaramella, Leve, & Reiss, 2013). Blozis and colleagues concluded that estimates and inferences 

were less sensitive to the treatment of MNAR as MAR then they were to assumptions about 
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MCAR when data was MAR. This research illustrates that multiple methods for dealing with 

missing data can result in estimates for which data missing not at random is ignorable (Blozis et 

al., 2013). 

Table 3.3 

 

Results of Chi-square Test and Descriptive Statistics for Complete and Not Applicable Surveys 

 Complete 
Not 

applicable 
  

Variable n (%) n (%) X2 (df) p 

Diversity (n = 910) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

3 (0%) 

17 (2%) 

785 (98%) 

 

0 (0%) 

3 (3%) 

102 (97%) 

.63 (2) .73 

Depth (n = 910) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

2 (0%) 

156 (20%) 

647 (80%) 

 

0 (0%) 

31 (30%) 

74 (70%) 

6.06 (2) .05 

Control (n = 908) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

3 (0%) 

300 (37%) 

502 (63%) 

 

0 (0%) 

45 (44%) 

58 (56%) 

1.92 (2) .38 

Intentions about Diversity (n = 894) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

4 (1%) 

65 (8%) 

736 (91%) 

 

0 (0%) 

13 (15%) 

76 (85%) 

4.68 (2) .10 

Intentions about Depth (n = 893) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

5 (1%) 

227 (28%) 

573 (71%) 

 

1 (1%) 

33 (38%) 

54 (61%) 

3.76 (2) .15 

Intentions about Control (n = 894) 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

 

7 (1%) 

204 (25%) 

594 (74%) 

 

0 (0%) 

26 (29%) 

63 (71%) 

1.34 (2) .51 

 

Participants 

 I surveyed a population of evaluators who belong to professional evaluation 

organizations in the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. The participants in the 

final sample included 910 members of the following professional evaluation organizations: 
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American Evaluation Association (AEA), Australasian Evaluation Society (AES), Canadian 

Evaluation Society (CES), and Hawaii-Pacific Evaluation Association (H-PEA). I distributed the 

survey questionnaire via email to electronic membership lists, therefore generating a 

convenience sample of evaluators willing to participate in an online survey. Members of AEA 

made up the largest proportion of the sample (83%), followed by CES (14%), H-PEA (2%), and 

AES (1%). Demographic information is summarized in Table 3.4.  

Table 3.4 

 

Demographic Characteristics of the Study Sample (n = 910) 

Characteristic n (%) 

Professional membership 

American Evaluation Association 

Australasian Evaluation Society 

Canadian Evaluation Society 

Hawaii-Pacific Evaluation Association 

 

758 (83.3%) 

11 (1.2%) 

127 (14.0%) 

14 (1.5%) 

Evaluation experience 

None 

Beginner 

Novice 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

 

2 (0.2%) 

24 (2.6%) 

132 (14.5%) 

399 (43.9%) 

353 (38.8%) 

Stakeholder involvement experience 

None 

Beginner 

Novice 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

 

 8 (0.9%) 

37 (4.1%) 

172 (18.9%) 

456 (50.1%) 

237 (26.04%) 

Number of years conducting evaluation 

< 1 year  

1 to 5 years  

6 to 10 years  

11 to 15 years  

> 15 years 

 

37 (4.1%) 

258 (28.4%) 

231 (25.4%) 

154 (16.9%) 

230 (25.3%) 

 

Analysis 

The primary method of analysis was structural equation modeling (SEM) to test the 

hypothesized relationships between variables in the current study using the Mplus statistical 

software package. SEM is a powerful statistical technique, frequently employed in the behavioral 
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sciences, that combines confirmatory factor analysis models, regression models, and complex 

path models using observed and latent variables (Hox and Bechger, 1998). In SEM, path 

coefficients depict the relationships between latent variables in a path diagram.  

The fit of a theoretical model can be assessed using goodness of fit indices which 

estimate the extent to which the model-implied covariance matrix matches the empirical 

covariance matrix of the observed data. A variety of goodness of fit indices exist to evaluate the 

acceptability of the structural equation model which sometimes lead to conflicting interpretations 

about whether the fit of the model to the actual data is poor, adequate, or good. According to 

Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, and Müller (2003),  

Evaluation of model fit is not as straightforward as it is in statistical approaches based on 

variables measured without error. Because there is no single statistical significance test 

that identifies a correct model given the sample data, it is necessary to take multiple 

criteria into consideration and to evaluate model fit on the basis of various measures 

simultaneously. (p. 31) 

Only the chi-square (X2) test statistic provides a measure of statistical significance, and 

this inferential statistic is sensitive to sample size and model complexity. This creates a problem 

when relying solely on the X2 statistic because acceptable models may be rejected due to a 

significant X2 value (due to large sample size) and highly complex models may be accepted (due 

to a reduction in degrees of freedom when more parameters are included in the model) 

(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003).  Other fit indices fall into three main categories, which include 

measures of overall model fit (i.e., Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)), measures based on comparisons with a 

baseline or null model (i.e., the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Goodness-of-Fit Index 
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(GFI)), and measures of model parsimony (i.e., the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC)). The 

chi-square difference test also relies on significant differences in X2 values to determine the 

benefit of adding more parameters to a less restrictive model (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; 

Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). For the purposes of the current study, the following guidelines 

determined the adequacy of the proposed structural model (Hu & Bentler, 1998; Schermelleh-

Engel et al., 2003; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010): 

 X2: A non-significant value is desired for a good fit, but significant values may be 

considered adequate based on the conclusions drawn from other goodness of fit 

indices due the shortcomings described above 

 RMSEA: Values ≤ .05 for a good fit, ≤ .08 for an adequate fit, and ≤ .10 for an 

acceptable fit  

 SRMR: Values ≤ .05 for a good fit, and ≤ .10 for an acceptable fit 

 CFI: Values ≥ .95 for a good fit, and ≥ .90 for an acceptable fit 

 AIC: Smaller values can help to inform selection of competing models 

 X2 Difference Test: Modifications that result in a significant change to the X2 

value for nested models were retained 

To address Research Question 1, I took a two-step approach to structural equation 

modeling to respecify the measurement model prior to testing the fit of the full SEM model. 

First, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) tested how well items measuring the latent variables 

of interest represented the latent constructs. I analyzed the overall model fit, factor loadings and 

explained variance of each factor to generate evidence of construct validity for the survey 

instrument. Second, the full SEM model tested the overall model fit and structural paths to 

determine whether the theory of planned behavior could reasonably explain decisions about 
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diversity, depth and control of decision making in stakeholder involvement. The hypothesized 

model for the study is depicted in Figure 3.1.  

 

Figure 3.1. Proposed path model of decisions to involve stakeholders in evaluation 
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I evaluated a partially mediated model where attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived 

behavioral control predict behavioral intentions, which in turn predict actual behaviors; and 

attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control could also predict self-reported 

behaviors directly. I took a model-generating approach to conducting the SEM by specifying an 

initial model based on theory and using modification indices to add or delete paths to arrive at a 

model that reasonably fit the data. All modifications to the model were guided by theoretical 

considerations about the latent constructs and relationships between variables. This approach is 

appropriate when the goal of SEM is to “find a model that the data fit well statistically, but that 

also has practical and substantive theoretical meaning” (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). The 

proposed theoretical model was over-identified, meaning that there were more unique elements 

(or information) than parameters to estimate. The initial model was complex and included 15 

latent variables, 36 parameters to estimate, 120 unique elements, and 84 degrees of freedom. 

I cross-validated the final model using a randomly selected sample to determine if the 

theoretical model could reasonably fit the data from a different sample from the same population. 

To calibrate and validate the hypothesized model, I randomly assigned the final sample of 910 

professional evaluators into two samples (550 in the calibration sample and 560 in the validation 

sample). Following validation of the model, I tested the final model on the full sample of 910 

evaluators. 

To include all available data, I used multiple imputation to estimate values for the not-

applicable data points. I assessed the initial goodness of fit for the measurement and structural 

models using the original data set and made modifications as necessary. Then, I ran the final 

models on the data obtained through multiple imputation and compared the results to the original 

data set to triangulate the results and provide further evidence that statistical inference of the 
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effects was not sensitive to assumptions made about the missing data. The data were not imputed 

for self-reported actual behaviors, as individuals who had not conducted or participated in an 

evaluation involving stakeholders did not respond to these items.  

Last, I conducted a four-step multi-group SEM to see if the relationships in the model 

differed for less-experienced versus more-experienced evaluators. First, I assigned cases into 

less-experienced and more-experienced groups using a latent classification variable based on 

four evaluation experience items. Second, a multi-group CFA assessed the goodness of fit of the 

final measurement model across both groups. This analysis tested for measurement invariance, 

defined as the assumption that a scale is measuring the same construct regardless of group 

membership (Meredith, 1993). Third, I applied the SEM to each group separately to assess the fit 

of the model to each group’s data, compare model fit between groups, and examine the strength 

of the relationships between groups. Finally, I ran a multi-group SEM across both groups to test 

if structural relationships were significantly different for less-experienced versus more-

experienced evaluators. 

Testing for measurement invariance is critical to between group comparisons and 

interpretation because groups are often assumed to be from the same population. Testing for 

measurement invariance helps to assure that observed differences are due to levels of the 

construct, not due to differences in how the construct is measured for each group (Muthén, 

1989). Three forms of measurement invariance exist and include tests of weak, strong, and strict 

factorial invariance. Weak factorial invariance assumes that factor loadings are equivalent across 

groups, strong factorial invariance examines the equivalence of factor means (or intercepts) and 

factor loadings, and strict factorial invariance assesses whether factor loadings, intercepts and 

variances are equal (Meredith & Teresi, 2006). In this study, I assessed strong factorial 
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invariance prior to making comparisons between latent variables and structural relationships, 

which constitutes sufficient evidence of measurement invariance for many disciplines (Meredith, 

& Teresi, 2006; Muthén & Muthén, 2010). Additionally, according to Meredith and Teresi 

(2006), “Invariance of factor loadings across studied groups is required for valid comparisons of 

scale score or latent variable means. Strong and strict invariance may be less important in the 

context of basic research in which group differences in specific factors are indicative of 

individual differences that are important for scientific exploration.”  

Prior to data analysis, I tested all the data for normality to meet the assumptions of SEM. 

All the assumptions were met with skewness ranging from -2 to 0 and kurtosis ranging from -1 

to 7. Previous research has shown that the level of violation of multivariate normality is 

acceptable for single-level and multi-level models when skewness values are less than +/- 2 and 

kurtosis is less than +/-7 (Curran, West, & Finch,1996; Ryu, 2011). Therefore, all the items were 

relatively normally distributed and satisfied the assumptions for SEM. 

To answer Research Question 3, I analyzed the responses to three open-ended questions 

qualitatively and quantitatively. First, I used the open-ended responses to generate a list of 

emergent themes. Second, I coded and quantified the comments to determine the themes that 

came up most frequently. Last, I combined emergent themes to create major themes and 

identified key quotes to illustrate the findings. The qualitative analysis was validated by a 

graduate student in the department of Educational Psychology at the University of Hawai‘i at 

Mānoa, who independently coded ten percent of the comments into the major themes for each of 

the three open-ended questions. I calculated the rate of agreement as the number of matching 

comment codes over the total number of comment codes. A rate of agreement over 80% was 

considered acceptable. 
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Power. An a piori power analysis to determine the minimum sample size required to 

reasonably detect an effect was not conducted prior to data collection because population 

estimates for each parameter of the proposed model could not be based on theory or previous 

research. Previous studies are considered the best estimates available for Monte Carlo studies to 

estimate the necessary sample size in study design (Muthén & Muthén, 2002) and to date, a 

study of decisions to involve stakeholders in evaluation has not been published. However, results 

of a simulation study to determine the effects of sample size on multi-level modeling concluded 

that only very small samples (less than 50 per group) led to biased estimates (Maas & Hox, 

2005). Given the large sample size, power was not a serious concern.  

A post-hoc analysis of power can determine whether the findings of a statistical test will 

lead to rejection of a null hypothesis about model fit if it is false (Kline, 2005). I conducted a 

post-hoc power analysis on the final structural equation model (including all modifications) 

using a method developed by MacCallum, Brown, and Sugawara (1996). Their approach uses the 

RMSEA goodness of fit index, the known sample size, the degrees of freedom, and noncentral 

chi-square distributions to determine whether the SEM had adequate power to reject three 

different null hypotheses. In their seminal article, MacCallum and colleagues (1996) suggested 

the following pairs of hypothesized values to represent the degree of fit for a null hypothesis (Ho) 

and the alternative model (Ha) because they are based on the guidelines for interpretation of 

RMSEA and because reasonable for empirical hypothesis testing: 

 Null hypothesis of close fit: Ho = .05 and Ha = .08 

 Null hypothesis of not close fit: Ho = .05 and Ha = .01 

 Null hypothesis of exact fit: Ho = .00 and Ha = .05 
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To calculate a power estimate for each null hypothesis, I used syntax provided by Schumacker & 

Lomax (2010) for the SPSS statistical software package. The post-hoc power analyses revealed 

that the study had adequate power to reject three different null hypotheses. My analysis 

supported the projections made by MacCallum and colleagues (1996), which predicted power 

estimates of 1.0 for all three null hypothesis tests (close, not close, and exact tests) when studies 

had greater than 500 participants and more than 100 degrees of freedom. To represent an 

alternate perspective, Zumbo and Hubley (1998) posited that it is not viable to calculate power 

retrospectively because (a) post-hoc power calculations do not equate a priori power calculation, 

(b) post-hoc calculations of power cannot be estimated according to the true definition because 

they rely on two unconditional probabilities not readily available in a research setting. 

Furthermore, the authors put forth that prospective and retrospective power should not be 

calculated after a study concludes because the research has already made a statistical decision. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Measurement Model 

Before analyzing the structural equation model, I conducted a confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) on items comprising the latent factors. The initial measurement model specified 

15 latent variables. Using the Mplus Statistical Software Package, I allowed each survey item to 

load only on the hypothesized latent factor, entered no item correlations into the initial model, 

and imposed no equality constraints on the item loadings. For each of the latent variables, I set 

the first item factor loading to 1.0, and the remaining were free to vary. The initial measurement 

model fit the calibration sample data moderately well (see Table 4.1). Although the chi-square 

statistic is significant (not a desirable condition), based on other statistics, the model is still 

acceptable. The obtained Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is quite small 

(.05), which tells us that very little error is left unexplained by the model. Additionally, the 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) indicates that the overall difference between 

observed and predicted correlations is acceptable, as values less than .08 are generally positive. 

The widely-used Comparative Fit Index (CFI) measures incremental fit against a null model, and 

values greater than .90 are considered a reasonable fit of the data to the hypothesized model. 

 Modification indices suggested the addition of error covariance between items that 

measured the same factor. I started with the variables that had the biggest change magnitude and, 

one at a time, retained those that improved the model fit significantly. Each modification added a 

new error covariance to those entered in the previous model (see Table 4.1). It makes logical and 

theoretical sense that items measuring the same factor covary, as they should be tapping into the 

same latent construct. In total, eight covariances were added to the model.  
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Table 4.1 

 

Fit Indices for Nested Sequence of Measurement Models for Data from Calibration Sample 

Model Description X2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI AIC X2
diff 

Initial model Initial measurement model 2271.27*** 975 .05 .05* .90 41266.14  

Modification 1: 

DP1 with DP2 

Added covariance between 

items measuring Attitudes 

toward Depth of 

Involvement 

2228.61*** 974 .05 .05* .90 41225.47 42.66*** 

Modification 2: 

B9 with B10 

Added covariance between 

items measuring Behaviors 

for Control over Decision 

Making 

2206.94*** 973 .05 .05* .90 41205.81 21.67*** 

Modification 3: 

B10 with B11 

Added covariance between 

items measuring Behaviors 

for Control over Decision 

Making 

2201.29*** 972 .05 .05* .90 41202.15 5.65* 

Modification 4: 

B6 with B7 

Added covariance between 

items measuring Behaviors 

for Depth of Involvement 

2181.17*** 971 .05 .05 .91 41184.03 20.12*** 

Modification 5: 

B7 with B8 

Added covariance between 

items measuring Behaviors 

for Depth of Involvement 

2176.14*** 970 .05 .05 .91 41181.01 5.03* 

Modification 6: 

C5 with C4 

Added covariance between 

items measuring Subjective 

Norms for Control over 

Decision Making 

2160.33*** 969 .05 .05 .91 41167.20 15.81*** 

Modification 7: 

C8 with C9 

Added covariance between 

items measuring Perceived 

Behavioral Control for 

Control over Decision 

Making 

2146.96*** 968 .05 .05 .91 41155.82 13.37*** 

Modification 8: 

B4 with B1 

Added covariance between 

items measuring Behaviors 

for Diversity 

2130.59*** 967 .05 .05 .91 41141.45 16.37*** 

Final 

measurement 

model with 

imputed data 

Final measurement model 

(with 8 modifications) 

applied to the data with 

multiple imputation of not 

applicable data 

2125.46*** 967 .05 .05 .91 41751.43  

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001 
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Table 4.2 

 

Latent Variables, Indicators, Factor Loadings, Significance (p), and Variances Explained (R2) 

for the Final Measurement Model on the Calibration Sample with Multiple Imputation 
Latent 

variable 
Indicator Item 

 Factor 

loading 
SE p 

R2 

(S.E.) 

Attitudes 

toward 

Diversity 

(div_att) 

DV1 In my opinion, involving multiple stakeholder 

groups is beneficial in program evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .55 

(.04) 

DV2 I believe that evaluations should include perspectives 

and interests of the full range of stakeholders. 

 1.23 .08 .00 .62 

(.04) 

DV3 It is important to me that stakeholders involved in an 

evaluation represent the diverse interests of those 

involved in and affected by the program. 

 1.09 .07 .00 .62 

(.04) 

Subjective 

Norms about 

Diversity 

(div_sn) 

DV4 Other evaluators whose opinion I value believe that 

evaluations are enhanced when they involve the 

various groups invested in the program and affected 

by its evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .61 

(.03) 

DV5 Evaluators whose opinions are important to me 

would agree that evaluations should involve the 

range of stakeholder interests. 

 1.25 .06 .00 .81 

(.02) 

DV6 Other evaluators whose opinion I value think that 

evaluations should involve stakeholders that 

represent different perspectives. 

 1.18 .06 .00 .82 

(.02) 

Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control for 

Diversity 

(div_pbc) 

DV7 I am confident that I can involve multiple 

stakeholder groups in an evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .57 

(.04) 

DV8 With adequate resources, I have the capacity to 

involve the full range of stakeholders in an 

evaluation. 

 .99 .06 .00 .62 

(.04) 

DV9 When it is up to me, I am able to involve different 

stakeholder groups that represent various viewpoints. 

 1.01 .06 .00 .73 

(.03) 

Attitudes 

toward 

Depth of 

Involvement 

(dep_att) 

DP1 In my opinion, it is valuable when stakeholders have 

opportunities to be involved in all stages of an 

evaluation (e.g., planning, design, data collection, 

analysis, interpretation, and reporting). 

 1.00 .00  .58 

(.04) 

DP2 Evaluators should provide options for stakeholders 

to be involved across the range of evaluation stages. 

 .96 .04 .00 .58 

(.04) 

DP3 I believe that it is important for evaluators and 

stakeholders to collaborate throughout the evaluation 

process. 

 .81 .05 .00 .57 

(.04) 

Subjective 

Norms about 

Depth of 

Involvement 

(dep_sn) 

DP4 Evaluators whose opinions are important to me 

believe that involving stakeholders in all stages of an 

evaluation is worthwhile. 

 1.00 .00  .84 

(.02) 

DP5 Other evaluators whose opinion I value believe that 

stakeholders do not need to be involved in all 

evaluation tasks. 

 .12 .08 .16 .01 

(.01) 

DP6 Evaluators whose opinions are important to me 

believe that collaboration with stakeholders should 

occur throughout the evaluation process. 

 .92 .04 .00 .75 

(.03) 

Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control for 

Depth of 

Involvement 

(dep_pbc) 

DP7 I am confident that I have the capacity to involve 

stakeholders in all stages of an evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .76 

(.03) 

DP8 With adequate resources, I believe I can involve 

stakeholders across the range of evaluation stages. 

 .83 .04 .00 .77 

(.03) 

DP9 It is up to me to collaborate with stakeholders 

throughout the evaluation process. 

 .69 .05 .00 .32 

(.04) 
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Table 4.2 Continued 

 
Latent 

variable 
Indicator Item 

 Factor 

loading 
SE p 

R2 

(S.E.) 

Attitudes 

toward 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 

(con_att) 

C1 In my approach to evaluation, the evaluator should 

involve stakeholders in decisions about the 

evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .57 

(.04) 

C2 I believe that the evaluator should maintain control 

over decisions about the evaluation process. 

 .45 .09 .00 .07 

(.02) 

C3 Evaluations are enhanced when stakeholders' 

knowledge, experience, and practical information 

guide decisions about an evaluation. 

 .73 .06 .00 .38 

(.04) 

Subjective 

Norms about 

Control over 

Decision 

Making  

(con_sn) 

C4 Other evaluators whose opinion I value would agree 

that stakeholders should be involved in making 

decisions about an evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .75 

(.05) 

C5 Evaluators whose opinions are important to me 

believe that evaluators should share control of 

evaluation decisions equally with stakeholders. 

 .98 .08 .00 .47 

(.05) 

C6 Other evaluators whose opinion I value think that 

decisions about an evaluation should be based on 

stakeholder expertise and knowledge of the program 

and populations. 

 .74 .06 .00 .35 

(.04) 

Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control for 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 

(con_pbc) 

C7 I am confident that I can involve stakeholders in 

making decisions about an evaluation scope, design, 

data collection, and interpretation. 

 1.00 .00  .60 

(.04) 

C8 If I wanted to, it would be easy for me to share 

control of an evaluation equally with stakeholders. 

 1.07 .08 .00 .43 

(.04) 

C9 With adequate resources and support, it is up to me 

to share control over evaluation decisions with 

stakeholders. 

