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Abstract

From a utilization-focused evaluation perspective, the success of an evaluation is rooted in the
extent to which the evaluation was used by stakeholders. This paper details the ‘‘Expectations to
Change’’ (E2C) process, an interactive, workshop-based method designed to engage primary users
with their evaluation findings as a means of promoting evaluation use and building evaluation
capacity. The process is uniquely suited for contexts in which the aim is to assess performance on a
set of indicators by comparing actual performance to planned performance standards for the pur-
pose of program improvement. The E2C process was originally developed for use in a participatory
evaluation with a non-profit human service organization. Evidence from a one-year follow-up survey
suggested that the method increased participants’ conceptual, instrumental, and process use. The
general utility of the E2C process is discussed.
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Program evaluators strive to conduct evaluations that are useful to stakeholders. Stakeholders are

people who have a vital interest in the program, including funders, administrators, direct service pro-

viders, clients, or individuals associated with the operation of similar programs (Weiss, 1998). Gen-

erally, there are two components of the evaluation that stakeholders can use—(1) the findings and

(2) the process. First, stakeholders can use the evaluation findings to improve their understanding or
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modify their thinking about aspects of the program (referred to as conceptual use) or to make spe-

cific changes to the program (referred to as instrumental use; Alkin & Taut, 2003; Weiss, 1998).

Second, the evaluation process can be used to promote changes in individual thinking and behavior

as well as organizational procedure and culture (referred to as process use, Patton, 2008).

Stakeholder engagement in the evaluation process has been identified as a primary vehicle for

evaluation use (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2013; Bryson, Patton, & Bowman, 2011; Greene, 1988;

Johnson et al., 2009). Collaborative approaches to evaluation (e.g., practical participatory evalua-

tion, utilization-focused evaluation, and empowerment evaluation) foreground the engagement of

stakeholders for the expressed purpose of increasing the use of evaluation information (Cousins

& Earl, 1992; Cousins & Chouinard, 2012; O’Sullivan, 2012; Patton, 2008). Collaborative models

encourage the meaningful involvement of stakeholders in all aspects of an evaluation, including

question formulation, design, data collection, analysis, interpretation, recommendations, and report-

ing. From a practical standpoint, evaluation practitioners could benefit from guidance on how to

approach stakeholder involvement in any one or more of the evaluation phases.

The frameworks offered by Patton (2008) and Torres, Preskill, and Piontek (2005) are two key

sources for guidance on engaging stakeholders during the interpretation, recommendation genera-

tion, and reporting stages of an evaluation. Patton (2008, p. 478) suggests organizing the raw data

in basic patterns to facilitate stakeholder understanding of results. Next, evaluators are encouraged to

help stakeholders interpret the results by posing guiding questions such as ‘‘what do the results

mean?’’ The third component involves helping stakeholders make judgments about whether the

findings are desirable, and the process ends with the generation of recommendations for action based

on the results. Torres and colleagues (2005, p. 186) encourage a multistep ‘‘working session’’ that

begins with displaying the findings in a visual format and providing ample time for stakeholders to

ask questions about procedures and analysis. Stakeholders are then given the opportunity to draw

and discuss conclusions and offer recommendations and action steps. The session ends with detailed

action planning.

These collaborative frameworks provide evaluation practitioners with a starting place from which

to develop an interactive experience for stakeholders. We adapted the frameworks for a context in

which stakeholders from a nonprofit human service organization were interested in self-assessing

their performance on a set of quantitative service quality and outcome indicators for the purpose

of program improvement. In contrast to existing frameworks, the setting required a process that

began with the establishment of standards to serve as a basis for comparison, followed by the com-

parison of the evaluation findings to those standards to identify areas for improvement and then con-

cluded with the formulation of recommendations and action steps to implement changes. To meet

this need, we developed the Expectations to Change (E2C) process and evaluated the extent to which

it promoted evaluation use. In this article, we will describe the steps of the E2C process, present a

case study of its implementation, and share findings from the evaluation of its effectiveness. We will

conclude with a brief discussion of the general utility of the E2C process in evaluation practice.