 .91 .07 .00 .40 

(.04) 

Behavioral 

Intentions 

about 

Diversity 

(bi_div) 

I1 In my practice, I try to involve multiple stakeholder 

groups to enhance an evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .70 

(.03) 

I2 Typically, I intend to involve the range of 

stakeholders to some degree in an evaluation. 

 .94 .06 .00 .58 

(.04) 

I3 When I conduct an evaluation, I try to involve 

stakeholders that represent the array of diverse 

perspectives. 

 .99 .05 .00 .68 

(.04) 

Behavioral 

Intentions 

about Depth 

(bi_dep) 

I4 By and large, I aim to involve stakeholders in all 

stages of an evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .73 

(.03) 

I5 In my professional evaluation practice, I plan for 

stakeholder participation across the range of 

evaluation tasks. 

 .95 .04 .00 .71 

(.03) 

I6 In general, I try to collaborate with stakeholders 

throughout the evaluation process. 

 .69 .04 .00 .60 

(.03) 

Behavioral 

Intentions 

about 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 

(bi_con) 

I7 I usually try to involve stakeholders in making 

decisions that drive an evaluation. 

 1.00 .00  .62 

(.04) 

I8 In general, I intend to share control over evaluation 

decisions with stakeholders. 

 1.27 .07 .00 .69 

(.03) 

I9 When I conduct evaluations, I anticipate that 

stakeholder knowledge of the project or program 

will be very influential in making decisions about the 

evaluation. 

 .77 .06 .00 .41 

(.04) 
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Table 4.2 Continued 

 
Latent 

variable 
Indicator Item 

 Factor 

loading 
SE p 

R2 

(S.E.) 

Behaviors 

for Diversity 

(beh_div) 

B1 I involved multiple stakeholder groups  1.00 .00  .74 

(.03) 

B2 The stakeholders involved represented the range of 

groups and interests 

 1.22 .06 .00 .72 

(.03) 

B3 The stakeholders involved represented various 

viewpoints about the program and/or evaluation 

 .85 .05 .00 .56 

(.04) 

B4 To what extent did you involve all stakeholder 

groups? 

 1.17 .08 .00 .55 

(.04) 

Behaviors 

for Depth 

(beh_dep) 

B5 I involved stakeholders in all stages of an evaluation 

(design, data collection, analysis, reporting, and 

dissemination) 

 1.00 .00  .65 

(.04) 

B6 Stakeholders participated across a range of 

evaluation tasks 

 .70 .05 .00 .51 

(.04) 

B7 I collaborated with stakeholders throughout the 

evaluation process 

 .66 .04 .00 .57 

(.04) 

B8 In this evaluation, to what extent were stakeholders 

involved across all stages of the evaluation? 

 .73 .04 .00 .63 

(.04) 

Behaviors 

for Control 

over 

Decision 

Making 

(beh_con) 

B9 Stakeholders participated in decisions about the 

evaluation scope, design, and recommendations 

 1.00 .00  .48 

(.04) 

B10 I shared control over evaluation decisions equally 

with participating stakeholders 

 1.19 .09 .00 .53 

(.04) 

B11 Stakeholders' knowledge and expertise was 

influential in evaluation decision making 

 .79 .06 .00 .45 

(.05) 

B12 In this evaluation, to what extent did stakeholders 

participate in making decisions about the evaluation? 

 1.12 .08 .00 .63 

(.04) 

 

As no further modifications were statistically significant, I tested the final measurement 

model with multiple imputation of missing data (10 iterations). The results of the CFA on the 

imputed data set were almost identical to those without imputation (Modification 8 in Table 4.1) 

and the pattern of findings was the same, which provides support for the missing data to be 

considered missing at random. All of the factor loadings in the final model with imputed data 

were large and statistically significant at p ≤ .001, and the variances explained (R2) were all 

moderate to large, ranging from 0.32 to 0.84, with the exception of two negatively worded items 

(DP5 and C2), which were retained because removal did not significantly improve the model fit 

(see Table 4.2). Moreover, theoretical considerations about maintaining consistency between the 

target and action elements for each component of the theory of planned behavior were important 



80 

 

in this research. The findings of the confirmatory factor analysis provide support for the 

construct validity of this survey.  

Calibration of the Model 

To examine the fit of the hypothesized structural model on the calibration sample data, I 

imposed structural paths between the latent constructs in the final measurement model. The 

initial model was ill-fitting (see Table 4.3). The modification indices suggested the addition of 

causal paths between two components of the theory of planned behavior (Attitudes and 

Subjective Norms) for Control over Technical Decision Making with Intentions about Depth of 

Participation (Modifications 1 and 2) and Intentions about Diversity (Modifications 4 and 5). The 

modification indices also suggested adding a causal path between Intentions about Control over 

Decision Making and Intentions about Depth of Participation (Modification 3). Each subsequent 

model included one additional pathway while retaining all previous modifications. I retained the 

modifications that were a significant improvement over the previous model. A comparison of 

nested models is presented in Table 4.3.  

The final model (Modification 5) fit the data reasonably well and shows that Control over 

Decision Making influenced decisions about stakeholder Diversity and Depth of Participation. 

These relationships are theoretically plausible. I tested the final model with multiple imputation 

of missing data (10 iterations). The results of the SEM on the imputed data sets were almost 

identical, and the pattern of findings was the same. The covariances for all items are presented in 

Appendix C to allow other researchers the opportunity to validate or replicate these results. 
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Table 4.3 

 

Fit Indices for Nested Sequence of Structural Models on Original and Imputed Data from the 

Calibration Sample 

Model Description X2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI AIC X2
diff 

Initial model Initial structural model 2351.49*** 1012 .06 .06* .90 41272.36  

Modification 1: 

con_att → 

bi_dep 

Added causal path between 

Attitudes toward Control 

over Decision Making and 

Intentions about Depth of 

Involvement 

2322.91*** 1011 .06 .05* .90 41245.78 28.58*** 

Modification 2: 

con_sn → 

bi_dep 

Added covariance between 

Subjective Norms for 

Control over Decision 

Making and Intentions 

about Depth of 

Involvement 

2308.70*** 1010 .06 .05* .90 41233.56 14.21*** 

Modification 3: 

bi_con → 

bi_dep 

Added covariance between 

Intentions about Control 

over Decision Making and 

Intentions about Depth of 

Involvement 

2283.15*** 1009 .06 .05* .90 41210.02 25.55*** 

Modification 4: 

con_att → 

bi_div 

Added covariance between 

Attitudes toward Control 

over Decision Making and 

Intentions about Diversity 

2223.62*** 1008 .05 .05 .91 41152.49 59.53*** 

Modification 5: 

con_sn → 

bi_div 

Added covariance between 

Subjective Norms for 

Control over Decision 

Making and Intentions 

about Diversity 

2218.03*** 1007 .05 .05 .91 41148.89 5.59* 

Final model 

with imputed 

data 

Final structural model (with 

5 modifications) applied to 

the data with multiple 

imputation of not 

applicable data 

2214.96*** 1007 .05 .05 .90 41763.33  

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001 

Cross-Validation of the Model 

I cross-validated the final structural model for goodness of fit to a second sample from 

the same population of professional evaluators. The validation sample consisted of 560 randomly 

selected participants from the original sample. Chi-square statistics confirmed that the calibration 

and validation samples were equivalent on several demographic variables (see Table 4.4). 
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Table 4.4 

 

Results of Chi-square Test and Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics of the Calibration (n = 

550) and Validation (n = 560) Samples 

Characteristic n (%) X2 (df) p 

 Calibration Validation   

Professional membership 

American Evaluation Association 

Australasian Evaluation Society 

Canadian Evaluation Society 

Hawaii-Pacific Evaluation Association 

 

386 (84%) 

3 (1%) 

62 (13%) 

9 (2%) 

 

372 (83%) 

8 (2%) 

65 (14%) 

5 (1%) 

3.64 (3) .30 

Evaluation experience 

None 

Beginner 

Novice 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

 

1 (0%) 

13 (3%) 

64 (14%) 

203 (44%) 

179 (39%) 

 

1 (0%) 

11 (2%) 

68 (15%) 

196 (44%) 

174 (39%) 

.37 (4) .99 

Stakeholder involvement experience 

None 

Beginner 

Novice 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

 

4 (1%) 

20 (4%) 

78 (17%) 

238 (52%) 

120 (27%) 

 

4 (1%) 

17 (4%) 

94 (21%) 

218 (48%) 

117 (26%) 

2.54 (4) .64 

Number of years conducting evaluation 

< 1 year 

1 to 5 years 

6 to 10 years 

11 to 15 years 

> 15 years 

 

19 (4%) 

127 (28%) 

111 (24%) 

84 (18%) 

119 (26%) 

 

18 (4%) 

131 (29%) 

120 (27%) 

70 (16%) 

111 (25%) 

1.88 (4) .76 

 

 The full SEM reasonably fit the validation data, the goodness of fit indices were almost 

identical, and no further modifications were necessary. I then tested the model using multiple 

imputation of missing data (10 iterations). The results of the SEM on the imputed data set were 

very similar, and the pattern of findings was the same, which provided support for the missing 

data in the validation sample to be considered missing at random. A comparison of the full 

model on data from the validation sample without and with multiple imputation is in Table 4.5. 

The cross-validation of the model provides converging evidence that the structural model 

representing the relationships between the latent constructs was valid and could be generalized to 

another sample from the same population. The table of covariances is in Appendix D. 
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Table 4.5 

 

Fit Indices for Structural Model on Original and Imputed Data from the Validation Sample 

Model Description X2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI AIC 

Final model Final structural model  2208.86*** 1007 .05 .05 .91 42253.32 

Final model with 

imputed data 

Final structural model applied 

to the data with multiple 

imputation of not applicable 

data 

2193.23*** 1007 .05 .05 .91 42818.22 

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001 

The Full Model 

 Following calibration and validation, I applied the full model to the original data set (N = 

910), since the results suggested that it could reliably fit two random samples of data. I then 

tested the model with multiple imputation of missing data (10 iterations). The goodness of fit 

indices (presented in Table 4.6) provided evidence that the model fit the data reasonably well and 

the results are near identical. The matrix of covariances for all items is in Appendix E. 

Table 4.6 

 

Fit Indices for Structural Model on Original and Imputed Data from the Full Sample 

Model Description X2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI AIC 

Final model Final structural model  3146.21*** 1007 .04 .05 .92 83321.54 

Final model with 

imputed data 

Final structural model applied 

to the data with multiple 

imputation of not applicable 

data 

3118.33*** 1007 .04 .05 .92 84469.24 

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001 

The amount of variance explained by the model for each of the dependent variables is 

presented in Table 4.7. The amount of variance explained by each indicator in the final model on 

imputed data is presented in Table 4.8. All standard errors for items included in the final model 

were reasonably small, ranging from .02 to .04. The variances explained (R2) were all moderate 

to large, ranging from 0.30 to 0.80, with the exception of two negatively worded items (DP5 and 

C2) discussed previously (see Table 4.8).  
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Table 4.7 

 

Explained Variance (R2), Standard Error, and Significance (p) of Dependent Variables in the 

Final Model 

Dependent variable R2 SE p 

Behavioral Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) .60 .04 .00 

Behavioral Intentions about Depth (bi_dep) .72 .05 .00 

Behavioral Intentions about Control over Decision Making (bi_con) .79 .03 .00 

Actual Behaviors for Diversity (beh_div) .41 .03 .00 

Actual Behaviors for Depth (beh_dep) .53 .03 .00 

Actual Behaviors for Control over Decision Making (beh_con) .55 .03 .00 

 

These analysis addressed the first research question by examining whether Attitudes, 

Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral Control would predict Intentions and Behaviors 

across the participatory practices. According to the TPB, attitudes, subjective norms, and 

perceived behavioral control should significantly predict behavioral intentions, which in turn 

significantly predict actual behaviors. In situations where volitional control over actual behavior 

is limited, perceived behavioral control could also predict actual behaviors directly (Ajzen, 

2002). In the current study, I also explored the relationships between Attitudes, Subjective 

Norms, Perceived Behavioral Control and self-reported Behaviors for Diversity, Depth, and 

Control. Figure 4.1 illustrates the final full SEM with all structural paths and disturbances.  
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Table 4.8 

 

Mean, Standard Error, Explained Variance (R2) and Standard Error (in parenthesis), and 

Significance (p) of Indicators in the Final Model 
Latent variable Indicator M SE R2 (S.E.) p 

Attitudes toward Diversity (div_att) DV1 4.65 .02 .56 (.03) .00 

 DV2 4.58 .02 .56 (.03) .00 

 DV3 4.67 .02 .58 (.03) .00 

Subjective Norms about Diversity (div_sn) DV4 4.45 .02 .67 (.02) .00 

 DV5 4.44 .02 .77 (.02) .00 

 DV6 4.44 .02 .80 (.02) .00 

Perceived Behavioral Control for Diversity (div_pbc) DV7 4.23 .03 .62 (.02) .00 

 DV8 4.39 .03 .65 (.02) .00 

 DV9 4.35 .02 .72 (.02) .00 

Attitudes toward Depth of Involvement (dep_att) DP1 4.12 .03 .63 (.02) .00 

 DP2 4.19 .03 .62 (.02) .00 

 DP3 4.37 .03 .63 (.02) .00 

Subjective Norms about Depth of Involvement (dep_sn) DP4 4.07 .03 .80 (.02) .00 

 DP5 2.91 .04 .01 (.01) .25 

 DP6 4.09 .03 .75 (.02) .00 

Perceived Behavioral Control for Depth of Involvement 

(dep_pbc) 

DP7 3.97 .03 .77 (.02) .00 

DP8 4.20 .03 .76 (.02) .00 

DP9 3.94 .03 .30 (.03) .00 

Attitudes toward Control over Decision Making (con_att) C1 4.20 .03 .61 (.03) .00 

C2 2.53 .03 .05 (.02) .00 

C3 4.39 .02 .43 (.03) .00 

Subjective Norms about Control over Decision Making  

(con_sn) 

C4 4.00 .03 .68 (.03) .00 

C5 3.33 .04 .39 (.03) .00 

C6 3.73 .03 .38 (.03) .00 

Perceived Behavioral Control for Control over Decision 

Making (con_pbc) 

C7 3.96 .03 .62 (.03) .00 

C8 3.32 .04 .44 (.03) .00 

C9 3.67 .03 .38 (.03) .00 

Behavioral Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) I1 4.27 .02 .70 (.02) .00 

 I2 4.28 .02 .62 (.03) .00 

 I3 4.25 .02 .69 (.02) .00 

Behavioral Intentions about Depth (bi_dep) I4 3.73 .03 .70 (.02) .00 

 I5 3.75 .03 .72 (.02) .00 

 I6 4.14 .03 .61 (.02) .00 

Behavioral Intentions about Control over Decision Making 

(bi_con) 

I7 4.02 .03 .66 (.02) .00 

I8 3.58 .03 .69 (.02) .00 

I9 4.19 .03 .43 (.03) .00 

Behaviors for Diversity (beh_div) B1 4.31 .03 .77 (.02) .00 

 B2 4.06 .03 .64 (.03) .00 

 B3 4.28 .03 .60 (.03) .00 

 B4 3.37 .04 .51 (.03) .00 

Behaviors for Depth (beh_dep) B5 3.38 .04 .66 (.03) .00 

 B6 3.84 .03 .50 (.03) .00 

 B7 4.00 .03 .58 (.03) .00 

 B8 3.37 .03 .59 (.03) .00 

Behaviors for Control over Decision Making (beh_con) B9 3.94 .03 .50 (.03) .00 

B10 3.12 .04 .51 (.03) .00 

B11 4.20 .03 .41 (.03) .00 

B12 3.19 .03 .59 (.03) .00 
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Indicator Latent 

variable 

div_att Attitudes 

toward 

Diversity 

div_sn Subjective 

Norms about 
Diversity 

div_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control for 

Diversity 

dep_att Attitudes 

toward 
Depth of 

Involvement 

dep_sn Subjective 

Norms about 

Depth of 

Involvement 

dep_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 
Control for 

Depth of 

Involvement 

con_att Attitudes 

toward 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 
con_sn Subjective 

Norms about 

Control over 

Decision 

Making  

con_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 
Control for 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 

bi_div Behavioral 

Intentions 

about 

Diversity 
bi_dep Behavioral 

Intentions 

about Depth 

bi_con Behavioral 

Intentions 

about 

Control over 

Decision 
Making 

beh_div Behaviors 

for Diversity 

beh_dep Behaviors 

for Depth 

beh_con Behaviors 

for Control 
over 

Decision 

Making 

 

Figure 4.1. Unstandardized pathways in the final structural equation model on the full data set 

with multiple imputation of not applicable data (* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001). 
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In exploring the relationships between variables addressing the first participatory practice 

of Diversity, the results of the SEM provide mixed support for the application of the theory of 

planned behavior as a model to predict evaluators’ decisions about the range of stakeholder 

groups to involve. As hypothesized, the analysis found that Attitudes (div_att), Subjective Norms 

(div_sn), and Perceived Behavioral Control (div_pbc) were significant predictors of Intentions 

about Diversity (bi_div). Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) also significantly predicted actual 

self-reported Behaviors for Diversity (beh_div). Perceived Behavioral Control for Diversity 

(div_pbc) significantly predicted actual self-reported Behaviors (beh_div) about the extent to 

which evaluators involved diverse stakeholder groups. Contrary to the theory of planned 

behavior, the relationship between Subjective Norms (div_sn) and Intentions about Diversity 

(bi_div) was negative. 

The results for the participatory practice of Depth of Involvement also provided some 

evidence in support of the theory of planned behavior in explaining decisions about degree of 

stakeholder participation. The SEM found that Attitudes (dep_att), Subjective Norms (dep_sn), 

and Perceived Behavioral Control (dep_pbc) significantly predicted Intentions to involve 

stakeholders across the range of evaluation tasks (bi_dep). Intentions (bi_dep) also significantly 

predicted actual Behaviors (beh_dep). However, the parameter estimate for the path between 

Attitudes (dep_att) and Intentions about Depth of Involvement (bi_dep) was not in the expected 

direction. 

For Control over Decision Making, Attitudes (con_att) and Perceived Behavioral Control 

(con_pbc) significantly and positively predicted Intentions (bi_con). Intentions (bi_con) also 

significantly predicted actual Behaviors (beh_con), as did Perceived Behavioral Control 

(con_pbc). Deviating from the theory, the SEM did not find a significant relationship between 
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Subjective Norms (con_sn) and Intentions about Control (bi_con). A significant positive 

relationship was also found between Attitudes (con_att) and actual Behavior (beh_con). Finally, 

the covariances between actual behaviors across the participatory practices of Diversity 

(beh_div), Depth of Involvement (beh_dep), and Control over Decision Making (beh_con) were 

significantly related. 

 Several unpredicted paths emerged through modification of the model. The first set of 

unexpected relationships was between Control over Decision Making and Diversity. The path 

between Attitudes toward Control over Decision Making (con_att) and Intentions about 

involving diverse groups (bi_div) was significant and negative. This means that less-positive 

attitudes toward shared control over decision making significantly predicted greater intentions to 

involve the full range of stakeholder groups. This relationship was reasonable because it may be 

more feasible to share control with fewer stakeholder groups, particularly those with some 

decision-making authority. Conversely, it may be easier to involve a more diverse array of 

stakeholder groups when the evaluator maintains control of technical decision making. A 

significant positive relationship was identified between Subjective Norms about Control over 

Decision Making (con_sn) and Intentions about Diversity (bi_div). Therefore, those who 

believed that other evaluators value shared decision-making control were more likely to plan on 

involving more diverse stakeholder groups in an evaluation. 

 The second set of unexpected relationships was between Control over Decision Making 

and Depth of Involvement. Attitudes toward Control over Decision Making (con_att) were 

positively related to Intentions about Depth of Involvement (bi_dep), and this relationship was 

significant. A significant negative relationship was observed between Subjective Norms about 

Control over Decision Making (con_sn) and Intentions about Depth (bi_dep), meaning that 
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individuals who were less likely to think that other evaluators value shared control were more 

likely to intend to involve stakeholders across the range of evaluation tasks. Finally, the analysis 

found a significant and positive relationship between Intentions about Control over Decision 

Making (bi_con) and Intentions about Depth of Involvement (bi_dep).  

Less-experienced versus More-experienced Evaluators 

The second research question examined the viability of the decision-making model and 

the strength of the relationships between the components of behavior for less-experienced and 

more-experienced evaluators. To address this research question, I used the Mplus statistical 

software to assign cases into two groups based on a latent classification model comprised of four 

continuous indicators assessing evaluation expertise. The classification quality of the model was 

100% and a chi-square analysis provided evidence that the distributions differed significantly on 

the classification indicators. Additionally, a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 

computed to assess the relationship between group membership based on the latent classification 

model and group membership based on years of experience (less-experienced evaluators ≤ 10 

years, more-experienced evaluators > 10 years). There was a positive correlation between group 

assignment based on the latent model and group assignment based on years of experience, r(908) 

= .75, p < .00. The distribution of less-experienced (n = 443) and more-experienced (n = 467) 

evaluators across the grouping indicators is presented in Table 4.9. 

A multi-group CFA assessed the goodness of fit of the final measurement model across 

both groups using multiple imputation of missing data (10 iterations). When factor loadings and 

item intercepts were constrained to equal for both groups, the model fit was acceptable. This 

provides support for strong measurement invariance across groups (see Table 4.10). 
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Table 4.9 

 

Results of Chi-square Test and Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics of the Less-experienced 

(n = 443) and More-experienced (n = 467) Groups 
 n (%)   

Characteristic 
Less-

experienced 

More-

experienced 
X2 (df) p 

Evaluation experience 

None 

Beginner 

Novice 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

 

2 (0%) 

24 (5%) 

131 (30%) 

281 (63%) 

5 (1%) 

0 (0%) 

0 (0%) 

1 (0%) 

118 (25%) 

348 (75%) 

553.66 (4) .00 

Knowledge of evaluation theories and approaches  

Very poor 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Very good 

 

7 (2%) 

23 (5%) 

182 (41%) 

215 (49%) 

16 (4%) 

 

0 (0%) 

0 (0%) 

14 (3%) 

236 (51%) 

217 (46%) 

347.98 (4) .00 

Research methodology and data analysis skills  

Very poor 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Very good 

 

 

3 (1%) 

20 (5%) 

166 (37%) 

229 (52%) 

25 (6%) 

 

 

0 (0%) 

0 (0%) 

4 (1%) 

200 (43%) 

263 (56%) 

375.65 (4) .00 

Number of years conducting evaluation 

< 1 year 

1 to 5 years 

6 to 10 years 

11 to 15 years 

> 15 years 

 

37 (1%) 

247 (56%) 

140 (32%) 

17 (4%) 

2 (0%) 

 

0 (0%) 

11 (2%) 

91 (19%) 

137 (29%) 

228 (49%) 

578.62 (4) .00 

 

Table 4.10 

 

Fit Indices for Measurement and Structural Models  

Model Description X2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI AIC 

Measurement 

model on both 

groups 

Final measurement model 

applied to data from both 

groups 

4351.92*** 2000 .05 .05 .91 84318.99 

Structural model 

on less-

experienced 

Final structural model applied 

to the data from less-

experienced evaluators 

2110.49*** 1007 .05 .05 .91 40438.17 

Structural model 

on more-

experienced 

Final structural model applied 

to the data from more-

experienced evaluators 

2265.85*** 1007 .05 .05 .91 43841.55 

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001 
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From the multi-group CFA analysis, it is possible to examine whether less-experienced 

versus more-experienced evaluators differed significantly on the latent variables in the model. 

Differences between means are in Table 4.11. The analysis indicated that more-experienced 

evaluators had higher levels of Perceived Behavioral Control for Diversity (div_pbc), Depth of 

Involvement (dep_pbc) and Control over Decision Making (con_pbc); meaning they had higher 

self-efficacy and felt more in control over the participatory practices. They also showed 

significantly higher ratings for their Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) and Intentions about 

Depth (bi_dep); meaning they intended to involve more diverse stakeholder groups across more 

evaluation stages. Finally, more-experienced evaluators provided significantly higher ratings for 

their self-reported Behaviors across the participatory practices of Diversity (beh_div), Depth 

(beh_dep), and Control over Decision Making (beh_con); so their ratings of actual 

implementation of the participatory practices were greater. 

Table 4.11 

 

Unstandardized Differences between Group Means (More – Less), Standard Error and 

Significance (p) for Latent Variables  

Latent variables 

Mean 

difference S.E. p 

Attitudes toward Diversity (div_att) 0.05 0.03 0.16 

Subjective Norms about Diversity (div_sn) 0.03 0.04 0.44 

Perceived Behavioral Control for Diversity (div_pbc) 0.29 0.04 0.00 

Attitudes toward Depth of Involvement (dep_att) -0.03 0.06 0.62 

Subjective Norms about Depth of Involvement (dep_sn) -0.02 0.06 0.76 

Perceived Behavioral Control for Depth of Involvement (dep_pbc) 0.29 0.06 0.00 

Attitudes toward Control over Decision Making (con_att) 0.00 0.05 0.98 

Subjective Norms about Control over Decision Making (con_sn) -0.03 0.05 0.51 

Perceived Behavioral Control for Control over Decision Making (con_pbc) 0.19 0.05 0.00 

Behavioral Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) 0.27 0.04 0.00 

Behavioral Intentions about Depth (bi_dep) 0.14 0.06 0.03 

Behavioral Intentions about Control over Decision Making (bi_con) 0.06 0.05 0.25 

Actual Behaviors for Diversity (beh_div) 0.39 0.05 0.00 

Actual Behaviors for Depth (beh_dep) 0.37 0.07 0.00 

Actual Behaviors for Control over Decision Making (beh_con) 0.13 0.06 0.02 
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Next, I applied the final model with structured pathways to each of the groups separately 

to examine the goodness of fit using multiple imputation of missing data (10 iterations). The 

goodness of fit indices provided evidence that the model fit the data from both groups reasonably 

well and fit indices were close to identical (see Table 4.10). The strength of the relationships 

between variables was then compared between groups. The unstandardized path coefficients in 

Table 4.12 illustrates some similarities and differences in the direction and strength of the 

relationships between variables depending on group membership.  

Table 4.12 

  

Unstandardized Path Coefficients for Less-experienced and More-experienced Groups 
Participatory practice Path Less-experienced More-experienced 

Diversity  

div_att → bi_div 

div_sn → bi_div 

div_pbc → bi_div 

con_att → bi_div 

con_sn → bi_div 

div_att → beh_div 

div_sn → beh_div 

div_pbc → beh_div 

bi_div → beh_div 

 

.02 

.14 

.43*** 

.82*** 

-.44* 

-.12 

.08 

.28*** 

.55*** 

 

1.53*** 

-.85** 

.30** 

-.90* 

1.04** 

.16 

-.05 

.18* 

.50*** 

Depth  

dep_att → bi_dep 

dep_sn → bi_dep 

dep_pbc → bi_dep 

con_att → bi_dep 

con_sn → bi_dep 

bi_con → bi_dep 

dep_att → beh_dep 

dep_sn → beh_dep 

dep_pbc → beh_dep 

bi_dep → beh_dep 

 

-.15 

.35 

.30*** 

.42 

-.60* 

.88*** 

-.12 

.17 

-.10 

.91*** 

 

-1.43 

1.84** 

.28 

1.26 

-1.70** 

.93*** 

.60** 

-.39** 

.08 

.61*** 

Control  

con_att → bi_con 

con_sn → bi_con 

con_pbc → bi_con 

con_att → beh_con 

con_sn → beh_con 

con_pbc → beh_con 

bi_con → beh_con 

 

1.06*** 

-.22* 

.22** 

.15 

.04 

.15* 

.47** 

 

0.78*** 

-0.02 

0.30*** 

0.22 

-0.16* 

0.09 

0.63*** 

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001 
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One similarity was that the paths between Intentions and actual Behaviors were 

significant and positive for the participatory practices of Diversity, Depth, and Control over 

Decision Making for both groups. This was also true for the paths between subjective norms 

about control and intentions about depth. The added paths between attitudes and subjective 

norms about control with intentions about diversity were significant for both groups, but the 

directions differ. Last, more paths that align with the theory of planned behavior were significant 

for the group of more-experienced evaluators.  

I then ran a multi-group SEM that constrained all relationships as equal across both 

groups to test whether the theoretical relationships were significantly different for less-

experienced versus more-experienced evaluators. The analysis employed multiple imputation of 

missing data (10 iterations). Subsequent modifications released individual equality constraints 

sequentially. I retained those that resulted in significant improvements to the model. The 

relationships that were released and significantly improved the model fit were inferred to differ 

significantly between less-experienced and more-experienced evaluators. The initial fit of the 

model and subsequent modifications are presented in Table 4.13. The matrices of covariances for 

the less-experienced and more-experienced evaluators are in Appendices F and G respectively. 

Figures 4.2 and 4.3 present the significant unstandardized structural pathways for the 

less-experienced and more-experienced groups. The pathways that were not significantly 

different between groups are constrained to equal. Only significant paths between constructs are 

shown to illustrate the differences between groups. For more information about the relationships 

between latent factors for each group individually, see Table 4.12. 
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Table 4.13 

 

Fit Indices for Multi-Group Structural Models 

Model Description X2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI AIC X2
diff 

Initial multi-

group model 

Initial multi-group 

structural model with all 

relationships constrained 

to equal across groups 

4758.99*** 2106 .06 .05* .90 84365.77  

Modification 1: 

div_sn → 

bi_div  

Released causal path 

between Subjective Norms 

about Diversity and 

Intentions about Diversity 

4746.65*** 2105 .06 .05* .90 84361.89 12.34*** 

Modification 2: 

dep_att → 

bi_dep  

Released causal path 

between Attitudes toward 

Depth and Intentions about 

Depth of Involvement 

4742.06*** 2104 .06 .05* .90 84362.98 4.59* 

Modification 3: 

dep_sn → 

bi_dep  

Released causal path 

between Subjective Norms 

about Depth and Intentions 

about Depth  

4720.18*** 2103 .06 .05* .90 84355.21 21.88*** 

Modification 4: 

con_att → 

bi_dep  

Released causal path 

between Attitudes toward 

Control over Decision 

Making and Intentions 

about Depth 

4711.59*** 2102 .06 .05* .90 84350.87 8.59** 

Modification 5: 

con_sn → 

bi_dep  

Released causal path 

between Subjective Norms 

for Control over Decision 

Making and Intentions 

about Depth 

4676.15*** 2101 .06 .05 .90 84347.96 35.44*** 

Modification 6: 

con_att → 

bi_div  

Released causal path 

between Attitudes toward 

Control over Decision 

Making and Intentions 

about Diversity 

4661.59*** 2100 .06 .05 .90 84347.12 14.56*** 

Modification 7: 

con_sn → 

bi_div  

Released causal path 

between Subjective Norms 

for Control over Decision 

Making and Intentions 

about Diversity 

4557.65*** 2099 .05 .05 .91 84343.49 103.94*** 

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001 
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Indicator Latent 

variable 

div_att Attitudes 

toward 

Diversity 

div_sn Subjective 

Norms about 
Diversity 

div_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control for 

Diversity 

dep_att Attitudes 

toward 

Depth of 
Involvement 

dep_sn Subjective 

Norms about 

Depth of 

Involvement 

dep_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 
Control for 

Depth of 

Involvement 

con_att Attitudes 

toward 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 
con_sn Subjective 

Norms about 

Control over 

Decision 

Making  

con_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 
Control for 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 

bi_div Behavioral 

Intentions 

about 

Diversity 
bi_dep Behavioral 

Intentions 

about Depth 

bi_con Behavioral 

Intentions 

about 

Control over 

Decision 
Making 

beh_div Behaviors 

for Diversity 

beh_dep Behaviors 

for Depth 

beh_con Behaviors 

for Control 
over 

Decision 

Making 

 

 

Figure 4.2. Significant unstandardized pathways in the multi-group structural equation model for 

less-experienced evaluators with imputed data (* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001). 
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Indicator Latent 

variable 

div_att Attitudes 

toward 

Diversity 

div_sn Subjective 

Norms about 
Diversity 

div_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control for 

Diversity 

dep_att Attitudes 

toward 
Depth of 

Involvement 

dep_sn Subjective 

Norms about 

Depth of 

Involvement 

dep_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 
Control for 

Depth of 

Involvement 

con_att Attitudes 

toward 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 
con_sn Subjective 

Norms about 

Control over 

Decision 

Making  

con_pbc Perceived 

Behavioral 
Control for 

Control over 

Decision 

Making 

bi_div Behavioral 

Intentions 

about 

Diversity 
bi_dep Behavioral 

Intentions 

about Depth 

bi_con Behavioral 

Intentions 

about 

Control over 

Decision 
Making 

beh_div Behaviors 

for Diversity 

beh_dep Behaviors 

for Depth 

beh_con Behaviors 

for Control 
over 

Decision 

Making 

 

 

Figure 4.3. Significant unstandardized pathways in the multi-group structural equation model for 

more-experienced evaluators with imputed data (* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001). 
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Although the pattern of relationships is largely the same across groups, seven pathways 

differed significantly for less-experienced versus more-experienced evaluators. For the first 

participatory practice of Diversity, the magnitude of the inverse relationship between Subjective 

Norms about Diversity (div_sn) and Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) was stronger for the less-

experienced evaluators. For Depth of Involvement, the pathway between Attitudes (dep_att) and 

Intentions about Depth (bi_div) was negative for both groups, but only reached significance for 

the more-experienced evaluators. Also, the strength of the relationship between Subjective 

Norms (dep_sn) and Intentions about Depth (bi_dep) was significantly stronger for more-

experienced evaluators. No pathways were significantly different between groups for the 

participatory practice of Control over Decision Making. 

The SEM examined the unexpected relationships between Control over Decision Making 

and Diversity. For both groups, Attitudes toward Control over Decision Making (con_att) 

negatively predicted Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) and Subjective Norms about Control 

over Decision Making (con_sn) positively predicted Intentions about Diversity (bi_div). These 

two relationships were significantly stronger for more-experienced evaluators.  

This analysis also investigated the unpredicted relationships between Control over 

Decision making and Depth. Subjective Norms about Control over Decision Making (con_sn) 

significantly negatively predicted Intentions about Depth (bi_dep). This relationship was also 

significantly stronger for more-experienced evaluators.  

The amount of variance explained by the model for each of the dependent variables is in 

Table 4.14. The model explained the largest proportions of the variance for behavioral intentions 

and actual self-reported behaviors for depth and control for both less-experienced and more-

experienced evaluators. As a whole, the model explained greater proportions of the variance for 
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each dependent variable for the more-experienced evaluators, with the exception of intentions 

about depth of involvement.  

Table 4.14  

 

Explained Variance (R2), Standard Error, and Significance (p) of Dependent Variables in the 

Multi-group Model for Less-experienced and More-experienced Groups 

 
Less-experienced More-

experienced 

Dependent Variable R2 SE p R2 SE p 

Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) .56 .05 .00 .64 .06 .00 

Intentions about Depth (bi_dep) .77 .06 .00 .71 .08 .00 

Intentions about Control over Decision Making (bi_con) .74 .04 .00 .83 .03 .00 

Behaviors for Diversity (beh_div) .38 .04 .00 .38 .04 .00 

Behaviors for Depth (beh_dep) .52 .04 .00 .54 .04 .00 

Behaviors for Control over Decision Making (beh_con) .47 .04 .00 .63 .04 .00 

 

Features of an Evaluation that Influenced Evaluator Decisions 

The third research question examined evaluators’ perceptions of other aspects of an 

evaluation that affected their decisions about Diversity, Depth, and Control. To address this 

question, I examined the experiences of evaluator respondents who reported conducting an actual 

evaluation that involved stakeholders (n = 841, 92%). The survey instrument asked evaluators to 

consider one exemplary evaluation case that involved stakeholders, preferably one that had been 

fully implemented. For the purpose of this study, involvement was defined as providing 

opportunities for any stakeholder group(s) to be included or take part in any evaluation stage, 

activity, or task(s). Characteristics of the evaluation contexts are presented in Table 4.15.  

When reflecting on which stakeholder groups participated in an actual evaluation case, 

participants most frequently reported involving project implementers (85%), organizational or 

advisory group members (75%), and funders (68%). Fewer evaluators involved project 

beneficiaries (61%) or parents and family members (23%). Approximately 75% of the evaluators 

reported involving fewer than 50 stakeholders and evaluations involved 122 stakeholders on 
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average, a number that was inflated due to a few extremely high estimates (i.e., five evaluators 

reported involving more than 2,500 stakeholders). In most cases, open-ended comments revealed 

that this was due to evaluation design or mandate by funding agencies.  

Table 4.15 

 

Contextual Characteristics of Evaluations Involving Stakeholders (n = 910) 

Characteristic n (%) 

Participating stakeholder groups 

Project staff/implementers  

Organization representatives/advisory groups  

Funders/evaluation clients  

Project beneficiaries/participants  

Community members  

University/research faculty  

Parents/family members  

Other 

Left blank 

 

713 (85%) 

630 (75%) 

570 (68%) 

517 (61%) 

383 (46%) 

301 (36%) 

192 (23%) 

96 (11%) 

10 (1%) 

Number of participating stakeholders 

≤ 10 stakeholders 

11 - 50 stakeholders 

51 - 100 stakeholders 

101 - 500 stakeholders 

> 500 stakeholders 

Left blank 

 

234 (28%) 

393 (47%) 

70 (8%) 

79 (9%) 

25 (3%) 

40 (5%) 

Professional sector/discipline 

Education 

Social services 

Health 

Other: 

Evaluation 

Environmental planning 

Left blank 

 

335 (40%) 

246 (29%) 

241 (29%) 

98 (12%) 

50 (6%) 

29 (3%) 

11 (1%) 

Evaluator role 

External evaluator  

Internal evaluator  

Both  

Other 

Left blank 

 

410 (49%) 

206 (24%) 

193 (23%) 

20 (2%) 

12 (1%) 

 

One case may illustrate the conception that participation could entail providing data. As 

this individual stated, “The pre and post evaluation consultation and of course the data gathering 

because the data was gathered from the stakeholders.” When those five estimates were excluded, 

evaluators involved 78 stakeholders on average. More than two-thirds of evaluators believed that 
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the evaluation case took place in the educational sector (40%) and half of the evaluators (49%) 

reported that their role was that of an external evaluator in their current practice.  

 Features influencing decisions about diversity. To examine the contextual features 

affecting decisions about diversity, I asked evaluators to consider which aspects of the evaluation 

had the greatest influence on the stakeholder groups they chose to involve. Qualitative analysis 

resulted in 51 themes which I combined to create 11 major themes (see Table 4.16). A graduate 

student in educational psychology independently coded a random selection of 10% of the 

responses into the major themes. The rate of agreement was high (90.5%), which provides 

reliability evidence to help validate the results of the qualitative analysis. The main themes that 

came up in at least 10% of the total comment codes are described in greater detail below.  

Table 4.16 

 

Features of an Evaluation that Affect Decisions about Diversity: Main Themes, Frequency, and 

Proportion of Comment Codes (n = 1,247) 
Main themes n (%) 

Evaluators’ preference and/or propensity to involve certain stakeholder groups (program 

implementers, primary users and decision makers, and/or beneficiaries) 
196 (16%) 

Availability of resources, time, and/or the feasibility of involving stakeholder groups due to 

logistical or other issues 
189 (15%) 

Stakeholder availability, accessibility, and willingness to participate 184 (15%) 

Focus or scope of the evaluation, the program design or goals, and/or the purpose of the 

evaluation 
162 (13%) 

The evaluation funders, client, administrators, or other key program personnel determined 

which stakeholders to involve 
148 (12%) 

Stakeholder knowledge, experience, or level of involvement in the program 103 (8%) 

Stakeholders collaborated on the evaluation design, measures, data collection, and/or 

interpretation to increase the validity, credibility, or support of the evaluation design, 

methods, or findings 

75 (6%) 

Evaluator intent to represent diverse perspectives or meet the expectations of different 

stakeholder groups 
46 (4%) 

Political issues 26 (2%) 

Stakeholders were involved to promote evaluation use, evaluation capacity building, and/or 

understandability of findings 
19 (2%) 

Other (stakeholder research and evaluation experience, evaluation theory or approach 
utilized, community and cultural context, dissemination strategy, evaluator experience, 

discipline being evaluated, etc.) 

99 (8%) 
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Most frequently, evaluators mentioned a desire to involve certain stakeholder groups such 

as those directly affected by the evaluation or outcome of the evaluation (i.e., program 

implementers), those who could influence program decision making (i.e., primary users and 

decision makers), and those perspectives and voices that were important to include (i.e., program 

beneficiaries). As one participant explained, “The population being served by the program and 

the stakeholders most directly involved in program delivery and decision making.” Another 

evaluator similarly stated, “An analysis of who the program was providing services to and who 

would be using the evaluation results.” 

 With second greatest frequency, evaluators reported that the availability of resources (i.e., 

funding), time (i.e., the time allotted to complete the evaluation), and the feasibility of involving 

different stakeholder groups (i.e., due to logistical issues or the complexity of group 

membership) had the greatest effect on which stakeholders they chose to involve. One evaluator 

attributed decisions about diversity to: “limited time to conduct the evaluation, so we involved 

stakeholders that were easy to contact and that we knew would be willing to participate.” The 

following comment may help to illustrate the types of issues coded as logistical issues or the 

complexity of group membership: 

There are two stakeholder groups, one of which was not involved, although they should 

be. The full range of staff and Board members were involved. In this foundation portfolio 

evaluation, the beneficiary populations are spread across many countries, and are the 

grantee organizations. They often speak a different language, and there is no organized 

group to represent them. 

 Evaluators also discussed the third theme of stakeholder availability, accessibility, and 

willingness to participate with similar frequency. As one survey respondent described, “Access 



102 

 

to stakeholders was provided through the project staff; availability of some stakeholders was 

limited; interest of stakeholders in participating varied.” In some cases, access to stakeholders 

was limited by organizational or privacy policies, such as in the following instance: 

Almost all groups were invited, some chose to participate more than others. The group 

that wasn't invited was patients (it was a healthcare program) and they weren't invited 

because organizational policy prevented us from contacting them (citing privacy 

regulations [and a] no ‘consent to contact for research or evaluation’ policy in place). 

These three themes highlight that there are both internal factors (evaluator preferences for 

involving certain role groups), external factors (the availability of evaluation resources) and 

stakeholder factors (stakeholder availability and interest) that affect decisions about which 

stakeholders to engage. 

Two additional themes came up with a frequency greater than 10% and may represent 

topics important to the evaluation profession. Approximately 13% of comment codes indicate 

that decisions were based, in part, on the focus or scope of the evaluation, the research design or 

goals of the program being evaluated, and the purpose of the evaluation. One participant 

weighed, “The nature of the program I was evaluating and the purpose of the evaluation. It was a 

program based on community organizing and capacity-building, so I emphasized stakeholders at 

the community and organizational levels; though included others.” Less than 12% of responses 

included reports that, in some cases, the decision to involve different stakeholder groups was 

determined by the funder, program administration, or other key stakeholder groups. One 

individual explained, “The stakeholder who requested the evaluation, to a large extent, 

influenced the other stakeholders we had access to.” A second participant shared, 
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I was given a list of committee members by the Deputy Superintendent and told to 

interview [them]. The committee was comprised of multiple layers of stakeholders: 

teachers, administrators (at the school and district level), and parents of students. I did not 

personally choose the stakeholders. 

This comment illustrates the ways in which perceived behavioral control might affect decisions 

about which stakeholders to involve in an actual evaluation. 

 Features influencing decisions about depth of involvement. In this study, I also 

examined the contextual features affecting decisions about the depth of stakeholder involvement. 

The survey questionnaire asked evaluators to consider which aspects of the evaluation had the 

greatest influence on their decision to involve stakeholders in certain evaluation stages (i.e., 

design, data collection, analysis, reporting, and dissemination). The qualitative analysis resulted 

in 60 emergent themes which I combined into 13 major themes. The rate of agreement with the 

independent rater, who coded a random selection of 10% of the responses into the major themes, 

was reasonably high (88.8%) which provided good reliability evidence. The main themes are 

presented in Table 4.17. 