The E2C Process

The E2C process is a six-step, interactive, workshop-based method used to guide stakeholders from

establishing performance standards (i.e., expectations) to formulating action steps toward desired

programmatic change. The process can be completed in one or more working sessions with those

evaluation stakeholders best positioned to put the evaluation findings to use within their organization

(i.e., the ‘‘primary intended users’’; Patton, 2008). Each of the six steps is described in detail below.

While the specific activities used to carry out each step should be tailored to the evaluation setting,

we provide example activities based on various implementations of the process to date.
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Step 1: Set Expectations

The E2C process begins with the establishment of standards or criteria that will serve as a frame of

reference for determining whether the findings are good or bad, or whether elements of the program

are operating optimally or need improvement. Standards can come from a variety of sources, includ-

ing accepted standards in the field, stated program goals, best practice literature, prior or similar pro-

gram performance, or stakeholders’ personal goals for the program (Cousins & Shulha, 2008;

Patton, 2008). The objective of this step is for stakeholders to reach a consensus about the standards

to be used when reviewing the evaluation findings.

Evaluation practitioners can help stakeholders set their expectations for the findings in any

number of ways. One approach is to provide a set of fill-in-the-blank type ‘‘expectation statements’’

tied to the evaluation questions. For example, if a central evaluation question pertained to whether

the target population was being served, an expectation statement for stakeholders to complete could

be ‘‘We expect that_____% of the people served will reside in rural areas.’’ Another approach is to

help stakeholders create a rubric or other tool for judging the evaluation findings (Davidson, 2005).

For example, the stakeholders could be guided through the creation of a rubric for assessing perfor-

mance on a set of key outcomes. The stakeholders would agree on the levels of performance (e.g.,

poor, fair, good, very good, and excellent) and the criteria for achieving each level, aiming for stan-

dards that are realistic, given the current organizational context.

The standards established in this step serve as the basis on which stakeholders judge, interpret,

and action plan around the findings in subsequent steps. In order for the group to render a collective

judgment about the findings, the standards must reflect their collective expectations; consensus-

building activities that are designed to help a group reach agreement are particularly well suited for

this purpose (see Rees, 2005 and Kaner, 2007 for consensus-building processes and guidelines).

Also, once the standards have been established, the membership of the stakeholder group involved

in the process should remain largely unchanged; a shift in group composition could result in a shift in

previously agreed upon expectations which could lessen the impact of later steps. This has implica-

tions for the timing of this step. If the membership of the stakeholder group is likely to remain

unchanged over the course of the evaluation, this step could be completed in advance of data col-

lection, during the design phase of the evaluation. However, if staff turnover or other changes are

likely to alter the composition of the group in the time it takes to collect and analyze the data, then

it would be advantageous to complete this step immediately before Steps 2–6.

Step 2: Review Findings

The objective of this step is for stakeholders to examine the findings, compare them to their estab-

lished expectations, and form an initial reaction. Evaluators can present findings in a variety of for-

mats, including written documents, PowerPoint or other slideware, or flip chart paper. The findings

should be synthesized to the simplest and most readily digestible form. We highly encourage the use

of tables, charts, and other visual representations of data. Evaluators should dedicate ample time to

teach the stakeholders how to read the evaluation findings; it is essential to ensure that everyone has

the capacity to understand the findings as presented.

The stakeholders are given a period of time to review and reflect on the findings individually.

This individual processing time allows stakeholders to form their own reactions to the findings

before engaging in a larger group discussion where power dynamics and groupthink can

influence an individual’s thinking. Stakeholders compare the findings with the expectations

that were set in Step 1 and record their initial reaction to the findings. This can be done sim-

ply by using an index card with the heading ‘‘My Thoughts on Our Findings’’ and open space

in which to write, or it can be complex with a highly structured worksheet organized by
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evaluation questions with guiding reflection questions and a framework for comparing the

results to the established standards. Again, the evaluation context should dictate the tools

used.