The largest percentage of comment codes (18%) had to do with stakeholder knowledge, 

expertise, and role, particularly as they related to decisions about design and data collection 

strategies. One study participant stated, “The stakeholders were more knowledgeable than I am 

about what evaluation methods would work in their context, and which methods would yield the 

most useful information.” A second person reflected, 

The stakeholders are the content experts for the program being evaluated. I bring the 

techniques to measure and describe what is happening. They are the best suited to decide 

which of the techniques will work for them and their population.  
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Another person shared,  

I feel that stakeholders are the true experts on the program and need to be involved in 

shaping and interpreting the evaluation along with me. This helps to inform and assist the 

design, analysis and dissemination of the report, making for a much richer and more 

usable community document. 

Table 4.17 

 

Features of an Evaluation that Affect Decisions about Depth of Involvement: Main Themes, 

Frequency, and Proportion of Comment Codes (n = 1,019) 
Main themes n (%) 

Stakeholder knowledge, expertise, and/or level of involvement with the program and/or 

participants helped to determine the most appropriate design, methodologies and/or their 

cooperation was needed to provide or collect data 

182 (18%) 

Stakeholders were less involved in data collection, analysis, and/or reporting which was 

attributed to stakeholders' technical research and analysis skills, their understanding of 

evaluation, the evaluator's desire to maintain independence, rigor, or control over decision 

making, or the necessity of training should stakeholders be involved 

142 (14%) 

Evaluation time frames, budget, and/or organizational support caused certain evaluators to 

weigh the benefits of involvement with the need to keep the evaluation efficient and feasible by 

dividing up tasks between evaluator and stakeholders and trying not to overburden stakeholders 

with participation requests 

129 (13%) 

Depth of involvement determined by stakeholder availability, willingness, and interest in 

participating 
128 (13%) 

Stakeholders were involved to increase/facilitate evaluation use, to meet the needs of 

stakeholders, to assure relevance of evaluation to stakeholders' goals and intended use of 

results, and/or to involve those most impacted by the results 

100 (10%) 

Stakeholder input was important to validate and/or interpret findings, to enhance the credibility 

or buy-in to the evaluation and results, and/or to reflect cultural or contextual explanations for 

findings 

83 (8%) 

Evaluators’ theoretical approach, desire to represent multiple perspectives, and/or belief that 

stakeholder involvement was important 
70 (7%) 

Funder or evaluation sponsor determined depth of participation 62 (6%) 

Stakeholder involvement was determined by the evaluation design, scope and/or purpose, the 

orientation of the evaluator (external or internal), the original grant/proposal, and/or by other 

members of the evaluation team 

40 (4%) 

Stakeholders were involved to increase organizational learning, evaluation capacity building, 

and/or sustainability 
21 (2%) 

The nature of the program or discipline being evaluated, the goals of the program, and/or 

complex nature of the problem determined degree of involvement. 
20 (2%) 

Other (dissemination strategy, broad impact or potential for policy change, communication or 

negotiation about the program or evaluation, balancing power inequities, enhancing evaluation 

or data quality, and/or confidentiality issues, etc.)  

42 (4%) 



105 

 

Many of the comments about stakeholder role and level of involvement with the program 

described the ways in which various stakeholder groups contributed to different stages of an 

evaluation. One person reflected, “Stakeholder roles in the project itself influenced the extent to 

which they were included in design and discussion about the evaluation.” This theme is further 

illustrated in the following comment: 

Design [by] those who could authorize changes, those who dealt with the stakeholders on 

the issue directly [and] daily, and those who would have to make the system changes 

(programming, design). Data collection [by] those who dealt with the stakeholders 

directly to let me know what data sources were currently being collected and what could 

feasibly be collected from them. 

In some cases, evaluators collaborated with particular role groups to collect data as in the 

following example: 

This evaluation used surveys at various stakeholder levels. Program staff are used to 

administer surveys to students and parents. Site supervisors conduct activity observations 

in addition to program coordinators. Staff collect stories from parents and students as part 

of a mixed method approach in the evaluation design. Staff take and share pictures that 

are used in reports. When data are analyzed, it is reviewed with others to assist in 

interpretation. What happened during the program can help explain findings in the data. 

Finally, reviewing outcomes with program leaders helps determine next steps and 

recommendations for programming and evaluation. 

As a whole, this theme illustrates that evaluators sought to involve stakeholders whose 

knowledge of the program and context, experiences with the participants, and role in the program 
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being evaluated could enhance decisions about design, data collection methodologies, access to 

sample populations and data, and recommendations for next steps. 

The second major theme about depth of involvement encompassed comments that 

described stakeholders as being less involved in data collection, analysis, and in some cases 

reporting. A large number of respondents attributed this to limited stakeholder knowledge and 

understanding of research designs, methodologies, statistics and evaluation processes. One 

survey participant stated,  

Skill sets and time (e.g., stakeholders [were] not involved in data analysis because none 

of them have quantitative data analysis skills and they don't have time to learn how to do 

stats, given that they are busy with their own jobs). Stakeholders were more involved in 

setting evaluation questions, determining what should be measured, receiving 

results/findings and discussing how to make useful/feasible recommendations from those 

findings. 

Several comments also attributed lower levels of involvement in these stages to stakeholder 

knowledge of evaluation. As one individual shared, “Limited knowledge of many stakeholders 

regarding evaluation limited the degree to which they usefully participate in the design, data 

collection, and analysis.” Other reasons for involving stakeholders to a lesser extent in data 

collection and analysis included the preference or need for objectivity, independence, and rigor 

as illustrated in the following comment: “The need to have an objective evaluation of the 

program. There were certain aspects (e.g., data collection) that stakeholders were not allowed to 

be involved in to maintain the integrity of the study outcomes.” A number of responses also 

pertained to a need for stakeholder training. One respondent claimed,  
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To involve one subset of stakeholders (volunteers) would have required education 

sessions on what evaluation is, how they can be involved, their goals for the project, etc. 

Therefore, while volunteer perspectives were captured and used in analysis, they were not 

involved in decision making about evaluation design and methods specifically. 

This quote may also help to illustrate the relationship between control over decision making and 

depth of involvement. 

The third major theme, which came up in 13% of all comment codes, included 

explanations about limits on time, budget, and organizational support, which caused some 

evaluators to weigh the benefits of involvement with the need to keep the evaluation efficient 

and feasible. One evaluator attributed decisions about depth of involvement to “funding and 

time... there [were] not enough resources and the timeline was too tight to involve stakeholders 

in every stage. Their input was sought at key junctures of the design, analysis, and reporting 

phases.” A second person shared a similar sentiment in stating, “Stakeholder interest, client 

willingness, time, and money. It can be very time and resource draining to involve all 

stakeholder groups in all phases.” A third comment illustrated the positive impact of stakeholder 

involvement when resources and organizational support were available:  

The evaluation could not be done without stakeholders’ involvement. It would have been 

meaningless and useless. The program wanted it that way. The evaluators wanted it that 

way. The community wanted it that way. Most important of all, funders wanted it that 

way. From the moment the evaluation [request for proposal] was written, stakeholder 

involvement was thought about. This kind of shared decision making is really expensive 

and time consuming. If funders value it, it can get done. Without paying for this kind of 
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process, it can only be done in pieces. Genuine collaboration takes time during which all 

parties are learning about where the other parties are coming from. 

A number of evaluators discussed dividing up tasks between the evaluator and stakeholders, 

trying not to overburden stakeholders with participation requests, and using advisory boards as 

strategies to keep involvement feasible. One survey respondent considered the “level of 

technicality of tasks, budget, and resources. Once stakeholders were involved in the design, the 

implementation of data collection was more efficiently completed with professionals.” Another 

individual attributed depth of stakeholder involvement to “practicality, willingness of 

stakeholders to participate, timeliness of deliverables, and resistance to burdening stakeholders 

with continual requests for participation.” 

 With regards to stakeholder availability, accessibility, willingness and interest (13%), one 

individual articulated the issues included within this theme very clearly in stating: 

Different stakeholders had different levels of involvement at various points across the 

evaluation stages. I made a point to communicate with and seek input from a wide range 

of stakeholder(s). However, they had different levels of interest in being involved; and 

the type of interest depended on the stage of the evaluation. Also the availability, capacity 

and capability of stakeholders and their representatives affects their ability to participate 

and the effectiveness of that participation. For example, school district superintendent 

and school board members supported the project and its evaluation, but left the decision 

making to others. Health care providers and school nurses had significant input in 

determining relevant measures for process and outcome indicators. Parents had little 

input at the evaluation design stage, but significant involvement in the development and 

assessment of data collection methods. 
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Another evaluator noted that accessibility, interest and availability were sometimes at odds. This 

person reported,  

The stakeholder group I had the most access to was very interested in the evaluation 

findings, but I struggled to engage them in the planning and implementation of the 

evaluation. The time and attention they were willing and able to devote to the evaluation 

was limited. 

 The final theme that came up in at least 10% of the comment codes had to do with 

evaluators’ beliefs that involvement would help to increase or facilitate evaluation use, meet the 

needs of stakeholders, assure relevance of evaluation to stakeholders' goals and intended use of 

results, and engage those most impacted by the results. Most frequently, the comments were 

about increasing or enhancing general use of evaluation findings. As one person commented, 

“Stakeholder involvement helps the evaluator design and implement a more valid evaluation and 

promotes buy-in and use of findings and recommendations.” A large number of the comments 

attributed decisions about depth of involvement to meeting information needs of the program or 

various stakeholder groups and making sure that the evaluation questions and sources of 

evidence were relevant and useful. According to one participant,  

It was very important to work with stakeholders in order to determine what aspects of the 

program required investigation. It was also important to understand the needs of various 

stakeholders in terms of the kinds of answers they needed to questions, and the kinds of 

dissemination tools they needed as well. 

Another respondent stated, “The need to understand the program required us to collaborate with 

stakeholders to see what we needed to evaluate and what data we needed to collect, and what 

question(s) they wanted answered through the evaluation.” 
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 Features affecting decisions about control over decision making. The third open-

ended question asked survey respondents to consider the contextual features affecting decisions 

about control over decision making. The survey instrument asked evaluators what aspects of the 

evaluation case had the greatest influence on decisions to involve stakeholders in making 

decisions about the evaluation. Fifty themes emerged from the qualitative analysis, which I then 

combined into 13 major themes. The rate of agreement between my comment codes and those 

conducted by the independent rater on a random selection of 10% of the responses into the major 

themes was high (90.9%). The main themes and frequencies are in Table 4.18. 

The theme that came up with the greatest frequency (25%) encompassed evaluators’ 

comments about sharing decision-making control with stakeholders because their expertise and 

knowledge was valued in determining evaluation scope, design, questions, feasibility of data 

collection methods, or instrumentations. In terms of evaluation design, one individual succinctly 

shared that “the stakeholders had insider knowledge about the program context that would affect 

whether certain evaluation methods were feasible to carry out.” A comment by a second person 

illustrated how stakeholders contributed information that was essential in making decisions about 

the evaluation:  

Stakeholder knowledge and expertise regarding program development, implementation, 

and reach was most critical to decisions that were made with regard to the scope of the 

study and its design, as well as the development of data collection instruments. 

Appropriate decisions could not be made without their guidance or the evaluation would 

most likely have been meaningless or ungrounded in the reality of program 

activities/processes.  
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Another respondent acknowledged how stakeholder input affected later decisions based on what 

data would be available. This person commented,  

Stakeholders’ knowledge of what would be possible from an implementation perspective 

made an impact on our concept of how to collect and analyze data. Basically, we couldn't 

plan to analyze data that our stakeholders knew they would not be able to obtain. 

Table 4.18 

 

Features of an Evaluation that Affect Decisions about Control over Decision Making: Main 

themes, frequency, and proportion of comment codes (n = 1,117) 
Main themes n (%) 

Greater sharing of decision making control was reported when stakeholder expertise and 

knowledge was valued in determining evaluation scope, design, questions, feasibility of data 

collection methods, and/or instrumentations 

280 (25%) 

Decision making was shared to increase evaluation use, support for evaluation findings, and 

credibility through collaboration on reports, recommendations and dissemination, interpretation 

of findings, and/or regular communication of results 

166 (15%) 

Decisions to share control with stakeholders were based on the  needs of sponsors, funders, 

evaluation clients, stipulations of grant proposals, and/or other key stakeholders 
115 (10%) 

Decisions were shared to a lesser extent when there was a desire to maintain independence and 

rigor, when evaluators and/or stakeholders believed that certain decisions should be based on 

evaluative or technical expertise, when stakeholders lacked technical or evaluation knowledge 

and skills, and when stakeholders were involved on a consultation basis 

108 (10%) 

Timeframes, budget, resources, feasibility and efficiency of involvement determined the extent 

to which decision making was shared 
81 (7%) 

Stakeholder involvement was determined by their interest, willingness, availability, and 

accessibility 
72 (7%) 

Evaluators' personal philosophy, the evaluation theory or approach employed, and/or the 

evaluation design incorporated shared control over decision making to some extent 
69 (6%) 

Decision making was shared to increase ownership, empowerment, understanding of the 

evaluation, or evaluation capacity 
51 (5%) 

Evaluator intent to involve certain stakeholder groups in decision making (i.e. primary 

stakeholders, multiple perspectives, project consumers/beneficiaries, those most impacted by the 

results, or those representing particular role groups or levels of involvement with the project) 

49 (4%) 

Shared decision making was determined by the purpose/scope of the evaluation (i.e. Focus on 

summative outcomes; implementation,  internal, or process evaluation; improving the 

intervention; and/or project sustainability 

43 (4%) 

Shared decision making was influenced by the discipline, nature of the project, and/or 

situational/cultural context of the evaluation 
38 (3%) 

Decision making was shared to facilitate data collection 21 (2%) 

Other: (political issues, stakeholder disagreement, power inequities, prior relationships with 
stakeholders, confidentiality issues, related to decisions about diversity and depth) 

24 (2%) 
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A number of evaluators also reported valuing stakeholder knowledge and expertise when making 

decisions during multiple stages of an evaluation and in some cases, shared decision making 

helped to create instruments, interpret findings, and craft recommendations. This finding is 

illustrated by the following comment: 

Stakeholders had a clear sense of the feasibility and advisability of data collection 

methods, influencing the design of the evaluation. Their perspectives in the interpretation 

phase were also necessary in order to understand the data and to craft manageable 

recommendations from the findings. 

 The second major theme was about sharing control over decision making to increase the 

use, support, and credibility of evaluation findings through collaboration on reports, 

recommendations and dissemination, interpretation of findings, or regular communication of 

results. Most of the comments attributed shared decision making to the evaluator’s goal of 

ensuring evaluation use and ensuring buy-in to the evaluation findings and recommendations. As 

one survey respondent commented, “I wanted to ensure the evaluation would be used by the 

program team, so stakeholder buy-in drove my desire to have them involved in making decisions 

about the evaluation.” Another individual similarly stated, “The usefulness of the evaluation 

depended upon the stakeholders' confidence in it; that confidence was bolstered by their 

involvement in making decisions about the evaluation.” Several comments had to do with 

building credibility through collaboration in interpreting findings and recommendations. One 

person explained, “Stakeholders were significantly involved in [the] clarification of evaluation 

questions, what counts as evidence to support final claims… and the use of the findings to 

identify actionable recommendations.” Another evaluator stated, “We feel staff of a program 

have the most expertise about it; their reflections on the analysis and final report are critical in 
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deciding what the final product will look like and say.” A small number of respondents also 

reported using regular meetings to share results and solicit feedback from stakeholders to 

increase evaluation use. As one person described, 

The fact that it was a utilization-focused evaluation, it then asked for the project team to 

be involved in the evaluation and to take the evaluation findings into consideration to 

assist them with improving the project... The evaluation proposal made to the funder 

included opportunities for six monthly progress meetings with the project team and 

funder so that monitoring and evaluation results could be shared, [which] gave the 

stakeholders the opportunity to share. Also, the proposal, put in on our side, included a 

member checking workshop that allowed for the opportunity for stakeholders to verify 

and give inputs to the recommendations made. 

With the third greatest frequency, the survey respondents reported that decisions were made by 

sponsors, funders, and evaluation clients; stipulated in grant proposals; or based on the needs of 

other key stakeholders. A majority of these responses indicated that sponsors, funders, and 

evaluation clients were the primary decision makers. One individual explained that,  

The client made most of the decisions, but many of these were influenced by 

stakeholders. There is a significant difference between ‘making decisions about the 

evaluation’ and ‘influencing decisions’...  In my evaluations, stakeholders normally 

influence decisions, but they rarely make them.  

Evaluation sponsors also influenced the extent to which decision making was shared with other 

stakeholder groups. One person reported, “Client support for stakeholder authority status; i.e., 

whether the client would allow for decision making authority versus advisory comments.” 
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Another individual concluded that the “evaluation sponsor held the power and control.” This 

perspective is further illustrated by the following comment. 

As an external evaluator I need to consult with my client who commissioned the 

evaluation in the first place (however it is funded) and respect their desires about the 

extent and nature of involvement of other stakeholders, even though I may argue for a 

greater involvement than that which is comfortable for them.  

Other comments included under this theme had to do with cases where decisions were made 

prior to stakeholder involvement, such as when decisions about scope, design, and methodology 

were set forth in grant proposals and contracts. One respondent mentioned, “This was a 

contracted evaluation project so many of the decisions had been made well in advance and 

specified in the statement of work.” Another individual stated, “Stakeholders were invited to 

share input for decision making, however, some of the methodology was fixed due to the initial 

grant proposal work plan.” 

 The final theme which represented more than 10% of the comment codes for control over 

decision making addressed the perception that a certain set of technical skills and evaluation 

expertise is needed to make decisions to maintain independence and quality. For example, 

evaluators most frequently discussed maintaining independence and rigor, retaining control over 

decisions related to technical aspects of the evaluation, and a lack of stakeholder technical, 

research, and evaluation skills and expertise. One person reported that their decision to share 

control with stakeholders was influenced by “matching evaluator expertise in methodology 

against stakeholder knowledge of local program conditions, stakeholder capacity and expertise in 

evaluation, [and a] need for [an] ‘objective’ external evaluation in eyes of key authority figures 

(e.g., board members).” A second individual stated, “Stakeholders serve a vital role in the 
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shaping of an evaluation, but I do not relinquish total control of decisions to stakeholders who 

may not have the expertise or [an] unbiased view that an external evaluator may bring to the 

table.” Regarding stakeholder technical and evaluation experience, a third respondent explained,  

I think that stakeholders influence decision making. However, as the evaluator, I will 

steer decisions towards sound evaluation practices. I will educate stakeholders on why a 

certain methodology or practice is not ideal and the recommended approach. Together we 

will them come to a conclusion. 

Another individual reflected,  

Stakeholder groups had a lack of understanding on research and evaluation design and 

data analysis, so were not heavily included in these aspects of the evaluation, but they 

were heavily involved in decisions about results interpretation as they applied to the 

populations of interest.  They were also heavily involved in dissemination decisions. 

To a lesser extent, survey responses included under this theme described how evaluators 

retained decision-making control with stakeholder input, how decision-making depended on the 

expertise needed, and how evaluators perceived certain types of decisions as their responsibility. 

As one evaluator stated, “Stakeholders relied on our expertise in making evaluation decisions; 

we relied on their knowledge of relevant issues. Thus, stakeholders contributed to the shape of 

the evaluation, but decisions were made by the evaluator with more limited input from project 

leadership.” Another individual stated, “I tended to defer to stakeholders in areas related to 

project population and program implementation, but held to evaluator standards for other aspects 

of the evaluation.” A third person put forth, “As [a] professional evaluator, it is my responsibility 

to make these decisions, but stakeholder input is of great value.”   
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Decisions to involve stakeholders in program evaluation are integrally tied to the 

stakeholders served by the evaluations, the programs being evaluated, and the contexts within 

which the evaluations take place. However, there is a need for more knowledge about the 

practice of involving stakeholders beyond its application within individual evaluation cases and a 

limited number of contexts. This study examined a theoretical decision-making model to arrive 

at some conclusions about the ways in which evaluators’ attitudes, perceptions of professional 

pressure, and beliefs about personal control and self-efficacy affect their intentions to involve 

stakeholders in their general practice, and how these factors, in turn, affect decisions to involve 

stakeholders within a particular evaluation case. In this section, I interpret the results of this 

study as they pertain to each research questions and hypotheses, if applicable, and relate these 

findings to relevant literature on stakeholder involvement in program evaluation. I also present 

some limitations of the research and discuss the conclusions and implications for future studies. 

Research Question 1 

 The first research question addressed the foundation of this study in examining the 

applicability of a theoretical decision-making model that used the theory of planned behavior to 

predict evaluator decisions about the participatory practices of diversity, depth, and control over 

technical decision making. The results of the SEM confirmed that the model fit the data 

reasonably well when applied to the data from the calibration sample, the validation sample, and 

the full sample. These results provided strong support for the theory of planned behavior as a 

viable model for predicting evaluators’ intentions and actual behaviors about stakeholder 

involvement despite the fact that some relationships went in unpredicted directions. I initially 
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hypothesized that evaluators’ attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control 

would significantly and positively predict intentions and self-reported behaviors about diversity, 

depth, and decision-making control. For the participatory practice of diversity, the structural 

equation model on the full data set found that Attitudes (div_att), Subjective Norms (div_sn), and 

Perceived Behavioral Control (div_pbc) significantly predicted Intentions about Diversity 

(bi_div). As predicted, Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) also significantly predicted actual 

Behaviors for Diversity (beh_div). Similarly, for the participatory practice of depth of 

involvement, the SEM found that Attitudes (dep_att), Subjective Norms (dep_sn), and Perceived 

Behavioral Control (dep_pbc) significantly predicted Intentions about Depth (bi_dep). Intentions 

about Depth (bi_dep) also significantly predicted actual Behaviors for Depth (beh_dep). For the 

participatory practice of control over decision making, the same pattern of relationships was 

significant, with the exception of the pathway between Subjective Norms about Control over 

Decision Making (con_sn) and Intentions about Control (bi_con), which was not significant.  

Some relationships were contrary to my initial hypotheses. This was an exploratory 

study, and the results illustrated that the theory of planned behavior reasonably fit the data and 

did so in some ways that were not expected. For example, the relationship between Subjective 

Norms about Diversity (div_sn) and Intentions about Diversity (bi_sn) was negative, as was the 

relationship between Attitudes toward Depth of Involvement (dep_att) and Intentions about 

Depth (bi_dep). To provide one possible explanation of the inverse relationship observed for the 

participatory practice of diversity, it may be that evaluators who are knowledgeable about the 

literature on stakeholder involvement are more aware the theory of planned behavior posits that 

subjective norms are based on perceptions of social pressure and underlying beliefs about 

whether groups we are motivated to comply with approve or disapprove of a behavior (Armitage 
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& Conner, 2001). Therefore, it is possible that survey respondents provided higher ratings for 

Subjective Norms about Diversity (div_sn) because it is promoted as a professional practice and 

widely discussed in the evaluation literature. Attention to stakeholder diversity and 

representation is encouraged in the professional standards for the conduct of evaluation 

(Yarbrough et al., 2011) and clearly recommended in the Guiding Principles for Evaluators 

(AEA, 2004). Additionally, in the research synthesis by Brandon and Fukunaga (2014), all the 

findings from the empirical literature on stakeholder involvement that were about diverse 

stakeholder input were coded as positive (meaning researchers were optimistic, encouraging, or 

reported beneficial outcomes as a result of seeking input from diverse stakeholder groups). A 

majority of the empirical findings about involving different stakeholder groups were also 

positive or explanatory in nature (meaning researchers reported positive outcomes due to the 

involvement of diverse stakeholder groups or described the methods for involving different 

factions or ensuring diversity). This could lead to more positive expectations about how other 

evaluators feel about the involvement of diverse groups and how it contributes to the profession 

of evaluation as a whole. Therefore, Subjective Norms about Diversity (div_sn) may exceed the 

feasibility of ensuring diversity in practice, which would affect Intentions (bi_div) and actual 

Behaviors (beh_div). Likewise, in considering the negative relationship between Attitudes 

toward Depth of Involvement (dep_att) and Intentions about Depth (bi_dep), the preponderance 

of literature encouraging stakeholder involvement (i.e. Cousins & Chouinard, 2012; Fetterman & 

Wandersman, 2005; Stake, 1983b; Weiss, 1983) may lead to more positive Attitudes toward 

Depth of Involvement (dep_att) than what evaluators think is actually feasible in practice, which 

would negatively affect their Intentions (bi_dep) and actual Behaviors for Depth (beh_dep).  
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This study also explored the predictive strength of attitudes, subjective norms, and 

perceived behavioral control on actual behaviors. The findings showed that Perceived Behavioral 

Control about Diversity (div_pbc) significantly and positively predicted Behaviors about 

Diversity (beh_div). The same was true for shared decision making in that Perceived Behavioral 

Control for Control over Decision Making (con_pbc) significantly and positively predicted 

Behaviors for Control over Decision Making (beh_con). The research on the theory of planned 

behavior suggests that perceived behavioral control should predict behavior directly in situations 

where the connection between intentions and behavior is likely to be hindered by personal and 

environmental factors (Armitage & Conner, 2001). Evaluations are surely an example of these 

types of circumstances, as decisions about stakeholder involvement are sometimes made by the 

funder or sponsor, influenced by other stakeholder groups, or predetermined in grant proposals. 

In this study, when survey respondents considered one evaluation case in which they involved 

stakeholders, the influence of funders, sponsors, or other powerful stakeholder came up as a 

major factor influencing decisions about diversity and control. This theme came up in more than 

10% of the comments codes in the qualitative analysis of open-ended responses for both of the 

participatory practices of diversity and depth.  

This research is the first I am aware of that empirically tested the relationships between 

diversity, depth and control over technical decision making. Although a previous study examined 

the connections between the participatory practices and evaluation utilization (Cousins et al., 

1996), this is the first to test whether beliefs and preferences toward one participatory practice 

affected another. As a result of the exploratory approach applied to the SEM, several unpredicted 

paths emerged. The first unexpected set of relationships was between control over technical 

decision making and diversity. In this study, Attitudes toward Control over Decision Making 
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(con_att) negatively predicted Intentions about Diversity. Conversely, Subjective Norms about 

Control (con_sn) significantly and positively predicted Intentions about Diversity (bi_div). 

Although counter-intuitive, the negative relationship between Attitudes toward Control (con_att) 

and Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) makes sense, in that it would be more difficult to share 

decision making control with a diverse group of stakeholders who may have conflicting 

perspectives, motivations, and interests. This echoes some of the principles of responsive 

evaluation, where the evaluator maintains control over evaluation decisions, but seeks to involve 

all stakeholder groups in an effort to balance political and social inequities (Stake, 1983b). In a 

similar light, the practical participatory evaluation approach strives for a high level of 

collaboration between evaluators and stakeholders, but focuses those efforts on working with 

stakeholders who have some degree of decision-making power (Cousins, 2003). Mark and 

Shotland (1985) described the give and take that occurs when deciding which stakeholders to 

involve and reasoned that evaluators base these decisions, in part, on values. They posited that 

evaluators focused on evaluation use might choose to work more narrowly with those that have 

influential power, whereas evaluators focused on social justice and empowerment might choose 

to work more broadly with a variety of stakeholder groups to give voice to those with less power. 

The second unpredicted set of relationships occurred between control over technical 

decision making and depth of stakeholder involvement. The analysis found that Attitudes toward 

Control over Decision Making (con_att) positively predicted Intentions about Depth (bi_dep), 

while Subjective Norms about Control (con_sn) negatively predicted Intentions about Depth 

(bi_dep). With regards to Attitudes toward Control (con_att), it would make sense to involve 

stakeholders in the range of evaluation stages if evaluators value shared decision making, 

perhaps because decisions are made throughout the course of an evaluation. The significant 
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relationship between Intentions about Control over Decision Making (bi_con) and Intentions 

about Depth (bi_dep) may support this explanation. Therefore, those who preferred to share 

decision-making control would naturally involve stakeholders in the decisions that occur at 

different stages of an evaluation.  

However, the relationship between Subjective Norms about Control over Decision 

Making (con_sn) and Intentions about Depth (bi_dep) is counter-intuitive, in that individuals 

who believed that other professional evaluators value shared control were less likely to plan on 

involving them in all evaluation stages. This finding goes against some of the main principles of 

other well-known evaluation approaches, such as empowerment evaluation, in which evaluators 

purposefully share decision-making control and evaluation tasks with participating stakeholders 

to empower communities and build evaluation capacity (Wandersman, Snell-Johns, Lentz, 

Fetterman, Keener, Livet, Imm, & Flaspohler, 2005). This approach to stakeholder involvement 

is highly published and applied to a multitude of evaluation contexts (Fetterman & Wandersman, 

2005), despite the time and effort required by evaluators and stakeholders to implement these 

types of evaluations. Furthermore, all the findings about the empowerment of stakeholders from 

the studies included in the empirical review by Brandon and Fukunaga (2014) were positive 

(meaning the researchers reported that methods for involvement led to empowerment or that the 

empowerment of stakeholders was advantageous or beneficial in some manner).  

Based on the attention given to this approach in the literature, it may be that evaluators’ 

beliefs that the profession of evaluation promotes shared decision making and greater 

involvement in evaluation tasks surpass what they consider possible in their evaluation practice. 

In the current study, the negative relationship between Subjective Norms about Control over 

Decision Making (con_sn) and Intentions about Depth of Involvement (bi_dep) may speak to the 



122 

 

feasibility of implementing this approach in general practice across a variety of evaluation 

contexts. Indeed, the founders of the approach acknowledged this issue in their discussion of 

minimal and optimal levels of stakeholder involvement when empowerment evaluation is 

implemented in actual practice (Fetterman & Wandersman, 2005). 

Third, in examining the relationships among all three participatory practices, I came to 

some conclusions about the influence of Control over Decision Making on Intentions about 

Diversity (bi_div) and Intentions about Depth (bi_dep). In this study, more positive Attitudes 

toward Control (con_att) predicted lower ratings for Intentions about Diversity (bi_div), and, 

conversely, higher ratings for Intentions about Depth of Involvement (bi_dep). This may be 

because it would be easier to share decision-making control with a less diverse group of 

stakeholders, who could conceivably participate in making decisions that occur across a number 

of evaluation stages. Similarly, higher ratings for Subjective Norms about Control (con_sn) 

significantly predicted greater Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) and lower ratings for 

Intentions about Depth of Involvement (bi_dep). This may be because it is more feasible to 

involve more diverse stakeholder groups (who may have divergent views) in fewer, more 

specified tasks. As Mathie and Greene (1997) point out, less diversity can be practical and 

strategic when the inclusion of stakeholders from diverse and sometimes conflicting groups 

negatively affects participation and credibility. The predictive relationships between certain 

behavioral components of control and intentions about diversity and depth were, perhaps, less 

surprising than the absence of relationships between diversity and depth. Taut (2008) stated,  

Feasibility usually demands a tradeoff between depth and breadth of stakeholder 

participation. Although many evaluation scholars see the decision of how to shape this 

trade-off as values-based and therefore quite invariant over time, one could imagine an 
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evaluator deciding situationally which value or purpose to prioritize based on perceived 

needs as well as practical and strategic considerations. (p. 225)  

The findings of this study point to greater consideration of evaluator preferences for decision-

making control and how this affects who they choose to involve and to what extent stakeholders 

participate. 

Last, the negative relationships observed in the current study may not be as much about 

the findings that conflict with the theory of planned behavior as they are about beliefs about the 

effects of involvement exceeding the actual feasibility of involving large numbers of 

stakeholders in all evaluation tasks. Whether or not evaluators would intend to implement a high 

level of involvement across all three participatory practices is questionable (i.e. involving a 

highly diverse group of stakeholders in all evaluation tasks with a high degree of shared 

decision-making control). Under the right conditions, perhaps it would be more likely. This may 

be reflected in evaluators’ self-reported behaviors because study participants were able to answer 

these questions based on their experiences in an exemplary evaluation that involved 

stakeholders. In the current study, the prediction of behaviors by intentions was significant and 

positive across all three participatory practices. 

I would also like to point out that the relative strength of the relationships differed 

between the components of the theory of planned behavior for each of the participatory practices. 

Indeed, the theory of planned behavior puts forth that the relative influence of the components of 

behavior are based on the nature of the behavior and situation studied (Conner & Armitage, 

1998). Last, due to the exploratory nature of this study, the SEM was able to reveal the 

relationships between actual behaviors for each of the participatory practices. The findings of the 

SEM show that the covariances between the dependent variables of Behaviors for Diversity 
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(beh_div), Depth of Involvement (beh_dep), and Control over Decision Making (beh_con) were 

significantly and positively related to each other. 

Research Question 2. 

The second research question focused more on the notion of evaluator practical 

knowledge by examining the differences between less-experienced and more-experienced 

evaluators. To my knowledge, this is the first study to study that investigated the effects of 

evaluator experience on the participatory practices of stakeholder involvement. I hypothesized 

that the decision-making model would reasonably fit the data from both groups. This was 

confirmed through tests of measurement invariance and the fit of the structural model to both 

groups independently and simultaneously. In this section, I focus on the significant differences 

between groups rather than reiterating the magnitude and direction of the relationships between 

the components of the theory of planned behavior which were similar with those discussed in the 

previous section.  

The analysis identified several differences between less-experienced and more-

experienced evaluators, which provide some support for differences in decision making based on 

practical knowledge. First, the two negative relationships I discussed earlier that ran contrary to 

the theory of planned behavior were significantly different between groups. The negative 

relationship between Subjective Norms about Diversity (div_sn) and Intentions about Diversity 

(bi_div) was significantly stronger for the less-experienced evaluators. Meanwhile, the more-

experienced evaluators had significantly higher ratings for their Intentions about Diversity 

(bi_div). This finding is supported by previous research which found that evaluators with more 

years of evaluation experience were significantly more likely to involve different stakeholder 

groups (Azzam, 2011). Additionally, the negative relationship observed between Attitudes 
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toward Depth of Involvement (dep_att) and Intentions about Depth (bi_dep) was significant for 

more-experienced evaluators, but not less. While Attitudes toward Depth of Involvement 

(dep_att) were similar for both groups, the more-experienced evaluators provided significantly 

higher ratings for their Intentions about Depth of Involvement (bi_dep). Research has shown that 

regularly performed behaviors can positively influence intentions to engage in those behaviors 

again (Ajzen, 2001). Therefore, it may be that the more-experienced evaluators in my study had 

more opportunities to involve stakeholders in various evaluation stages over their years of 

experience. 

The second noteworthy difference between groups was the strength of the pathways 

between control over technical decision making and decisions about diversity and depth. These 

relationships were discussed in greater detail above as they relate to different participatory 

approaches to involvement. However, it may be interesting to consider these finding in light of 

evaluators’ practical knowledge. The negative relationship between Attitudes toward Control 

over Decision Making (con_att) and Intentions about Diversity (bi_div) was stronger for the 

group with more experience, as was the positive relationship between Subjective Norms about 

Control (con_sn) and Intentions about Diversity (bi_div). From the analysis, we know that more-

experienced evaluators provided significantly higher ratings for their Intentions about Diversity 

(bi_div), and that ratings for Attitudes toward Control (con_att) and Subjective Norms about 

Control over Decision Making (con_sn) did not differ significantly. Therefore, less favorable 

Attitudes toward Control over Decision Making (con_att) predicted greater Intentions about 

Diversity (bi_div), and this was stronger for more-experienced evaluators. Conversely, higher 

ratings for Subjective Norms about Control (con_sn) positively predicted Intentions about 

Diversity (bi_div), and the magnitude of this relationship was also stronger for more-experienced 
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evaluators. The negative relationship between Subjective Norms about Control over Decision 

Making (con_sn) and Intentions about Depth (bi_dep) was also significantly stronger for more 

seasoned evaluators, which means that perceptions that other evaluators value shared decision-

making control predicted involvement in fewer evaluation stages. Evaluators with more 

experience may be better able to make judgments about the feasibility of involving diverse 

stakeholder groups in the range of evaluation stages. As Tourman (2009) observed, experienced 

evaluators were better able to attend to social and situational aspects including divergent 

stakeholder perspectives and goals for the evaluation. She also reported that more seasoned 

evaluators were more attentive to the resources needed in an evaluation. 

Lastly, the evaluators with more experience provided significantly higher ratings for 

perceived behavioral control across all the participatory practices. This study examined 

perceived behavioral control as a combined measure of self-efficacy and controllability. It may 

be that more-experienced evaluators were more confident in their ability to involve stakeholders 

successfully based on previous experiences. It may also be that expert evaluators were in 

positions where they had greater control over decisions about diversity, depth, and control, such 

as being the lead evaluator on an evaluation team or being well-respected in the field such that 

evaluation sponsors are more likely to heed recommendations about stakeholder involvement. 

They also provided significantly higher ratings for intentions and actual self-reported behaviors 

across diversity, depth, and control over decision making. This finding is supported by previous 

research linking evaluator experience with the likelihood of involving diverse groups (Azzam, 

2011) and preferences for shared decision-making control (Preskill & Caracelli, 1997). 

Additionally, other researchers concluded that there is a general shift in the profession of 
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evaluation toward greater stakeholder involvement (Christie, 2003; Johnson et al., 2009) and this 

movement may be spurred by the intentions and actions of expert evaluators in the field. 

Research Question 3. 

 The third research question examined evaluator perceptions about other aspects of an 

evaluation that influenced their decisions to involve stakeholders. Only those participants who 

reported participating in an actual evaluation that involved stakeholders responded to the three 

open-ended questions that asked evaluators to consider what other aspects of an exemplary 

evaluation case affected their decisions about which stakeholders to involve, how to involve 

them, and to what extent they shared decision-making control. In Chapter 4, I discussed certain 

findings that emerged from the qualitative analysis as they related to the first research question. 

In this section, I point out the most salient similarities and differences in the themes that emerged 

in response to each of the participatory practices. 

Two noticeable similarities arose when comparing the qualitative findings for each of the 

participatory practices. First, the availability of resources, time and budget; feasibility; and 

efficiency were important aspects that influenced evaluators' decisions about which stakeholder 

groups to involve, in what stages, and the extent to which decision making was shared. Based on 

the qualitative analysis, themes about resource issues came up in 13% of the comment codes 

about diversity, 15% of the codes about depth of involvement and 7% of the codes about control 

over decision making. The importance of this theme resonates in the literature. Brandon and 

Fukunaga (2014) reported that resource issues came up in the findings of 63% of the empirical 

studies included in their review. Similar to their findings, the vast majority of the comments 

made by evaluators in this study were negative and discussed a lack of resources or time 

constraints. This theme seemed more influential when making decisions about stakeholder 
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diversity and depth, as it emerged in more than 10% of the comment codes for those 

participatory practices.  

Second, evaluators perceived that stakeholder involvement was dependent, in part, on 

stakeholder availability, accessibility, and willingness to participate. This was true for all the 

participatory practices. This theme has come up elsewhere in the literature. For example, a study 

by Poth and Shulha (2008) described how participation in an evaluation varied by individual, 

which prompted the evaluators to focus on their own behaviors that fostered stakeholder 

engagement. An empirical review also identified affective aspects of involvement, which 

included both positive findings about stakeholder willingness and negative findings about 

inconsistent motivation and participation due to the time requirements of their involvement 

(Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014).  

Based on the information provided in evaluators’ open-ended comments, two patterns of 

responses emerged from the differences between the major themes influencing decisions about 

diversity, depth and control over decision making. First, certain themes seemed to be more 

important when making decisions about stakeholder diversity. For example, evaluators' 

preferences or propensity to involve certain stakeholder groups came up most frequently (16%) 

as influencing decisions about which stakeholders to involve. Azzam (2011) reported that 

evaluators preferences for certain methods (quantitative, qualitative, or mixed-methods) 

significantly affected decisions about evaluation design, but not level of stakeholder 

involvement. However, evaluators considered the focus, scope, design, or the purposes of an 

evaluation as influencing their decisions about which stakeholders to involve, and this came up 

in 13% of the comment codes about diversity. If evaluators are more likely to use methods they 

are familiar with, it stands to reason that this may extend to the types of stakeholder groups they 



129 

 

involve. Additionally, preferences for involving certain role groups did not emerge as a major 

theme for decisions about depth of involvement, which aligns with the findings from the study 

by Azzam (2011), but did come up in 4% of the comment codes about shared decision-making 

control. Likewise, the importance of the evaluation scope, goals, and purpose seemed less 

influential in affecting decisions about depth (4%) and control (4%). 

Second, certain themes influenced decisions about depth and control to a greater extent 

than they did decisions about diversity. Although evaluators reported valuing stakeholder 

knowledge and expertise when making decisions about diversity (8%), depth (18%), and control 

(25%), this theme came up more frequently than any other theme when considering the aspects 

of an evaluation that affected decisions about depth and control over decision making. For both 

of these participatory practices, stakeholder knowledge and expertise was important in 

determining evaluation scope, design, and methods. Based on the comments included within 

these themes, it seemed that evaluators appreciated and respected stakeholders’ experiences with 

program development and implementation, and knowledge of key stakeholder groups such as 

service recipients. Evaluators perceived this information to be critical when making decisions 

during numerous stages of an evaluation, which may help to explain why intentions about 

control over decision making significantly predicted intentions about depth of involvement in the 

structural models discussed previously.  

Following a similar pattern, stakeholder involvement for the purpose of increasing or 

enhancing evaluation use in its multiple forms came up in 10% of the comment codes about 

depth and 15% of the codes about control, whereas only 2% of the codes about diversity 

discussed this theme. As mentioned previously, reviews of the empirical literature on stakeholder 

involvement identified evaluation utilization as a primary theme or outcome of participation 
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(Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014; Cousins et al., 1996). Based on these findings, it may be that use of 

evaluation findings is more closely tied to the depth of participation and the degree to which 

decision making is shared with stakeholders.  

Finally, it is important to note the themes that are prevalent in the literature on 

stakeholder involvement in program evaluation but did not receive a great deal of attention by 

those that responded to this survey. For example, evaluators did not discuss political 

considerations and issues of equity and bias with the frequency one might expect considering the 

prevalence of these themes in the empirical (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014) and case study 

literature (i.e. Clayson et al., 2002; Greene, 1988; Parkinson, 2009; Turnbull, 1999). As this 

study focused specifically on evaluator decision making, political issues and power inequities 

may be aspects or outcomes of involvement rather than aspects that influence decisions to 

involve stakeholders. 

Limitations 

There are three main limitations of this research. First, this study focused too narrowly on 

the perspectives of evaluators and did not include other role groups that make decisions about 

stakeholder involvement, such as evaluation sponsors and program administrators. In my review 

of the literature on stakeholder involvement in program evaluation, I make the point that study 

outcomes differed depending on the populations studied. Previous research has shown that 

evaluators and stakeholders have different conceptions of involvement and perceptions of the 

effects of their participation (Cartland et al., 2008; Cousins, 2001; Forss, Kruse, Taut, & Tenden, 

2006; Toal, 2009). In this study, I purposefully focused on the practical knowledge of evaluators 

gained through their experiences in multiple evaluation contexts. As noted in the study by 
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Cousins and colleagues (1996), studies involving both evaluators and stakeholders might provide 

a more balanced picture of stakeholder involvement. 

This study has limited generalizability due to response bias because the research relied on 

a convenience sample of four professional evaluation organizations. Response rates were fair, 

but not ideal, especially for the Australasian Evaluation Society and the Hawaii-Pacific 

Evaluation Association. Additionally, respondents may have been more or less motivated to 

participate because of previous experience engaging stakeholders in evaluations.  

This study was also limited in that participants were asked to report on an exemplary 

evaluation of their choice that involved stakeholders, which purposefully compelled them to 

choose a positive example. Future studies might ask evaluators to reflect on both positive and 

negative examples of stakeholder involvement in evaluation, which might lend more insight to 

reasons why certain evaluators chose to engage select stakeholder groups, limit involvement to 

certain evaluation tasks, and maintain dominant roles in making decisions about the evaluation. 