Once stakeholders review the findings on their own, they share their reactions in a round-robin

fashion, starting with what they consider to be the most impactful findings. During the conversation,

evaluators should encourage the stakeholders to pay particular attention to the findings that met or

exceeded their expectations and celebrate those successes. This positive acknowledgment is an

important component because all subsequent steps will focus solely on findings that fell below their

expectations (i.e., negative findings). After the stakeholders share their reactions and celebrate their

successes, they are ready to move on to Step 3.

Step 3: Identify Key Findings

The objective of this step is for stakeholders to pinpoint the findings that require their immediate

attention. Depending on the time available to process the findings, the key findings could be all of

the negative findings or a subset of those findings. If it is possible to interpret, make recommen-

dations, and generate action steps for all of the negative findings, those are designated as ‘‘key

findings’’ and the group is ready to move on to Step 4. However, if it is not feasible for stake-

holders to process all of the negative findings in the time available, use a ranking or prioritization

activity to narrow the findings to those that are most pressing. One option is to rank order the find-

ings based on the extent to which they met the group’s established expectations (Step 2) and then

focus attention on those that indicate the most room for improvement. Another option is to prior-

itize the findings according to their relative importance from the group’s perspective and focus

attention on those that are of greatest immediate concern to the stakeholders. Evaluators should

help the group determine the appropriate approach and then facilitate the process of identifying

key findings.

To help the group identify the best approach, select an activity that encourages democratic dia-

logue, such as a facilitated discussion with a structured voting component. If the group decides to

rank the findings based on the extent to which the findings met their group expectations, help them

arrange the actual findings in descending order of ‘‘distance’’ from the group expectation. For exam-

ple, if the established group expectation was for at least 80% of clients to perform at a particular

level on a set of indicators, stakeholders might arrange the findings starting with those that are clo-

sest to 80% and ending with those closest to 0% and then focus attention on those furthest from 80%.

If the group elects to prioritize the findings based on their perceived relative importance, facilitate an

activity where each person’s opinion is equally weighted so that the final prioritization reflects the

collective viewpoint. ‘‘Paired comparisons’’ is an activity that works well for this purpose—it pro-

vides a structured way to prioritize a list of options by systematically comparing each option with

each of the other options and arriving at ‘‘scores’’ that when ordered from the greatest to least

produce a priority list reflecting the group’s shared perspective (Michigan State University

Extension, 2010).

Once the negative findings have been ranked/prioritized, evaluators should facilitate a discussion

to determine which will be designated ‘‘key findings’’ and carried forward through Steps 4–6.

Encourage the group to discuss their feelings about the list of priorities and express their opinions

about which should be carried forward (e.g., the top 3–5 on the list). During the deliberation, be sure

to consider how many findings can be feasibly processed by the group in the time remaining.

Encourage the stakeholders to retain their ordered list for future interpretation, recommendation

generation, and action planning. Evaluators should remind stakeholders that they can go through this

process on their own or with the help of a facilitator. Once the stakeholders have identified their key

findings, they are ready for Step 4.
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Step 4: Interpret Key Findings

The objective of this step is for stakeholders to understand what the key findings mean. Evaluators

should use an activity that encourages everyone to participate and is designed to help stakeholders

come to a shared understanding of the findings. Rotating flip charts is one such activity (Michigan

State University Extension, 2010). Start by designating one flip chart for each of the key findings; if

there are five key findings, use five flip charts. Arrange the flip charts in a circle, allowing plenty of

space for participants to congregate and easily move among them. Post one of the key findings near

each of the flip charts. Form enough small groups to have one group for each flip chart and then ask

each small group to stand at one of the flip charts. Provide participants with a prompt, such as ‘‘What

do the findings mean? What could be going on to explain this?’’ Have the prompt written on the top

portion of the first sheet of each flip chart so that participants can reference it throughout the activity.

Allot the groups a specified amount of time to discuss and record their interpretations of the first

finding. After the allotted time has passed, ask the groups to rotate to the next chart and discuss and

record their interpretations of that finding, reading what the previous group wrote, and expanding or

adding alternative explanations. Repeat the process until each small group has interrupted each of

the key findings.

Next, evaluators should facilitate a large group discussion of the interpretation of the key find-

ings. Starting with one of the findings, review the interpretations written on the flip chart, clarifying

and fleshing out their ideas. Allow ample time for this discussion to ensure that all interpretations

have been fully integrated. Once the interpretations have been synthesized, move on to the next find-

ing. Continue the discussion until all of the key findings have been interpreted, at which point the

stakeholders are ready for Step 5.

Step 5: Make Recommendations

The objective of this step is for stakeholders to generate recommendations for change based on their

interpretation of the findings. Use an activity that encourages everyone to participate, elicits many

ideas, and inspires creativity. Brainstorming activities are ideal for this purpose (Michigan State

University Extension, 2010; Rees, 2005). While any number of brainstorming activities would work,

continuing with the rotating flip chart activity allows for a seamless transition from one step to the

next. Retain the room and group arrangement and flip to a clean sheet of paper on each of the charts.

Define ‘‘recommendation’’ for the group and provide a prompt, such as ‘‘What specific actions do

we need to take address this?’’ Again, it is helpful to record the prompt in plain view for participants

to reference throughout the activity. Also, propose and gain agreement on a set of guidelines for the

recommendations, such as ‘‘recommendations should include actions that are (1) within the group’s

control, (2) feasible with available resources, and (3) attainable within a specified timeframe (e.g., 1

year).’’ As before, allot the groups a specified amount of time to discuss and record their recommen-

dations for the first finding. After the allotted time has passed, ask the groups to rotate to the next

chart and discuss and record their recommendations for that finding, reading what the previous

group wrote and expanding or adding new ideas. Repeat the process until each small group has gen-

erated recommendations for each of the key findings.

Next, facilitate a large group discussion of the recommendations. Starting with one of the find-

ings, review the recommendations written on the chart, asking for clarification as needed, combining

redundant ideas, and excluding ideas that did not meet the agreed upon guidelines. Help the stake-

holders synthesize the ideas into a clear set of recommendations and then move on to the next find-

ing. Continue the process until the group has arrived at a final set of recommendations, at which

point they are ready for Step 6.
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Step 6: Plan for Change

The objective of this step is for stakeholders to formulate an action plan for implementing their

recommendations. Evaluators should select an activity that enlists all of the stakeholders and

result in concrete next steps. One approach is to use a combination of sticky wall activities

(Michigan State University Extension, 2010) and small group work to accomplish the objective.

Transfer the final set of recommendations onto large sticky notes and post the sticky notes ran-

domly across a wall. Provide each stakeholder with one red sticky dot and a set of green sticky

dots (the exact number of green dots depends on the size of the group and the number of rec-

ommendations the group has the capacity to take action on). Introduce the red dot as their ‘‘pas-

sion dot’’ and ask the stakeholders to approach the wall and place their passion dot on the

recommendation toward which they are willing to dedicate leadership energy. Next, introduce

the green dots as ‘‘helper dots’’ and ask the stakeholders to place those dots on the recommen-

dations toward which they are willing to direct helper energy. The red and green dots represent

the team that will work on the corresponding recommendation. Place any recommendation

without a team off to the side and explain that a list will be retained so they can attend to those

recommendations in the future.

Once the teams have been formed, give each an opportunity to come together to talk more about

their recommendation, generate some tangible next steps, and identify a date for their next meeting.

Then, adhere a timeline with designated increments (e.g., 1 month, 3 months, 6 months, 9 months,

and 1 year) to the wall and ask the team leaders to report on their team’s next steps and then place

their recommendation on the timeline based on when their team commits to having it completed.

During the reporting, have a stakeholder document the recommendations (including those without

a team), team leaders and helpers, next steps, and timeline.

As shown in Figure 1, after the plan for change step, the process cycles back to ‘‘set expecta-

tions.’’ The E2C process is designed to support continuous program improvement. Once the plan

for change has been implemented, the stakeholders can set new expectations, collect data, and then

work through the process again, either with a facilitator or on their own.