Conclusions and Implications 

 Stakeholder involvement in program evaluation is widely encouraged as good 

professional practice (AEA, 2004; AES, 2010; CES, 2014; Yarbrough et al., 2011), despite 

limited empirical support for implementation of the approach (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014; 

Johnson and colleagues, 2009; Miller & Campbell, 2006). Evaluators choose between a vast 

number of theoretical approaches and research methodologies when designing an evaluation that 

meets the needs of stakeholders within a particular context. Evaluators base these decisions on 

practical knowledge gained through previous experiences, practical reasoning about their 

abilities and social situations, and judgments about the applicability of different evaluation 
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theories, models, and approaches to an evaluation context (Schwandt, 2008; Smith, 1993; 

Tourman, 2009). There is a need for more knowledge about the factors affecting decisions about 

evaluation practice and design across a variety of contexts to advance the field, refine practice, 

and develop new evaluation approaches (Azzam, 2011; Kundin, 2010; Smith, 1993). 

I am aware of no previous studies that examined evaluator decision making using a 

theoretical decision-making model to increase understanding of the factors affecting the 

involvement of diverse groups, the depth of their participation, and the degree to which technical 

decision making was shared. Although the importance of context is central to much of the 

empirical and case study literature on the topic (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014; Cousins & 

Chouinard, 2012), the findings of this research show that evaluators' intentions about involving 

stakeholders in their general practice are significant and positive predictors of actual 

participation in terms of diversity, depth, and shared decision-making control. This finding 

points to the importance of evaluator preferences for involvement across a variety of evaluation 

contexts. Additionally, the findings of this research show that preferences for control over 

decision making play a role in decisions about diversity and depth.  

Evaluation theorists put forth that values and judgments play a role in decisions about 

stakeholder involvement (Mark & Shotland, 1985). This research shows that evaluators' 

attitudes, beliefs about other professional evaluators, and perceptions about their self-efficacy 

and control predict their intentions to involve stakeholders. Additionally, the strength (and 

sometimes the direction) of these relationships is different for decisions about diversity, depth, 

and control. What’s more, several predictive paths examined in this study went in unexpected 

directions, which might be attributed to considerations about the feasibility of stakeholder 
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participation in actual practice exceeding evaluators' expectations about the effects of 

involvement and beliefs about the prevalence the practice in the field. 

Practical knowledge gained through experience can help more-experienced evaluators 

attend to social, political, and technical issues, consider evaluation feasibility and legitimacy, and 

develop relevant evaluation designs (Tourman, 2009). This results of this study show that 

evaluators with more experience had greater intentions about stakeholder involvement in their 

general practice, and higher ratings of implementation in a self-selected evaluation case. The 

findings also point to some differences in the strength of predictive relationships between the 

components of behavior and intentions to involve stakeholders for less-experienced and more-

experienced evaluators, which might be attributed to evaluator practical knowledge.  

This study has four primary implications for the field of evaluation. First, the findings of 

this research show that evaluators’ preferences for control over decision making play a larger 

role in decisions about stakeholder involvement. Practicing evaluators can consider their 

propensity to share or maintain decision-making control when designing evaluations that involve 

stakeholders. Future studies can also include control over technical decision making in studies 

examining the practice of stakeholder involvement in program evaluation and the outcomes of 

that participation. Second, attitudes and subjective norms about stakeholder involvement are 

likely to change as more published literature becomes available. This may be an area worthy of 

further examination as a measure of the evolution of the profession of evaluation generally and 

stakeholder involvement specifically. Third, this study explored a very limited facet of the vast 

amount of practical knowledge that exists in the field of evaluation. Finally, research that 

examines evaluators and stakeholders across multiple evaluation cases and contexts is needed. It 

would be especially helpful if such studies employed similar methods to measure how 
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stakeholder involvement is implemented and the effects of different approaches and different 

contexts.  



 
 

 
 

APPENDIX A 

 

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT IN PROGRAM EVALUATION SURVEY 

 

For the purpose of this study, stakeholders are defined as those individuals interested in the 

results of an evaluation because they are directly affected by or involved in program 

activities, or must make a decision about the program or about a similar program (Mark & 

Shotland, 1985). 

 

Please respond to the following items based on your current evaluation practice. 

Evaluation experience 

1) Please rate your level of experience conducting evaluations. 

None  

Beginner - Very basic knowledge of the topic, but no professional usage  

Novice - Knowledge of the topic with limited professional usage  

Intermediate - Good knowledge of the topic and regular professional usage  

Advanced - Excellent knowledge of the topic and extensive professional usage  

 

2) Please rate your knowledge of evaluation theories and approaches. 

Very Poor  

Poor  

Fair  

Good  

Very Good  

 

3) Please rate your skill in applying a range of research methodologies and data analysis 

techniques to meet the needs of a program. 

Very Poor  

Poor  

Fair  

Good  

Very Good  
 

4) How many years have you spent conducting evaluations? 

Less than 1 year  

1 to 5 yrs  

6 to 10 yrs  
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11 to 15 yrs  

More than 15 years  
 

Stakeholder Involvement Experience 

5) Please rate your level of experience involving stakeholders in evaluations. 

None  

Beginner - Very basic knowledge of the topic, but no professional usage  

Novice - Knowledge of the topic with limited professional usage  

Intermediate - Good knowledge of the topic and regular professional usage  

Advanced - Excellent knowledge of the topic and extensive professional usage  
 

6) Please rate your communication skills when interacting with program stakeholders to 

reduce conflict, increase collaboration, and improve relationships between and among 

stakeholders and evaluators. 

Very Poor  

Poor  

Fair  

Good  

Very Good  
 

7) Please rate your negotiation skills when interacting with program stakeholders to assist 

democratic group decision-making and acceptance of diverse perspectives. 

Very Poor  

Poor  

Fair  

Good  

Very Good  
 

8) To what extent have you involved stakeholders in previous evaluations? 

No involvement  

A little involvement  

Moderate involvement  

Considerable involvement  

Extensive stakeholder involvement  
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9) Please rate the extent you agree with the following statements: 

   
Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree  

Neither 

agree or 

disagree  

Agree  
Strongly 

agree  

Not 

applicable  

In my opinion, involving multiple 

stakeholder groups is beneficial in 

program evaluation. 
      

I believe that evaluations should 

include perspectives and interests of 

the full range of stakeholders. 
      

It is important to me that stakeholders 

involved in an evaluation represent the 

diverse interests of those involved in 

and affected by the program. 

      

Other evaluators whose opinion I value 

believe that evaluations are enhanced 

when they involve the various groups 

invested in the program and affected by 

its evaluation. 

      

Evaluators whose opinions are 

important to me would agree that 

evaluations should involve the range of 

stakeholder interests. 

      

Other evaluators whose opinion I value 

think that evaluations should involve 

stakeholders that represent different 

perspectives. 

      

I am confident that I can involve 

multiple stakeholder groups in an 

evaluation. 
      

With adequate resources, I have the 

capacity to involve the full range of 

stakeholders in an evaluation. 
      

When it is up to me, I am able to 

involve different stakeholder groups 

that represent various viewpoints. 
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10) Please rate the extent you agree with the following statements: 

   
Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree  

Neither 

agree or 

disagree  

Agree  
Strongly 

agree  

Not 

applicable  

In my opinion, it is valuable when 

stakeholders have opportunities to be 

involved in all stages of an evaluation 

(e.g., planning, design, data collection, 

analysis, interpretation, and reporting). 

      

Evaluators should provide options for 

stakeholders to be involved across the 

range of evaluation stages. 
      

I believe that it is important for 

evaluators and stakeholders to 

collaborate throughout the evaluation 

process. 

      

Evaluators whose opinions are 

important to me believe that involving 

stakeholders in all stages of an 

evaluation is worthwhile. 

      

Other evaluators whose opinion I value 

believe that stakeholders do not need to 

be involved in all evaluation tasks. 
      

Evaluators whose opinions are 

important to me believe that 

collaboration with stakeholders should 

occur throughout the evaluation 

process. 

      

I am confident that I have the capacity 

to involve stakeholders in all stages of 

an evaluation. 
      

With adequate resources, I believe I 

can involve stakeholders across the 

range of evaluation stages. 
      

It is up to me to collaborate with 

stakeholders throughout the evaluation 

process. 
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11) Please rate the extent you agree with the following statements: 

   
Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree  

Neither 

agree or 

disagree  

Agree  
Strongly 

agree  

Not 

applicable  

In my approach to evaluation, the 

evaluator should involve stakeholders 

in decisions about the evaluation. 
      

I believe that the evaluator should 

maintain control over decisions about 

the evaluation process. 
      

Evaluations are enhanced when 

stakeholders' knowledge, experience, 

and practical information guide 

decisions about an evaluation. 

      

Other evaluators whose opinion I value 

would agree that stakeholders should 

be involved in making decisions about 

an evaluation. 

      

Evaluators whose opinions are 

important to me believe that evaluators 

should share control of evaluation 

decisions equally with stakeholders. 

      

Other evaluators whose opinion I value 

think that decisions about an evaluation 

should be based on stakeholder 

expertise and knowledge of the 

program and populations. 

      

I am confident that I can involve 

stakeholders in making decisions about 

an evaluation scope, design, data 

collection, and interpretation. 

      

If I wanted to, it would be easy for me 

to share control of an evaluation 

equally with stakeholders. 
      

With adequate resources and support, it 

is up to me to share control over 

evaluation decisions with stakeholders. 
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12) Please rate the extent you agree with the following statements: 

   
Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree  

Neither 

agree or 

disagree  

Agree  
Strongly 

agree  

Not 

applicable  

In my practice, I try to involve multiple 

stakeholder groups to enhance an 

evaluation. 
      

Typically, I intend to involve the range 

of stakeholders to some degree in an 

evaluation. 
      

When I conduct an evaluation, I try to 

involve stakeholders that represent the 

array of diverse perspectives. 
      

By and large, I aim to involve 

stakeholders in all stages of an 

evaluation. 
      

In my professional evaluation practice, 

I plan for stakeholder participation 

across the range of evaluation tasks. 
      

In general, I try to collaborate with 

stakeholders throughout the evaluation 

process. 
      

I usually try to involve stakeholders in 

making decisions that drive an 

evaluation. 
      

In general, I intend to share control 

over evaluation decisions with 

stakeholders. 
      

When I conduct evaluations, I 

anticipate that stakeholder knowledge 

of the project or program will be very 

influential in making decisions about 

the evaluation. 
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13) Have you ever conducted an evaluation that involved stakeholders? 

Yes  

No  

 

You indicated that you conducted an evaluation that involved stakeholders. 

 

If so, please take a moment to consider ONE EXEMPLARY evaluation you conducted that 

involved stakeholders. It is helpful to select an evaluation that has been fully implemented. 

Please use this particular evaluation case to answer the following items. 
For the purpose of this study, involvement is defined as providing opportunities for any 

stakeholder group(s) to be included or take part in any evaluation stage, activity, or task(s). 

 

14) In this evaluation, please rate the extent you agree with the following statements: 

   
Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree  

Neither 

agree or 

disagree  

Agree  
Strongly 

agree  

Not 

applicable  

I involved multiple stakeholder groups       

The stakeholders involved represented 

the range of groups and interests       

The stakeholders involved represented 

various viewpoints about the program 

and/or evaluation 
      

 

15) To what extent did you involve all stakeholder groups? In this evaluation, I 

involved... 

The minimum number of stakeholder groups  

A limited number of groups  

A moderate number of groups  

A substantial number of groups  

The full range of stakeholder groups  

 

16) What aspects of this evaluation had the greatest influence on which stakeholder groups you 

chose to involve? 
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17) In this evaluation, please rate the extent you agree with the following statements: 

  
Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree  

Neither 

agree or 

disagree  

Agree  
Strongly 

agree  

Not 

applicable  

I involved stakeholders in all stages of 

an evaluation (design, data collection, 

analysis, reporting, and dissemination) 
      

Stakeholders participated across a 

range of evaluation tasks       

I collaborated with stakeholders 

throughout the evaluation process       

 

18) In this evaluation, to what extent were stakeholders involved across all stages of the 

evaluation? 

No involvement in any evaluation stage  

Limited involvement  

Moderate involvement  

Substantial involvement  

Involvement in all evaluation stages (design, data collection, analysis, reporting, and 

dissemination)  

 

19) What aspects of this evaluation had the greatest influence your decision to involve 

stakeholders in certain evaluation stages (design, data collection, analysis, reporting, and 

dissemination)? 
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20) In this evaluation, please rate the extent you agree with the following statements: 

   
Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree  

Neither 

agree or 

disagree  

Agree  
Strongly 

agree  

Not 

applicable  

Stakeholders participated in decisions 

about the evaluation scope, design, and 

recommendations 
      

I shared control over evaluation 

decisions equally with participating 

stakeholders 
      

Stakeholders' knowledge and expertise 

was influential in evaluation decision 

making 
      

 

21) In this evaluation, to what extent did stakeholders participate in making decisions about 

the evaluation? 

Decisions were made exclusively by evaluator and/or evaluation sponsor  

Limited stakeholder participation in decision making  

Moderate stakeholder participation in decision making  

Substantial stakeholder participation in decision making  

All decisions were made in partnership with stakeholders  

 

22) What aspects of this evaluation had the greatest influence on your decision to involve 

stakeholders in making decisions about the evaluation? 
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Please use this particular evaluation case to answer the following questions. 
For the purpose of this study, stakeholders are defined as those individuals interested in the 

results of an evaluation because they are directly affected by or involved in program activities, or 

must make a decision about the program or about a similar program (Mark & Shotland, 1985). 

 

23) In this evaluation, please indicate which groups were represented by participating 

stakeholders. (select all that apply) 

Community Members  

Funders/Evaluation Clients  

Organization Representatives/Advisory Group Members  

Parents/Family Members  

Project Beneficiaries/Participants  

Project Staff/Implementers  

University/Research Faculty  

Other:  

 

  

24) In this evaluation, how many stakeholders participated in the evaluation? (please provide 

an estimate as a whole number) 

 
 

25) Under which professional discipline or sector would you classify this evaluation? (select 

all that apply) 

Education (i.e. Evaluations of primary, secondary, and post-secondary education, early 

intervention, and adult education)  

Environmental Planning (i.e. Evaluations of agriculture development, natural resource 

management, and rural development)  

Evaluation (i.e. Research on evaluation or metaevaluation)  

Health (i.e. Evaluations of public health initiatives, primary health care, medicine, 

psychology, mental health, and disability)  

Social Services (i.e. Evaluations of government or civic projects, non-health related 

NGOs, community infrastructure development, emergency preparedness)  

Other:  
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26) In your evaluation practice, please indicate your role as an evaluator. 

Internal evaluator  

External evaluator  

Both  

Other:  

 

27) Additional comments about this evaluation case: 
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APPENDIX B 

PILOT STUDY – THINK ALOUD DIRECTIONS 

 

Thank you for agreeing to pilot test of the survey instrument I intend to use for my dissertation 

study on stakeholder involvement in program evaluation.  

 

Today, I’m going to ask you to go through a think-aloud activity to examine whether this survey 

is addressing the constructs of interest, understandable, easy to complete, and if any changes 

should be made. A think-aloud is a method for obtaining feedback about an activity that asks 

individuals to talk through their thought process while completing a task. To do so, you will need 

to say aloud everything that comes to mind while you are reading and thinking about the task at 

hand. 

 

Are you comfortable?  

 

Are you ready to begin? 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

To start, we will go through three warm-up activities to practice talking aloud without stopping. 

Please say EVERYTHING you are thinking out loud while you are reading and completing each 

tasks.   

 

1. Please focus on the task while thinking aloud and merely verbalize your thoughts 

 

2. Try not to plan what to say before you talk.  Just say whatever comes to mind as you are 

completing each task.   

 

3. Please do not talk to me or with me. Imagine that you are in the room alone.  

 

4. Please try not to stop talking. Just keep verbalizing your thoughts aloud. If you are silent for too 

long, I may remind you to think aloud.   

 

Does this make sense?   Do you have any questions? Let’s begin.  
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Think-aloud practice tasks: 

 

1) Read these sentences aloud. Say whatever comes to mind as you are reading to show 

what you are thinking and verbalize your thoughts. 

 

I sat bolt upright. Instantly every neuron in my brain was 

awake and dashing around frantically, like ants when you 

disturb their nest. I reached instinctively for my knife, then 

realized I had left it in my pack, just outside the tent. 

Nocturnal defense had ceased to be a concern after many 

successive nights of tranquil woodland repose. There was 

another noise, quite near. 

 

 

 

 

2) Think aloud as you complete this calculation:   

 

What is 12 x 36?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3) Please think aloud as you write down the steps involved in making scrambled eggs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Do you have any questions about how to think aloud?   

 

Are you ready to start the survey? 



 
 

 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR THE CALIBRATION SAMPLE 
 

Item DV1 DV2 DV3 DV4 DV5 DV6 DV7 DV8 DV9 DP1 DP2 DP3 DP4 DP5 DP6 DP7 DP8 DP9 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 I7 I8 I9 B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9 B10 B11 B12 

DV1 .28 
                                               

DV2 .20 .38 
                                              

DV3 .16 .21 .30 
                                             

DV4 .14 .14 .16 .41 
                                            

DV5 .14 .20 .18 .31 .48 
                                           

DV6 .13 .17 .18 .29 .37 .42 
                                          

DV7 .11 .13 .13 .08 .08 .10 .62 
                                         

DV8 .12 .19 .15 .11 .14 .14 .34 .56 
                                        

DV9 .14 .18 .17 .16 .17 .15 .36 .36 .49 
                                       

DP1 .20 .21 .19 .16 .21 .19 .12 .13 .13 .91 
                                      

DP2 .15 .18 .16 .14 .19 .17 .11 .12 .13 .65 .83 
                                     

DP3 .16 .15 .16 .16 .18 .20 .10 .12 .12 .42 .41 .60 
                                    

DP4 .13 .17 .17 .27 .32 .30 .09 .13 .15 .48 .49 .41 .75 
                                   

DP5 .03 .00 .01 .04 .04 .02 -.09 -.03 -.03 .09 .06 .05 .07 1.63 
                                  

DP6 .13 .18 .16 .25 .32 .30 .08 .10 .11 .45 .45 .38 .57 .07 .71 
                                 

DP7 .13 .16 .11 .10 .14 .13 .39 .30 .27 .41 .38 .32 .35 .04 .32 .84 
                                

DP8 .10 .13 .10 .09 .11 .11 .26 .31 .25 .35 .31 .27 .29 .03 .27 .53 .57 
                               

DP9 .12 .12 .13 .10 .14 .15 .23 .18 .21 .30 .26 .22 .24 .03 .22 .45 .34 .94 
                              

C1 .13 .10 .11 .10 .14 .12 .12 .09 .12 .30 .30 .25 .27 .03 .24 .19 .17 .23 .59 
                             

C2 .06 .04 .08 .05 .02 .02 -.05 .03 .03 .12 .13 .11 .12 .01 .11 .01 .09 .02 .16 1.04 
                            

C3 .08 .09 .10 .11 .10 .12 .10 .10 .11 .18 .21 .18 .19 .02 .17 .14 .14 .17 .25 .08 .47 
                           

C4 .10 .07 .09 .19 .25 .22 .06 .05 .07 .25 .30 .26 .40 .05 .36 .16 .16 .21 .40 .09 .28 .70 
                          

C5 .08 .09 .15 .18 .22 .19 .08 .07 .13 .35 .30 .25 .39 .05 .36 .22 .20 .26 .32 .17 .21 .38 1.07 
                         

C6 .08 .10 .12 .15 .21 .21 .05 .06 .10 .20 .23 .19 .30 .04 .27 .15 .14 .24 .24 .03 .27 .37 .43 .82 
                        

C7 .07 .08 .10 .07 .05 .05 .32 .23 .24 .25 .25 .21 .22 .03 .20 .45 .36 .32 .28 .13 .21 .21 .28 .16 .80 
                       

C8 .10 .14 .10 .07 .13 .12 .29 .21 .25 .31 .26 .22 .23 .03 .21 .42 .32 .35 .28 .24 .18 .25 .47 .19 .52 1.27 
                      

C9 .07 .07 .06 .05 .06 .08 .20 .19 .20 .21 .22 .19 .19 .02 .18 .35 .31 .44 .25 .07 .17 .20 .38 .25 .43 .60 .99 
                     

I1 .14 .15 .14 .11 .11 .10 .23 .19 .23 .22 .20 .17 .14 .02 .13 .23 .19 .15 .20 .07 .17 .13 .14 .14 .23 .20 .15 .49 
                    

I2 .11 .14 .14 .11 .09 .09 .17 .16 .22 .17 .19 .16 .13 .02 .12 .22 .17 .12 .15 .06 .17 .12 .17 .15 .18 .17 .14 .32 .53 
                   

I3 .11 .15 .15 .10 .10 .12 .18 .17 .22 .19 .20 .17 .14 .02 .13 .23 .20 .17 .18 .08 .19 .15 .16 .19 .25 .23 .18 .34 .34 .50 
                  

I4 .17 .20 .20 .17 .20 .20 .24 .20 .21 .57 .48 .41 .42 .05 .38 .46 .37 .36 .36 .13 .20 .34 .40 .24 .42 .50 .36 .32 .27 .33 1.04 
                 

I5 .15 .15 .16 .15 .18 .15 .26 .19 .22 .48 .45 .38 .39 .05 .36 .44 .35 .36 .31 .09 .19 .30 .36 .26 .39 .51 .35 .33 .28 .32 .74 .96 
                

I6 .13 .17 .14 .12 .14 .14 .18 .17 .16 .32 .33 .28 .29 .03 .27 .30 .26 .26 .28 .11 .19 .24 .24 .17 .33 .36 .26 .26 .24 .24 .52 .48 .61 
               