Figure 1. Expectations to Change (E2C) Process.
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Implementing the E2C Process: Considerations

There are several important considerations when implementing the E2C process. The first consid-

eration is who to include. To make this decision, the evaluator, in consultation with their client,

should consider who within or outside the organization is best positioned to put the evaluation

findings to use. In other words, the goal is to include individuals who bring diverse perspectives

and can translate the findings into action to improve the operation of the program. This may

include, for example, direct services staff, administrators, funders, or service recipients. Depend-

ing on the setting, it may or may not be advisable to assemble a heterogeneous group. Varying

levels of authority within a group can create a dynamic where individuals with more power dom-

inate the process while those with less power feel uncomfortable sharing their opinions and ideas.

In some situations, the influence of authority imbalances among a group can be addressed by

establishing ground rules that encourage full, equal participation and voice. Alternatively, it may

be necessary to select one key group with whom to move forward or hold separate sessions for

each unique stakeholder group.

A second consideration is the amount of time and number of working sessions needed. There is

no set amount of time required for the E2C process; the process can be tailored to fit any evalua-

tion context. We have facilitated the process with a group as small as five with a set of findings for

nine quantitative indicators in one 1.5-hr session and with a group as large as 15 with multiple

evaluation questions, each with a substantial number of findings in three, 3-hr sessions (9 hr total).

The total amount of time needed depends on the number of findings that are going to be processed

in the workshop and the estimated amount of time needed to work through those findings with the

planned activities. It is helpful to start by identifying the activities that are going to be used to carry

out each step of the E2C process, estimating the amount of time needed for each step and then

calculating the total time based on those estimates, also accounting for time required for introduc-

tions/background and closing activities. If the organization cannot dedicate the amount of time

required, adjust the plan by further limiting the number of key findings that will be processed dur-

ing Steps 4–6.

In addition to the total amount of time, the number of working sessions requires consideration. It

may be easier for some groups to come together for a full-day workshop, while others may prefer to

break up the work into multiple, shorter sessions. Either plan can be accommodated. If multiple,

shorter sessions are preferred, efforts will need to be made to retain participants across all sessions.

Gaining participants’ commitment to attend all sessions and spacing the sessions no more than 1

week apart may aid in preventing scheduling conflicts and staff turnover from significantly effecting

group membership.

Space is a third consideration when implementing the E2C process. Ideally, the workshop ses-

sions should help in a space away from the organization’s daily activities to minimize distractions

and interruptions. The room should have tables and chairs that can be arranged in a semicircle or

U-shape so that participants can easily engage with one another. The room must be large enough

to accommodate an instruction area in front of the tables and space for each of the planned interac-

tive activities, such as rotating flip charts. The room will also need adequate wall space for hanging

posters and other materials needed for activities, such as the sticky wall.

A final consideration to note when implementing the E2C process is the skills and roles of the

facilitators. An E2C facilitator needs strong interpersonal and communication skills. They must

be able to lead activities, teach, and act as technical consultant. Further, they need the skills to

encourage participants’ full, equal participation, manage disruptive behavior, and address technical

issues that arise such as the misinterpretation of the findings. These are essential skills of effective

‘‘interactive evaluation practice’’ (King & Stevahn, 2013) that can be strengthened through training

and experience.
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Implementing the E2C Process: A Case Study

The E2C process was originally developed for use in a participatory evaluation with a large domestic

violence shelter program. This evaluation began during the third year of a 5-year initiative to build

the organization’s research and evaluation capacity. The impetus for the evaluation of the shelter

program was an administrator’s concern about the extent to which services were being delivered

in accordance with the organization’s empowerment philosophy. At the outset of the project, a work

group consisting of the evaluators, key program administrators, and select direct service staff was

formed. The work group’s aim was to determine the evaluation questions, design the data collection

instruments, make decisions about the data collection procedures, and oversee the finding’s interpre-

tation and reporting process. Following data collection, the work group discussed options for inter-

preting and reporting the findings and elected to engage all of the direct service staff who would

ultimately use the evaluation findings to improve service delivery. With guidance from the evalua-

tion practice literature and a process facilitation expert (third author), the evaluators developed the

E2C process and implemented it in three, 3-hr workshop sessions with 13 direct service staff and 2

program administrators.

The workshop sessions were held at the local public library to ensure adequate space for activities as

well as provide an environment free from work-related distractions and interruptions. Tables were

arranged in a U-shape so that participants could see one another and the facilitators could easily lead the

group. At the front of the room, two large posters were displayed, one with the evaluation questions and

one with the E2C diagram (Figure 1). The workshop began with a review of the evaluation purpose,

questions, and methods, as well as an introduction to each step of the E2C process, referencing the pos-

ters displayed on the wall. We then established ground rules to help facilitate effective group dynamics

and manage behaviors that hinder productive group work (Michigan State University Extension, 2010).

Our ground rules included participate fully, everyone has an equal voice, keep an open mind, respect

each other, one person at a time, and accept the data as valid. The purpose of the last ground rule was

to minimize participants’ desire to explain away negative findings by finding fault with the study meth-

odology or questioning respondents’ (i.e., program recipients’) motives or perceptions.

Once the ground rules were agreed upon, each stakeholder was provided with a binder that con-

tained a printed copy of the E2C diagram, worksheets, and the data organized by evaluation ques-

tion. To maximize readability and build capacity, frequency data were presented in tables structured

to replicate the format of the reports generated by the organization’s client information system.

Analysis of variance and correlation results were displayed in summary tables and graphs. Qualita-

tive data were provided in raw format for the purpose of enriching stakeholders’ understanding of

the quantitative data.

After orienting stakeholders to the materials contained in their binders, we started the E2C pro-

cess. At each step, we explained the rationale and objective of the step and then guided them through

the planned activities. During the first session, we worked through the first three steps for each eva-

luation question. For Step 1, set expectations, stakeholders were guided through the completion of

the expectations statements listed on worksheets in their binders, and a facilitated group discussion

was used to reach consensus. Step 2, review findings, began with a lesson on how to read the data as

presented and then stakeholders were given ample time to digest and record their reactions to the

findings before sharing and discussing their thoughts with the larger group. During the large group

discussion, attention was drawn to findings that exceeded expectations and stakeholders were

encouraged to reflect on the meaning and implications of the positive findings. To identify key find-

ings (Step 3), stakeholders were asked to come up to a flip chart pad at the front of the room and

write the three to five findings that had not met their expectations and that they felt required the

groups’ immediate attention. To prioritize the generated list of findings, each person was then given

three sticky dots (one red, one blue, and one green) and directed to read the entire list and place their
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red dot on the finding they believed needed the most urgent attention, their blue dot on the second

most urgent finding, and their green dot on the third most important urgent finding.

Between the first and second session, the evaluators ranked the findings for each evaluation ques-

tion based on the stakeholders’ sticky dot voting. Then, at the second session, the group was pro-

vided with a summary of their rankings organized by evaluation questions. Starting with the key

findings identified for the first evaluation question, stakeholders were guiding through a discussion

of what the findings meant and their interpretations were documented on flip chart paper (Step 4).

Next, the large group was divided into smaller groups and each small group was assigned a finding for

which they brainstormed recommendations for change and then presented those recommendations to

the large group for discussion (Step 5). Finally, the full list of recommendations was posted and the

large group completed a worksheet detailing plans to put the recommendations into action (Step 6).

For each recommendation, a team was identified and concrete next steps were discussed. Steps 4–6

were repeated for each evaluation question over the course of the second and third workshop sessions.

Evidence of Evaluation Use Following the E2C Process

One year after the E2C workshop, the 12 workshop participants still working at the organization

(of the original 15) were asked to complete an online survey, administered via Survey Monkey, to

assess the extent to which the evaluation had been used. Participation was voluntary, no financial

compensation was provided, and informed consent was obtained prior to entering the survey. The

survey consisted of six open-ended questions written to assess conceptual use, instrumental use,

and process use. For example, participants were asked the following questions, ‘‘how did the [eva-

luation] affect the way you think about domestic violence, clients’ needs, or the work you do at

[the organization]?’’ ‘‘What changes have been made in response to the findings from the [evalua-

tion]?’’ and ‘‘By participating in the workshop did you learn new things about program evaluation

that you did not know before? If so, what?’’ All 12 staff members completed the survey, resulting

in a 100% response rate.