I7 .12 .11 .14 .13 .13 .14 .18 .14 .16 .23 .30 .26 .24 .03 .22 .19 .20 .27 .38 .19 .24 .29 .31 .25 .34 .35 .32 .25 .19 .24 .41 .41 .37 .74 
              

I8 .16 .17 .18 .16 .17 .16 .22 .19 .22 .43 .39 .33 .31 .04 .28 .35 .32 .35 .42 .33 .27 .38 .53 .29 .41 .62 .45 .30 .27 .29 .62 .60 .47 .59 1.06 
             

I9 .11 .12 .15 .10 .14 .14 .15 .13 .12 .16 .23 .20 .18 .02 .16 .12 .13 .20 .29 .12 .24 .24 .19 .24 .23 .27 .24 .24 .19 .23 .30 .31 .28 .37 .41 .66 
            

B1 .12 .16 .11 .10 .08 .07 .19 .14 .15 .15 .14 .12 .10 .01 .09 .19 .16 .08 .13 .03 .11 .08 .06 .03 .21 .20 .14 .24 .20 .21 .20 .19 .19 .17 .23 .16 .62 
           

B2 .09 .18 .16 .08 .09 .08 .32 .18 .24 .13 .18 .15 .12 .01 .11 .24 .19 .18 .13 .00 .09 .04 .10 .07 .24 .23 .18 .30 .26 .28 .31 .29 .24 .18 .25 .19 .56 .94 
          

B3 .07 .08 .09 .08 .05 .05 .19 .11 .11 .09 .12 .10 .09 .01 .08 .15 .11 .10 .11 -.01 .10 .06 .03 .06 .17 .16 .15 .19 .14 .16 .21 .19 .17 .16 .18 .16 .40 .49 .58 
         

B4 .11 .16 .16 .13 .15 .13 .34 .25 .29 .17 .17 .14 .12 .01 .11 .29 .22 .21 .23 .05 .17 .13 .13 .15 .30 .34 .25 .36 .31 .33 .35 .36 .29 .30 .33 .28 .44 .64 .41 1.16 
        

B5 .14 .17 .18 .17 .15 .13 .27 .18 .22 .61 .42 .36 .35 .04 .32 .44 .36 .39 .35 .13 .22 .30 .37 .23 .41 .49 .42 .27 .28 .30 .75 .72 .45 .46 .65 .29 .30 .41 .26 .42 1.59 
       

B6 .12 .12 .11 .11 .09 .06 .18 .11 .15 .25 .29 .25 .24 .03 .22 .21 .19 .16 .19 .07 .19 .15 .17 .15 .24 .27 .23 .23 .21 .23 .35 .42 .33 .33 .42 .27 .32 .35 .29 .41 .70 1.00 
      

B7 .08 .10 .11 .12 .09 .10 .18 .08 .11 .25 .28 .23 .23 .03 .21 .22 .17 .20 .20 .11 .19 .20 .14 .15 .24 .24 .15 .20 .22 .21 .36 .35 .32 .34 .36 .25 .30 .34 .26 .39 .69 .58 .81 
     

B8 .09 .13 .13 .13 .11 .10 .24 .17 .20 .31 .31 .26 .25 .03 .23 .33 .28 .22 .21 .09 .17 .15 .15 .10 .32 .31 .24 .23 .24 .26 .39 .40 .28 .32 .37 .23 .23 .30 .24 .52 .77 .53 .46 .90 
    

B9 .07 .07 .10 .06 .09 .08 .12 .10 .11 .26 .25 .22 .19 .02 .17 .16 .17 .17 .32 .09 .24 .24 .26 .24 .30 .27 .23 .19 .17 .21 .32 .31 .32 .39 .43 .25 .24 .23 .19 .33 .60 .49 .45 .45 1.05 
   

B10 .09 .13 .17 .11 .11 .11 .17 .14 .16 .37 .30 .26 .23 .03 .21 .25 .24 .31 .30 .28 .25 .27 .48 .27 .36 .66 .44 .18 .22 .25 .46 .40 .33 .41 .68 .32 .18 .24 .17 .26 .76 .44 .42 .47 .55 1.35 
  

B11 .07 .08 .11 .06 .08 .09 .11 .09 .09 .16 .20 .17 .15 .02 .14 .09 .12 .15 .26 .12 .21 .20 .20 .22 .16 .19 .20 .21 .17 .22 .25 .26 .25 .30 .36 .30 .20 .21 .17 .28 .40 .39 .36 .33 .51 .39 .70 
 

B12 .10 .11 .13 .11 .09 .09 .17 .13 .15 .24 .29 .24 .21 .03 .20 .21 .22 .21 .31 .21 .23 .26 .25 .19 .33 .34 .30 .21 .20 .25 .34 .31 .30 .39 .48 .30 .21 .26 .22 .46 .57 .49 .44 .61 .57 .69 .44 1.00 
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APPENDIX D 
 

COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR THE VALIDATION SAMPLE 
 

Item DV1 DV2 DV3 DV4 DV5 DV6 DV7 DV8 DV9 DP1 DP2 DP3 DP4 DP5 DP6 DP7 DP8 DP9 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 I7 I8 I9 B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9 B10 B11 B12 

DV1 .42 
                                               

DV2 .23 .36 
                                              

DV3 .22 .23 .39 
                                             

DV4 .21 .19 .21 .58 
                                            

DV5 .18 .20 .19 .41 .54 
                                           

DV6 .22 .18 .21 .42 .43 .55 
                                          

DV7 .19 .19 .17 .17 .12 .15 .62 
                                         

DV8 .20 .21 .18 .16 .13 .16 .40 .57 
                                        

DV9 .23 .21 .19 .15 .14 .18 .41 .40 .57 
                                       

DP1 .29 .21 .20 .20 .20 .17 .18 .18 .20 .89 
                                      

DP2 .23 .21 .18 .14 .16 .13 .16 .16 .18 .67 .79 
                                     

DP3 .25 .19 .19 .17 .15 .18 .17 .20 .20 .49 .48 .62 
                                    

DP4 .17 .18 .15 .31 .31 .28 .10 .11 .11 .53 .51 .41 .84 
                                   

DP5 -.03 -.04 .00 -.03 -.04 -.03 -.12 -.09 -.10 .04 .07 .05 .11 1.49 
                                  

DP6 .21 .18 .15 .29 .29 .28 .15 .16 .18 .47 .44 .41 .58 .10 .70 
                                 

DP7 .20 .21 .13 .08 .09 .08 .41 .40 .38 .44 .39 .31 .31 .02 .32 .86 
                                

DP8 .19 .18 .14 .11 .11 .11 .33 .39 .35 .44 .41 .31 .34 .00 .32 .63 .76 
                               

DP9 .17 .15 .11 .15 .13 .14 .27 .24 .23 .34 .33 .30 .31 .07 .28 .39 .37 .95 
                              

C1 .23 .17 .19 .15 .13 .17 .14 .18 .16 .40 .37 .42 .31 .04 .30 .25 .27 .26 .70 
                             

C2 .04 .00 .03 .00 -.04 .01 -.04 -.02 -.02 .15 .10 .09 .10 .17 .07 .04 .05 -.03 .14 .95 
                            

C3 .16 .15 .15 .11 .15 .13 .11 .14 .12 .30 .29 .30 .24 .00 .26 .15 .20 .17 .35 .01 .54 
                           

C4 .19 .15 .14 .32 .29 .32 .11 .14 .12 .35 .31 .31 .44 .07 .40 .24 .25 .22 .40 .07 .30 .69 
                          

C5 .15 .15 .11 .22 .19 .20 .08 .06 .10 .36 .33 .27 .45 .01 .36 .22 .24 .16 .33 .12 .24 .43 1.03 
                         

C6 .14 .10 .09 .22 .20 .26 .09 .05 .09 .26 .25 .22 .36 -.09 .32 .13 .15 .13 .28 .05 .26 .39 .50 .82 
                        

C7 .10 .12 .09 .03 .07 .05 .31 .30 .27 .27 .29 .26 .21 .01 .25 .53 .43 .35 .29 .02 .24 .22 .18 .15 .82 
                       

C8 .18 .15 .15 .11 .11 .11 .36 .30 .33 .36 .34 .28 .28 .02 .30 .49 .46 .39 .30 .17 .20 .27 .44 .28 .51 1.22 
                      

C9 .15 .13 .11 .04 .07 .07 .23 .23 .24 .26 .28 .22 .24 .10 .24 .37 .37 .41 .27 .07 .21 .20 .33 .22 .42 .66 .99 
                     

I1 .26 .20 .22 .20 .16 .21 .29 .26 .31 .29 .27 .26 .20 .01 .27 .26 .23 .18 .24 .04 .20 .21 .18 .14 .20 .25 .18 .57 
                    

I2 .21 .19 .18 .17 .17 .17 .26 .24 .29 .22 .23 .19 .18 .00 .22 .27 .23 .17 .18 -.01 .17 .16 .15 .12 .22 .21 .22 .37 .54 
                   

I3 .24 .21 .22 .19 .14 .21 .28 .27 .32 .22 .21 .22 .16 -.04 .20 .27 .23 .16 .19 -.01 .16 .16 .12 .16 .21 .23 .19 .39 .38 .56 
                  

I4 .25 .21 .20 .15 .15 .12 .29 .23 .27 .61 .56 .45 .46 .07 .45 .48 .42 .34 .33 .12 .28 .30 .41 .24 .39 .50 .34 .39 .32 .33 1.09 
                 

I5 .21 .19 .19 .11 .15 .10 .25 .21 .28 .56 .53 .43 .41 .02 .41 .46 .43 .32 .35 .11 .30 .27 .37 .27 .42 .46 .35 .33 .33 .30 .79 1.02 
                

I6 .21 .16 .14 .09 .10 .11 .22 .21 .26 .38 .38 .37 .31 .05 .35 .34 .32 .29 .30 .10 .24 .23 .27 .19 .34 .39 .31 .31 .32 .29 .55 .55 .69 
               

I7 .22 .16 .17 .12 .12 .17 .19 .21 .22 .41 .37 .41 .32 .03 .35 .34 .35 .30 .47 .19 .33 .38 .33 .24 .40 .39 .33 .30 .26 .25 .48 .54 .44 .81 
              

I8 .27 .18 .17 .14 .14 .16 .19 .16 .24 .50 .44 .41 .35 .05 .36 .34 .33 .23 .46 .35 .32 .38 .47 .33 .37 .54 .46 .32 .28 .26 .57 .59 .48 .63 1.04 
             

I9 .21 .16 .18 .18 .18 .20 .17 .17 .19 .35 .31 .32 .25 .06 .26 .23 .24 .23 .36 .07 .31 .30 .23 .23 .28 .29 .26 .26 .25 .23 .31 .37 .32 .45 .47 .73 
            

B1 .19 .21 .19 .20 .18 .18 .29 .24 .30 .19 .19 .16 .16 -.06 .19 .29 .23 .13 .13 -.06 .15 .14 .12 .10 .27 .25 .18 .34 .32 .30 .28 .22 .18 .16 .21 .17 .71 
           

B2 .16 .17 .16 .10 .13 .11 .32 .25 .32 .17 .19 .16 .17 -.06 .16 .37 .28 .19 .08 -.12 .09 .08 .06 .04 .28 .30 .20 .29 .30 .31 .29 .27 .20 .15 .12 .15 .55 .98 
          

B3 .16 .18 .15 .15 .13 .17 .23 .20 .25 .15 .17 .17 .11 -.05 .14 .25 .20 .13 .14 -.05 .15 .15 .12 .11 .21 .20 .12 .26 .24 .25 .21 .18 .14 .19 .20 .16 .51 .51 .66 
         

B4 .12 .12 .13 .13 .14 .12 .29 .24 .31 .10 .11 .11 .10 -.01 .16 .24 .18 .10 .03 .01 .07 .11 .04 .01 .25 .23 .13 .32 .28 .30 .24 .23 .18 .15 .16 .15 .50 .55 .40 1.04 
        

B5 .25 .20 .21 .14 .14 .15 .24 .23 .28 .53 .49 .42 .38 .07 .41 .46 .41 .36 .38 .14 .25 .29 .30 .25 .45 .49 .36 .34 .26 .29 .69 .69 .50 .50 .55 .37 .31 .31 .28 .36 1.43 
       

B6 .21 .16 .16 .12 .14 .13 .22 .20 .25 .31 .28 .28 .19 .06 .26 .30 .30 .25 .26 .08 .18 .21 .14 .14 .29 .31 .24 .26 .22 .23 .34 .45 .34 .38 .41 .34 .26 .27 .26 .30 .68 .93 
      

B7 .21 .19 .16 .15 .16 .15 .21 .21 .24 .33 .33 .33 .29 .03 .31 .28 .30 .26 .30 .03 .26 .28 .25 .18 .30 .35 .26 .29 .22 .22 .42 .46 .45 .38 .44 .33 .28 .26 .22 .29 .71 .61 .87 
     

B8 .12 .07 .07 .11 .09 .10 .15 .13 .19 .26 .23 .23 .17 .05 .21 .23 .23 .17 .20 .12 .16 .17 .14 .11 .27 .27 .13 .21 .16 .19 .33 .36 .28 .30 .35 .23 .22 .21 .22 .43 .66 .51 .48 .85 
    

B9 .17 .12 .13 .13 .11 .14 .19 .23 .19 .26 .28 .30 .21 .05 .24 .32 .31 .26 .34 .06 .22 .29 .19 .24 .37 .43 .29 .19 .19 .20 .33 .34 .33 .40 .41 .31 .20 .18 .21 .17 .63 .47 .49 .43 .99 
   

B10 .19 .15 .16 .12 .10 .10 .20 .16 .19 .42 .37 .35 .32 .14 .31 .34 .31 .31 .37 .26 .23 .32 .44 .30 .36 .57 .36 .22 .16 .16 .53 .50 .36 .46 .65 .31 .22 .23 .22 .23 .69 .40 .48 .45 .57 1.26 
  

B11 .15 .12 .11 .12 .12 .15 .17 .18 .19 .25 .22 .25 .18 .06 .23 .23 .24 .18 .24 .02 .20 .22 .16 .18 .20 .24 .20 .19 .19 .20 .26 .27 .25 .31 .33 .34 .20 .17 .19 .19 .36 .32 .33 .28 .42 .38 .61 
 

B12 .11 .06 .07 .08 .05 .07 .13 .14 .18 .22 .19 .21 .13 .10 .18 .22 .19 .18 .24 .15 .17 .22 .18 .15 .25 .36 .24 .21 .16 .17 .29 .31 .26 .32 .45 .25 .19 .20 .21 .34 .55 .41 .45 .57 .54 .60 .33 .91 
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APPENDIX E 
 

COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR THE FULL SAMPLE 
 

 
DV1 DV2 DV3 DV4 DV5 DV6 DV7 DV8 DV9 DP1 DP2 DP3 DP4 DP5 DP6 DP7 DP8 DP9 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 I7 I8 I9 B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9 B10 B11 B12 

DV1 .35 
                                               

DV2 .21 .37 
                                              

DV3 .19 .22 .34 
                                             

DV4 .18 .16 .18 .49 
                                            

DV5 .16 .20 .18 .36 .51 
                                           

DV6 .17 .17 .20 .36 .40 .48 
                                          

DV7 .15 .16 .15 .12 .10 .12 .62 
                                         

DV8 .16 .20 .16 .13 .14 .15 .37 .56 
                                        

DV9 .19 .20 .18 .15 .15 .16 .38 .38 .53 
                                       

DP1 .24 .21 .20 .18 .20 .18 .15 .16 .17 .90 
                                      

DP2 .19 .19 .17 .14 .17 .15 .13 .14 .16 .66 .81 
                                     

DP3 .20 .17 .17 .16 .16 .18 .13 .16 .16 .45 .45 .61 
                                    

DP4 .15 .17 .16 .29 .31 .29 .09 .12 .13 .50 .50 .42 .78 
                                   

DP5 .00 -.02 .01 .00 .00 -.01 -.10 -.06 -.07 .07 .07 .04 .10 1.56 
                                  

DP6 .17 .18 .16 .27 .30 .29 .11 .13 .15 .46 .43 .40 .57 .09 .70 
                                 

DP7 .17 .18 .12 .10 .12 .10 .40 .35 .32 .43 .38 .30 .32 .00 .31 .85 
                                

DP8 .15 .16 .12 .10 .12 .11 .29 .35 .30 .40 .37 .29 .32 .02 .29 .58 .66 
                               

DP9 .15 .13 .12 .13 .14 .14 .25 .21 .22 .32 .32 .28 .30 .01 .29 .42 .36 .95 
                              

C1 .18 .14 .15 .13 .13 .15 .13 .14 .14 .35 .32 .35 .27 .03 .29 .23 .23 .25 .65 
                             

C2 .05 .02 .05 .03 -.01 .01 -.05 .01 .01 .13 .11 .10 .09 .16 .09 .02 .07 -.01 .15 1.00 
                            

C3 .13 .12 .13 .11 .13 .13 .10 .12 .12 .24 .24 .25 .20 .00 .23 .15 .17 .17 .30 .05 .50 
                           

C4 .15 .11 .12 .26 .27 .27 .09 .10 .10 .30 .28 .30 .42 .05 .38 .20 .21 .22 .40 .08 .29 .69 
                          

C5 .11 .12 .12 .20 .20 .20 .08 .06 .12 .34 .34 .26 .41 -.05 .39 .22 .22 .21 .32 .14 .22 .40 1.05 
                         

C6 .11 .10 .10 .19 .20 .24 .06 .06 .10 .23 .23 .22 .31 -.09 .32 .15 .15 .19 .26 .05 .26 .38 .46 .82 
                        

C7 .08 .10 .10 .05 .06 .05 .31 .27 .26 .26 .27 .22 .20 .03 .23 .49 .40 .34 .29 .07 .23 .21 .23 .15 .81 
                       

C8 .14 .14 .13 .09 .12 .11 .33 .25 .29 .33 .31 .25 .28 -.02 .29 .46 .40 .37 .29 .20 .19 .26 .45 .23 .51 1.24 
                      

C9 .12 .10 .09 .04 .06 .07 .21 .21 .22 .23 .26 .22 .22 -.02 .22 .36 .34 .43 .26 .06 .20 .20 .35 .23 .42 .63 .99 
                     

I1 .20 .18 .18 .15 .14 .16 .26 .22 .27 .26 .23 .22 .17 .01 .20 .25 .22 .16 .22 .05 .19 .18 .16 .14 .22 .23 .17 .53 
                    

I2 .16 .17 .16 .14 .13 .13 .21 .20 .25 .20 .20 .18 .15 .03 .18 .24 .20 .14 .17 .02 .17 .14 .15 .14 .20 .19 .17 .35 .54 
                   

I3 .18 .18 .19 .14 .12 .16 .23 .22 .27 .20 .20 .19 .16 -.01 .19 .25 .22 .16 .18 .03 .17 .16 .14 .18 .23 .23 .18 .36 .36 .53 
                  

I4 .21 .21 .20 .16 .17 .15 .27 .22 .24 .59 .56 .42 .44 .08 .44 .48 .40 .35 .34 .12 .24 .32 .40 .24 .41 .50 .35 .35 .30 .33 1.07 
                 

I5 .18 .17 .17 .13 .16 .12 .26 .21 .26 .52 .50 .38 .39 .03 .38 .46 .40 .35 .33 .09 .25 .29 .36 .26 .41 .49 .36 .33 .31 .31 .77 .99 
                

I6 .17 .17 .14 .10 .12 .12 .20 .19 .22 .35 .35 .34 .27 .02 .32 .32 .29 .28 .29 .10 .22 .24 .26 .18 .34 .38 .29 .28 .28 .26 .54 .52 .65 
               

I7 .17 .13 .16 .13 .13 .16 .19 .18 .19 .32 .32 .34 .26 .01 .30 .27 .28 .29 .42 .18 .28 .34 .32 .25 .37 .37 .33 .28 .23 .24 .44 .48 .41 .78 
              

I8 .22 .18 .18 .15 .16 .16 .21 .18 .23 .47 .43 .37 .33 .03 .36 .35 .33 .29 .44 .34 .30 .38 .49 .31 .40 .58 .45 .32 .28 .28 .59 .60 .48 .61 1.05 
             

I9 .16 .14 .17 .14 .16 .17 .16 .15 .16 .25 .25 .26 .20 .03 .23 .18 .19 .22 .33 .10 .28 .27 .20 .23 .26 .28 .25 .25 .22 .23 .31 .34 .30 .41 .44 .69 
            

B1 .15 .18 .15 .15 .13 .13 .24 .19 .23 .17 .17 .14 .13 -.02 .16 .24 .19 .11 .13 -.01 .13 .11 .09 .07 .24 .22 .16 .29 .26 .25 .24 .20 .19 .17 .22 .16 .67 
           

B2 .13 .17 .16 .09 .11 .10 .32 .22 .28 .15 .19 .14 .14 .02 .14 .31 .24 .19 .10 -.06 .09 .06 .08 .06 .26 .26 .19 .29 .28 .30 .30 .28 .22 .17 .19 .17 .55 .96 
          

B3 .11 .13 .12 .11 .09 .11 .20 .15 .18 .12 .15 .13 .10 -.01 .12 .20 .15 .11 .12 -.03 .12 .11 .08 .09 .19 .18 .13 .22 .19 .20 .21 .19 .16 .18 .20 .16 .45 .50 .62 
         

B4 .12 .15 .15 .13 .15 .12 .32 .24 .30 .13 .15 .14 .13 .03 .17 .27 .20 .16 .13 .03 .12 .12 .08 .08 .28 .29 .19 .35 .30 .32 .30 .29 .24 .22 .25 .22 .47 .60 .41 1.11 
        

B5 .19 .18 .19 .15 .15 .14 .26 .21 .25 .56 .52 .41 .39 .08 .40 .45 .39 .38 .37 .13 .24 .30 .33 .24 .43 .49 .40 .31 .27 .29 .72 .70 .48 .48 .60 .33 .31 .36 .27 .39 1.51 
       

B6 .17 .14 .13 .12 .11 .10 .20 .16 .20 .28 .27 .27 .20 .06 .25 .26 .25 .21 .23 .08 .19 .18 .15 .15 .27 .29 .24 .25 .22 .23 .35 .44 .34 .36 .42 .31 .29 .31 .27 .36 .69 .97 
      