To analyze the qualitative data, we utilized a thematic analysis described by Braun and Clare

(2006). First, we (the first and second authors) independently read the responses to familiarize our-

selves with the data. We generated a list of initial codes separately and then came together to develop

a coding scheme based on agreed upon codes. We recoded the entire data set based on the coding

scheme and developed themes. Finally, themes were reviewed, defined, and named through a shared

iterative process between coders.

Table 1. Evidence of Evaluation Use.

Type of
Evaluation Use Evidence

Conceptual 83% discussed increased knowledge and awareness of clients’ experiences
50% gained insight about programmatic weaknesses and areas needing improvement
42% discussed increased understanding of theory underlying service delivery and how to put

that theory into practice
Instrumental 54% described using the findings to add or improve components to the program

54% described how the findings lead them to change the way they interact with clients
Process 75% discussed the value of evaluation data

58% discussed learning specific skills such as collecting data systematically and interpreting
findings
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Overall, the survey findings showed that the evaluation findings were used by the service

providers in the year after the workshop. As shown in Table 1, a majority of the stakeholders

identified conceptual, instrumental, and process uses of the evaluation. Conceptual use took the

form of improved understanding or modification of thinking about aspects of the program.

Eighty-three percent (n ¼ 10) of stakeholders described how the findings increased their knowl-

edge and awareness of clients’ experiences receiving services from the shelter program. ‘‘It

gave me more information about what survivors think and gain/don’t gain from the services

we provide. This gave me a more informed lens for direct service and program planning’’

(Rachel1). Additionally, six stakeholders discussed how the evaluation revealed the programma-

tic weaknesses and areas that they needed to improve when delivering services to survivors.

The E2C process helped stakeholders see the gap between current and desired state of service

delivery.

I have learned that while we are an agency that provides voice to those who otherwise don’t have one

within the community; we sometimes create an environment within that causes survivors to not feel they

could speak. That bothered me. (Michelle)

Forty-two percent of stakeholders stated that the evaluation increased their understanding about

empowerment theory and provided guidance about how to utilize this theory when delivering

services.

Instrumental uses were also identified by stakeholders in the form of organizational- and

individual-level changes within the shelter. At the organizational level, over half (54%) of the sta-

keholders surveyed described using the findings to add or improve components to the shelter pro-

gram. For example, stakeholders described posting a visual depiction of the dynamics of an

abusive relationship or offering life skills workshops in order to strengthen educational components

of the program. On an individual level, 54% described how the findings lead them to change the way

they interact with clients. Participants discussed making themselves appear more available to clients

by shifting their body language or making it a priority to introduce themselves to clients soon after

they arrive at shelter. They also integrated the dynamics of domestic violence into the conversations

that they have with women. The quote below typified the various organizational- and individual-

level changes that were made following the E2C workshop:

Staff has been more aware of the literature and information that is put out in shelter about DV [domestic

violence]. Large ‘‘Power and Control Wheels’’ have been posted in shelter. Staff has also been doing

workshops to help residents with life skills. I personally now make sure to introduce myself to new res-

idents as soon as they come into shelter. (Sophia)

In addition to conceptual and instrumental use, stakeholders described specific ways their partici-

pation in the E2C workshop contributed to process use. Their participation fostered service providers’

appreciation for, increased their knowledge of, and enhanced their ability to engage in evaluation

activities. Stakeholders extensively discussed the value of evaluation data, and specifically, how ben-

eficial data could be to providing perspectives that service providers had not always considered.

Yes, I did learn new things pertaining to how the clients were surveyed at the end of their shelter stay and

feedback was created for the shelter staff. The program evaluation taught each of us ways that we can

improve and things the clients would like to see from us more often. Also, we learned what has worked

in the past and things we can continue to do to empower the women and families we serve. (Mary)

Seven stakeholders (58%) also discussed learning specific skills such as collecting data system-

atically and interpreting findings. Christine summarizes briefly, ‘‘Yes, how to interpret the findings
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instead of simply looking at the results.’’ Veronica said, ‘‘I try to be more consistent when collecting

data.’’ Finally, Sherry offered, ‘‘Yes, I learned this really great way to do program evaluation where

staff come up with some of the questions that are asked and they are involved in the process.’’

Conclusion

The E2C process is designed to engage stakeholders with their evaluation findings as a means of

promoting evaluation use and building evaluation capacity. The distinguishing feature of this pro-

cess from other available frameworks is that it is uniquely suited for contexts in which the aim is

to assess performance on a set of indicators by comparing actual performance to planned perfor-

mance standards for the purpose of program improvement. In the E2C process, stakeholders are

guided through establishing standards, comparing the actual results to those standards to identify

areas for improvement, and then generating recommendation and concrete action steps to implement

desired changes. At its core, E2C is a process of self-evaluation and the role of the evaluator is that of

facilitator, teacher, and technical consultant.

There are two key limitations to the E2C process that should be considered. First, the process can

be resource intensive. The use of the E2C process requires the continued engagement of the evalua-

tor beyond a final written report and a willingness on the part of the stakeholder group to commit

time, energy, and money to this activity. For the evaluator, planning the workshop and preparing

materials can be time intensive. For instance, we have found that writing the facilitation plan and

preparing materials for a full-day workshop can take up to 16 hr. Also, we have found it beneficial

to have two facilitators—co-facilitating activities or one as the primary facilitator and one assist-

ing—which introduces further time investment and cost. The stakeholders have to see the value

in covering the cost of the evaluators’ time, materials, and the time of participating staff members.

The organization may also have to consider how to manage service provision in the absence of their

direct service staff. Finally, the organization or evaluator must have access to adequate space to

accommodate the group and planned activities. In some cases, resource constraints may render this

process impracticable.

A second limitation is that the E2C process was developed for use with quantitative data, and it is

currently unclear how the process would be carried out with qualitative or mixed-method data. It is

possible that deductive, theoretical or data-driven qualitative analytic techniques (i.e., deductive

content analysis or theoretical thematic analysis) could align with the standards-based (i.e., hypoth-

esis-driven) E2C process (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Elo & Kyngas, 2008). We are currently in the pro-

cess of testing this assertion.

Limitations notwithstanding, the primary strength of the E2C process is that it provides eva-

luation practitioners with a clear set of steps and suggested activities to guide stakeholders from

establishing performance standards to generating tangible action steps for putting the evaluation

findings to use within their organization. While a formal written report alone can lead to eva-

luation use, the E2C workshop affords stakeholders the dedicated time and structure to collec-

tively process the evaluative information and develop a plan for taking action. We have seen

the evaluation come to life for stakeholders during the E2C process (Hwalek & DeSole,

2012; Hwalek & Williams, 2012); they expressed genuine interest in, excitement about, and

commitment to understanding and using the information that came from the evaluation, and the

energy generated during the process carried through as they put the evaluation to use within

their organization. Future research on evaluation practices should explore the unique contribu-

tion of interactive processes such as this on evaluation use, above and beyond the influence of

traditional reporting methods.

Another strength of the E2C process is that it can be adapted for use in a variety of evaluation

settings. One setting in which we believe the process has particular utility is that of nonprofit
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evaluation. Most nonprofit organizations engage in process and outcome monitoring and evaluation

activities to gauge program performance. Due to resource and capacity constraint, often the data are

collected and reported to funders and other external stakeholders for the purpose of accountability

but not fully harnessed for internal program improvement purposes. By providing direct service staff

with the opportunity to systematically compare their evaluation results to agreed-upon performance

standards, celebrate successes, and address weaknesses, the E2C process facilitates self-evaluation

for the purpose of continuous program improvement.
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