B7 .15 .14 .13 .14 .13 .13 .19 .15 .18 .29 .28 .31 .25 .03 .30 .25 .24 .23 .25 .07 .22 .24 .19 .17 .27 .29 .21 .25 .22 .21 .39 .40 .39 .36 .41 .29 .29 .30 .24 .35 .70 .60 .84 
     

B8 .11 .10 .10 .12 .10 .10 .20 .16 .20 .28 .26 .23 .19 .09 .20 .28 .26 .20 .21 .10 .17 .16 .15 .11 .30 .30 .19 .23 .20 .23 .37 .38 .28 .31 .36 .23 .23 .26 .23 .48 .72 .52 .47 .88 
    

B9 .12 .10 .11 .09 .10 .11 .15 .16 .16 .26 .27 .27 .19 .05 .25 .24 .24 .22 .33 .07 .23 .27 .22 .24 .34 .35 .27 .20 .18 .21 .32 .33 .33 .40 .42 .28 .22 .21 .20 .25 .62 .48 .47 .44 1.02 
   

B10 .14 .14 .17 .12 .11 .10 .19 .16 .18 .40 .35 .32 .29 .01 .32 .30 .28 .32 .34 .26 .24 .30 .46 .28 .36 .62 .41 .21 .19 .21 .50 .45 .35 .44 .67 .32 .21 .24 .20 .25 .72 .43 .45 .47 .56 1.30 
  

B11 .11 .10 .11 .09 .10 .12 .14 .13 .14 .21 .20 .22 .13 .04 .20 .16 .18 .17 .25 .07 .20 .21 .18 .20 .18 .22 .20 .20 .18 .21 .26 .26 .25 .31 .34 .32 .20 .19 .18 .24 .38 .35 .34 .31 .46 .39 .65 
 

B12 .11 .09 .10 .10 .07 .08 .16 .14 .17 .23 .21 .24 .15 .05 .21 .21 .21 .20 .28 .18 .20 .24 .21 .17 .29 .36 .27 .22 .18 .22 .32 .31 .29 .36 .47 .28 .21 .23 .22 .41 .56 .45 .45 .59 .55 .64 .39 .96 
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APPENDIX F 
 

COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR THE LESS-EXPERIENCED EVALUATORS 
 

  DV1 DV2 DV3 DV4 DV5 DV6 DV7 DV8 DV9 DP1 DP2 DP3 DP4 DP5 DP6 DP7 DP8 DP9 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 I7 I8 I9 B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9 B10 B11 B12 

DV1 .37 

                                               DV2 .21 .36 
                                              DV3 .18 .20 .30 

                                             DV4 .16 .14 .18 .49 

                                            DV5 .17 .18 .18 .38 .51 

                                           DV6 .17 .16 .20 .35 .40 .49 

                                          DV7 .13 .18 .16 .11 .10 .10 .68 

                                         DV8 .14 .20 .16 .12 .12 .13 .39 .59 

                                        DV9 .16 .20 .16 .14 .14 .14 .41 .37 .57 

                                       DP1 .25 .22 .20 .19 .23 .17 .13 .12 .15 .92 

                                      DP2 .15 .17 .16 .10 .12 .10 .12 .09 .12 .63 .76 

                                     DP3 .17 .16 .16 .13 .15 .16 .11 .12 .13 .44 .40 .54 

                                    DP4 .15 .17 .17 .28 .31 .29 .09 .10 .13 .53 .45 .39 .77 

                                   DP5 -.03 -.02 .02 .03 .01 .00 -.07 -.08 -.08 .06 .08 .04 .11 1.52 
                                  DP6 .15 .15 .14 .29 .31 .28 .10 .09 .14 .48 .39 .37 .57 .06 .68 

                                 DP7 .15 .18 .12 .08 .10 .07 .44 .35 .32 .44 .35 .27 .33 .04 .28 .89 

                                DP8 .13 .17 .12 .10 .12 .10 .30 .34 .28 .41 .34 .26 .33 .03 .29 .59 .65 

                               DP9 .13 .11 .09 .10 .13 .11 .24 .18 .22 .31 .28 .26 .27 .05 .25 .42 .33 .89 

                              C1 .14 .13 .12 .10 .11 .13 .08 .08 .10 .34 .29 .32 .27 .05 .28 .17 .18 .19 .59 

                             C2 .04 .00 .03 .05 -.01 .02 -.08 -.03 .00 .14 .10 .05 .04 .15 .05 -.07 .02 -.07 .09 .95 

                            C3 .10 .10 .10 .09 .11 .12 .10 .10 .09 .25 .24 .25 .21 -.03 .24 .15 .17 .16 .30 .02 .52 

                           C4 .12 .08 .11 .21 .23 .24 .06 .06 .07 .30 .23 .25 .39 .08 .38 .16 .19 .16 .38 .02 .30 .62 

                          C5 .11 .13 .12 .22 .20 .19 .08 .05 .12 .35 .28 .22 .38 -.03 .37 .20 .20 .19 .30 .09 .25 .39 .97 

                         C6 .10 .08 .09 .18 .21 .23 .06 .04 .09 .23 .16 .17 .30 -.10 .31 .11 .11 .12 .26 -.03 .26 .37 .43 .74 

                        C7 .07 .10 .08 .04 .02 .02 .35 .27 .26 .24 .23 .19 .16 .04 .17 .47 .37 .25 .23 -.02 .20 .19 .19 .11 .75 

                       C8 .12 .15 .09 .07 .08 .08 .32 .20 .24 .31 .25 .19 .26 -.06 .27 .41 .34 .34 .26 .16 .17 .23 .43 .14 .42 1.13 

                      C9 .08 .10 .07 .04 .02 .06 .19 .17 .18 .15 .16 .16 .17 -.05 .15 .32 .28 .39 .22 .01 .18 .16 .33 .18 .30 .56 .91 
                     I1 .17 .17 .16 .12 .12 .13 .30 .21 .29 .23 .22 .19 .16 -.04 .17 .22 .19 .11 .20 .05 .19 .16 .19 .17 .22 .23 .14 .59 

                    I2 .15 .15 .14 .12 .10 .11 .23 .19 .25 .19 .19 .17 .14 .03 .16 .23 .20 .12 .16 .04 .16 .13 .14 .13 .21 .18 .13 .37 .55 

                   I3 .16 .18 .15 .11 .09 .13 .23 .21 .27 .18 .18 .18 .14 -.05 .14 .21 .18 .11 .17 .04 .19 .12 .12 .16 .22 .16 .15 .39 .38 .54 

                  I4 .21 .23 .19 .14 .13 .12 .30 .25 .25 .56 .49 .37 .40 .02 .40 .46 .41 .32 .33 .09 .23 .28 .32 .18 .39 .46 .25 .36 .31 .32 1.03 

                 I5 .15 .15 .15 .10 .11 .08 .27 .19 .24 .48 .45 .33 .35 -.01 .33 .44 .36 .30 .30 .05 .26 .28 .31 .22 .39 .45 .26 .34 .31 .32 .72 .95 

                I6 .15 .13 .11 .06 .06 .09 .20 .15 .19 .32 .31 .31 .22 -.02 .27 .27 .26 .23 .29 .07 .20 .21 .22 .14 .31 .35 .22 .28 .26 .25 .54 .51 .64 

               I7 .15 .13 .13 .10 .11 .14 .15 .12 .17 .31 .32 .32 .25 .01 .26 .20 .22 .26 .36 .12 .28 .29 .29 .21 .27 .32 .26 .25 .23 .22 .44 .49 .43 .75 

              I8 .19 .16 .14 .15 .12 .15 .19 .12 .20 .46 .41 .32 .30 .00 .34 .29 .28 .23 .38 .27 .28 .32 .44 .23 .31 .48 .35 .33 .27 .25 .56 .55 .44 .57 .96 

             I9 .09 .08 .13 .11 .13 .14 .12 .10 .10 .25 .23 .25 .20 .01 .20 .13 .15 .20 .33 .07 .28 .29 .22 .24 .23 .26 .19 .27 .21 .22 .30 .36 .31 .39 .38 .67 

            B1 .15 .19 .14 .18 .14 .14 .26 .20 .24 .19 .18 .15 .15 -.03 .16 .24 .20 .09 .13 .02 .14 .10 .11 .09 .28 .27 .19 .32 .29 .28 .24 .18 .18 .12 .22 .15 .79 

           B2 .10 .17 .15 .10 .11 .10 .37 .23 .31 .13 .19 .13 .12 .02 .11 .30 .25 .18 .09 -.08 .10 .03 .06 .06 .28 .26 .19 .34 .33 .32 .28 .23 .20 .12 .11 .16 .63 1.11 

          B3 .06 .08 .09 .09 .06 .09 .20 .11 .14 .08 .12 .09 .09 -.02 .09 .16 .11 .10 .09 -.05 .10 .09 .05 .12 .19 .17 .15 .22 .18 .19 .20 .14 .12 .11 .11 .12 .46 .53 .66 
         B4 .07 .13 .14 .16 .15 .10 .33 .21 .29 .09 .14 .10 .11 -.04 .15 .19 .13 .11 .12 -.01 .13 .08 .08 .12 .24 .22 .16 .35 .30 .30 .27 .24 .18 .17 .17 .20 .53 .64 .40 1.10 

        B5 .14 .15 .12 .16 .11 .09 .23 .17 .25 .51 .46 .34 .35 .04 .39 .39 .34 .34 .33 .07 .23 .25 .30 .24 .35 .47 .31 .25 .28 .27 .64 .67 .46 .43 .56 .30 .28 .32 .23 .27 1.44 

       B6 .11 .08 .06 .10 .08 .05 .12 .04 .13 .31 .29 .24 .18 .10 .25 .18 .19 .17 .20 .05 .16 .19 .13 .16 .23 .27 .17 .21 .16 .19 .33 .43 .31 .35 .41 .26 .23 .25 .22 .25 .67 1.02 

      B7 .11 .09 .09 .16 .13 .12 .19 .11 .19 .32 .28 .29 .24 .02 .30 .24 .24 .21 .27 .02 .21 .26 .20 .16 .31 .31 .19 .26 .20 .20 .40 .45 .39 .41 .41 .33 .29 .27 .22 .30 .71 .63 .85 

     B8 .09 .08 .09 .14 .10 .09 .14 .10 .16 .25 .23 .21 .20 .02 .21 .19 .21 .18 .20 .02 .18 .17 .17 .18 .23 .22 .16 .19 .19 .19 .30 .37 .23 .28 .33 .25 .21 .23 .20 .39 .60 .50 .45 .81 

    B9 .09 .08 .07 .11 .10 .11 .10 .13 .13 .22 .24 .26 .19 .04 .27 .19 .19 .19 .27 .01 .23 .27 .23 .26 .29 .31 .22 .19 .17 .20 .30 .32 .33 .35 .33 .30 .22 .22 .22 .23 .59 .50 .49 .42 1.00 

   B10 .07 .11 .10 .14 .12 .11 .19 .15 .16 .37 .29 .24 .23 -.07 .31 .27 .25 .29 .27 .13 .20 .25 .38 .25 .30 .55 .32 .15 .12 .15 .42 .37 .30 .35 .52 .27 .19 .24 .17 .22 .68 .40 .44 .45 .58 1.18 

  B11 .09 .10 .10 .09 .11 .11 .12 .10 .13 .22 .21 .22 .15 .00 .19 .10 .17 .15 .26 .04 .23 .22 .19 .23 .17 .22 .18 .24 .21 .22 .28 .30 .29 .29 .33 .35 .23 .22 .18 .27 .35 .39 .38 .32 .50 .41 .69 

 B12 .07 .07 .10 .12 .06 .08 .13 .13 .18 .22 .21 .24 .16 -.06 .21 .16 .18 .20 .28 .07 .21 .23 .21 .23 .26 .29 .25 .19 .18 .20 .30 .33 .27 .32 .40 .32 .22 .22 .19 .39 .54 .49 .45 .57 .58 .65 .44 .98 
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APPENDIX G 
 

COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR THE MORE-EXPERIENCED EVALUATORS 
 

 
DV1 DV2 DV3 DV4 DV5 DV6 DV7 DV8 DV9 DP1 DP2 DP3 DP4 DP5 DP6 DP7 DP8 DP9 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 I7 I8 I9 B1 B2  B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9 B10 B11 B12 

DV1 .33 
                                     

 
          

DV2 .21 .38 
                                    

 
          

DV3 .21 .23 .38 
                                   

 
          

DV4 .19 .18 .18 .50 
                                  

 
          

DV5 .16 .21 .18 .34 .50 
                                 

 
          

DV6 .17 .19 .20 .36 .39 .48 
                                

 
          

DV7 .16 .14 .15 .12 .09 .13 .51 
                               

 
          

DV8 .17 .20 .17 .14 .14 .16 .31 .50 
                              

 
          

DV9 .20 .19 .20 .16 .15 .18 .31 .35 .46 
                             

 
          

DP1 .24 .21 .19 .17 .17 .18 .17 .19 .19 .88 
                            

 
          

DP2 .23 .22 .18 .17 .20 .19 .15 .18 .19 .69 .86 
                           

 
          

DP3 .24 .19 .18 .19 .18 .22 .17 .21 .21 .47 .49 .67 
                          

 
          

DP4 .16 .18 .15 .29 .32 .30 .10 .14 .13 .47 .54 .45 .80 
                         

 
          

DP5 .03 -.02 .00 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.13 -.04 -.05 .09 .08 .05 .10 1.62 
                        

 
          

DP6 .19 .20 .17 .26 .30 .31 .13 .17 .16 .43 .46 .42 .58 .13 .72 
                       

 
          

DP7 .17 .17 .12 .10 .13 .13 .30 .30 .29 .42 .40 .33 .32 -.03 .33 .75 
                      

 
          

DP8 .15 .14 .12 .08 .10 .11 .25 .33 .29 .39 .40 .31 .31 .01 .30 .54 .65 
                     

 
          

DP9 .16 .15 .14 .15 .15 .17 .25 .23 .22 .33 .36 .29 .32 -.04 .32 .42 .38 .99 
                    

 
          

C1 .22 .14 .18 .15 .15 .16 .18 .19 .19 .35 .35 .38 .28 .02 .29 .28 .27 .30 .70 
                   

 
          

C2 .06 .04 .07 .01 -.01 .01 .00 .06 .04 .14 .13 .15 .14 .17 .12 .13 .13 .06 .20 1.04 
                  

 
          

C3 .15 .13 .15 .13 .13 .14 .09 .13 .13 .24 .24 .26 .20 .03 .22 .15 .16 .19 .30 .07 .48 
                 

 
          

C4 .17 .13 .12 .29 .29 .30 .11 .13 .12 .30 .31 .34 .44 .04 .38 .24 .22 .28 .42 .12 .28 .76 
                

 
          

C5 .12 .11 .13 .19 .21 .21 .10 .09 .13 .35 .39 .29 .44 -.05 .40 .25 .26 .25 .33 .18 .20 .41 1.12 
               

 
          

C6 .12 .12 .11 .20 .20 .24 .08 .09 .11 .23 .29 .26 .32 -.10 .33 .18 .18 .27 .25 .10 .28 .38 .49 .88 
              

 
          

C7 .09 .10 .12 .05 .10 .08 .24 .23 .23 .29 .30 .26 .23 .02 .28 .47 .40 .41 .35 .17 .25 .23 .27 .21 .84 
             

 
          

C8 .16 .13 .17 .10 .15 .14 .31 .28 .32 .35 .37 .31 .29 .02 .32 .47 .42 .40 .33 .25 .20 .28 .47 .31 .58 1.34 
            

 
          

C9 .13 .08 .11 .05 .09 .07 .22 .23 .24 .30 .35 .27 .26 .01 .28 .38 .37 .46 .31 .13 .21 .24 .37 .28 .53 .69 1.06 
           

 
          

I1 .21 .18 .20 .17 .15 .18 .19 .21 .22 .28 .25 .26 .19 .05 .23 .23 .21 .20 .25 .08 .18 .20 .15 .13 .18 .21 .18 .45 
          

 
          

I2 .16 .18 .19 .14 .14 .14 .16 .19 .22 .20 .21 .20 .16 .03 .19 .22 .18 .16 .17 .03 .17 .15 .17 .15 .17 .19 .20 .29 .50 
         

 
          

I3 .18 .18 .22 .17 .15 .20 .20 .21 .24 .22 .22 .21 .18 .02 .23 .25 .22 .22 .21 .04 .16 .18 .17 .20 .22 .28 .20 .31 .32 .50 
        

 
          

I4 .21 .19 .20 .18 .21 .19 .22 .18 .23 .62 .62 .46 .48 .14 .47 .48 .39 .39 .36 .16 .24 .35 .47 .30 .42 .53 .44 .34 .28 .33 1.10 
       

 
          

I5 .19 .19 .20 .15 .21 .16 .23 .20 .25 .56 .54 .43 .43 .06 .42 .46 .41 .38 .36 .15 .24 .30 .42 .31 .43 .51 .43 .31 .30 .29 .81 1.03 
      

 
          

I6 .19 .19 .17 .13 .17 .15 .18 .22 .22 .38 .39 .36 .32 .05 .37 .35 .31 .32 .29 .13 .23 .26 .30 .22 .35 .39 .34 .27 .29 .26 .54 .52 .66 
     

 
          

I7 .19 .14 .19 .14 .14 .17 .21 .22 .21 .33 .32 .36 .27 .02 .34 .32 .32 .32 .49 .26 .29 .38 .35 .29 .46 .42 .39 .29 .22 .26 .43 .47 .39 .81 
    

 
          

I8 .24 .19 .21 .15 .19 .18 .23 .24 .27 .48 .46 .42 .37 .08 .38 .41 .38 .36 .50 .39 .31 .43 .55 .39 .47 .67 .55 .32 .28 .31 .62 .65 .51 .66 1.16 
   

 
          

I9 .22 .18 .21 .17 .19 .19 .19 .19 .21 .26 .26 .27 .21 .06 .25 .21 .21 .24 .32 .12 .27 .26 .20 .24 .28 .31 .30 .23 .23 .24 .31 .32 .30 .43 .50 .71 
  

 
          

B1 .14 .17 .17 .13 .13 .12 .16 .15 .17 .15 .15 .15 .13 -.01 .16 .19 .15 .12 .15 -.02 .12 .11 .09 .05 .17 .16 .13 .22 .19 .20 .23 .21 .18 .20 .24 .17 .51 
 

 
          

B2 .13 .17 .18 .08 .11 .10 .22 .17 .21 .17 .19 .17 .16 .02 .18 .25 .19 .20 .12 -.04 .08 .08 .12 .07 .20 .24 .18 .21 .20 .24 .30 .30 .22 .20 .25 .18 .43 .76  
          

B3 .14 .16 .14 .12 .10 .12 .16 .15 .18 .15 .16 .17 .11 .01 .14 .18 .15 .12 .15 .01 .13 .12 .11 .07 .16 .16 .10 .18 .16 .19 .20 .20 .17 .21 .26 .19 .41 .42  .54 
         

B4 .13 .15 .17 .11 .13 .14 .23 .22 .24 .17 .17 .18 .15 .08 .19 .26 .19 .19 .15 .08 .10 .14 .11 .06 .25 .30 .20 .27 .24 .28 .29 .30 .25 .25 .32 .23 .35 .48  .35 .99 
        

B5 .23 .21 .25 .15 .17 .17 .25 .22 .23 .61 .57 .47 .42 .13 .41 .47 .41 .41 .39 .19 .24 .32 .35 .25 .49 .50 .45 .32 .25 .29 .78 .72 .47 .52 .64 .35 .30 .37  .27 .45 1.55 
       

B6 .19 .18 .20 .13 .13 .13 .23 .22 .22 .25 .24 .29 .20 .03 .25 .27 .25 .24 .25 .12 .20 .16 .18 .14 .27 .28 .28 .25 .23 .24 .34 .43 .33 .34 .42 .34 .28 .31  .28 .37 .68 .88 
      

B7 .17 .18 .18 .12 .12 .13 .18 .17 .16 .26 .28 .33 .26 .04 .30 .24 .22 .25 .24 .12 .23 .22 .21 .18 .23 .27 .21 .22 .22 .22 .38 .36 .38 .32 .40 .26 .26 .30  .23 .35 .67 .53 .82 
     

B8 .11 .12 .13 .10 .10 .11 .18 .16 .18 .31 .28 .26 .18 .14 .20 .30 .26 .21 .22 .19 .16 .15 .15 .08 .31 .32 .20 .21 .18 .22 .40 .37 .30 .32 .40 .21 .19 .21  .21 .46 .77 .48 .45 .86 
    

B9 .13 .11 .16 .08 .09 .10 .18 .18 .16 .29 .30 .29 .18 .04 .24 .27 .28 .24 .38 .13 .22 .26 .23 .23 .38 .38 .31 .19 .17 .20 .35 .33 .32 .44 .50 .28 .20 .18  .16 .24 .63 .44 .45 .43 1.04 
   

B10 .19 .17 .23 .10 .10 .11 .20 .18 .22 .42 .39 .38 .33 .09 .33 .34 .31 .34 .40 .36 .28 .33 .52 .32 .44 .68 .48 .26 .26 .27 .56 .53 .39 .52 .79 .36 .23 .25  .23 .29 .76 .45 .47 .49 .56 1.41 
  

B11 .14 .10 .13 .09 .09 .12 .14 .16 .16 .20 .19 .22 .13 .06 .21 .20 .19 .18 .24 .11 .18 .20 .19 .19 .18 .21 .22 .17 .14 .20 .25 .23 .22 .32 .36 .31 .17 .15  .18 .20 .39 .31 .31 .28 .44 .37 .62 
 

B12 .13 .11 .12 .08 .09 .09 .15 .13 .14 .24 .21 .26 .14 .15 .21 .23 .21 .20 .29 .27 .19 .24 .23 .14 .31 .39 .29 .21 .16 .21 .33 .30 .29 .38 .53 .25 .17 .20  .21 .37 .57 .39 .43 .57 .53 .65 .34 .93 
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