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ABSTRACT 

Cultural competence in evaluation has different meanings for different evaluators.  As 

evidenced by the literature the term “cultural competence” in itself conjures various definitions 

and implies certain assumptions.  Given the elusiveness of an agreed upon definition, or even 

consistent terminology in evaluation, this research sought to understand cultural competence 

from a Black perspective.  The goal of understanding cultural competence in evaluation from a 

Black perspective led to the use of a phenomenological research framework. While this 

research is not reflective of the collective perspectives and opinions of all Black evaluators, this 

exploration does attempt to provide information about the specific issues covered in this study.  

The purpose of this research is (1) to assess key characteristics about Black evaluators, (2) to 

identify the defining characteristics of cultural competence in evaluation, as identified by Black 

evaluators, and (3) to identify the skills one needs to become a culturally competent evaluator.    

A mixed-method approach, employing both qualitative and quantitative methods was 

used for data collection and analysis.  For this study, quantitative data were collected through 

questionnaires and qualitative data were collected through interviews.  These methods were 

chosen to help support the research purpose of better understanding the population of Black 

evaluators as identified in the Directory of Evaluators of Color and interviewing a sample of 

those evaluators. A questionnaire was developed using yes-no dichotomous responses, 

structured response items, and open-ended questions.  In-depth interviews were also 

conducted during and after the administration of the questionnaire. The use of both survey 

data and in-depth interviews allowed the researcher to gain access to more descriptive 

information and thus provided more insight into the perspectives of Black evaluators.    

A review of the recent evaluation literature discloses several terms used when 

discussing the role of culture in evaluation.  Despite the field’s lack of agreement on the terms 

used to identify the role of culture in evaluation, the researcher adopted the use of cultural 

competence. In all survey and interview materials, cultural competence was the chosen 

terminology. The agreement of both the survey respondents and the interviewees in identifying 

essential components of cultural responsiveness and cultural competence, despite the use of 
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different terms, indicates the impact of the interchangeable nature of the two terms.  The 

inconsistency in the field signals not only the lack of consistency among evaluators and 

researchers, but also serves to weaken the overarching argument of the importance of culture 

in evaluation.  This research contends that the terms cultural responsive evaluation and 

cultural responsiveness be adopted and used when referencing the incorporation of cultural 

context in evaluation.  Clear distinctions between cultural competence and responsiveness 

should be used and enforced.  The survey respondents and interviewees both included the 

knowledge of the evaluator (personal and cultural), as well as technical evaluation skills, in 

identifying the defining principles of culturally responsive evaluation.  These principles overlap 

with and help to support the existing literature on culturally responsive evaluation.  

Blacks in evaluation have been an untapped research resource.  Their professional and 

personal experiences help to add another dimension to the evaluation field.  Their educational 

experiences show that they are credentialed and experienced in a variety of areas, including 

education and psychology.  Their voices on cultural competence/responsiveness in evaluation 

are those that seem to lead the discussion in the field.  Their scholarship creates a base from 

which to draw what we know about culture in evaluation.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Educational program evaluation developed into a branch of educational research in the 

1930’s through the influence of Ralph W. Tyler (Worthen & Sanders, 1991).  Since the 1930’s, 

program evaluation has evolved into a legitimate research area with many contributions to 

education, as well as other fields.  Over the last two decades, discussions in evaluation have 

centered on evaluation utilization, evaluation’s role in meeting the needs of program 

stakeholders, and the inclusion of stakeholders’ concerns and values (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & 

Worthen, 2004).  This shift from Tyler’s focus on testing and outcomes measurement to an 

emphasis on collaborative and participant-oriented evaluation approaches highlights the need 

for changes in evaluation methodology, not only in the way evaluation is framed, but also how 

evaluation is executed in a given context.    

Context and Rationale for the Study 

Collaborative and participant-oriented approaches value stakeholder participation and 

place value on the views of program participants and others involved in the evaluative process.  

These collaborative approaches and theories help to create a framework in which cultural 

competence in evaluation can be supported.  In order to completely engage stakeholders in 

participant-oriented approaches, evaluators must fully comprehend the depth of the program’s 

culture.  Culture and cultural context are important not only to the program, but also to the 

evaluation process.  The culture of the program, its participants, staff, and other stakeholders 

must be well understood in order to fully and effectively evaluate a program.      

Evaluators work within various diverse cultural and organizational settings and contribute 

“sensitivity to multicultural issues and perspectives to their work” (Mertens, 1994, p.17).  The 

changing demographics of our society underscore the demand for culturally sensitive 

epistemologies in addition to culturally diverse and aware professionals, specifically in 

evaluation.  Davis (1992) contends there have been “few serious efforts to design and evaluate 

programs that are based on culturally diverse perspectives” (p. 61).  Since that time, several 

terms and methods have emerged to discuss the role of culture in evaluation.  Some of those 

terms include: multicultural validity (Kirkhart, 1995), culturally responsive evaluation (Frierson, 

Hood, & Hughes, 2002), multicultural/culturally competent evaluation (Hopson, 2003), and 

cultural competence in evaluation (SenGupta, Hopson & Thompson, 2004).  The field’s lack of 

standardized terminology regarding culture in evaluation demonstrates the complexity of this 
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issue (Hopson, 2003).  The lack of consensus regarding terminology and meaning also 

underscores the need for further study of the role of culture in evaluation, specifically from the 

perspective of the evaluator.   

Despite these issues, the evaluation literature, as well as the evaluation profession 

highlights several essential tools of a culturally competent evaluator. Those include: (1) 

Evaluator Knowledge and Technical Skills, (2) Collaborative and Participatory Evaluation 

Frame, (3) Culture Relevant Skills, and (4) Mentoring Relationships.   

Evaluation knowledge and skills refers to the technical knowledge of evaluation 

methods, models & techniques.  Evaluation has since shifted from a reliance on objective-based 

tests to a more collaborative participatory model.  A collaborative and participatory evaluation 

frame is needed to fully engage stakeholders as needed in culturally competent evaluation.  

Program participants are not subjects, but they are stakeholders not only of the program but 

should be included in the evaluation as well.   At the core of culturally competent evaluation is 

responsive evaluation and deliberative democratic evaluation.  These two collaborative and 

participator evaluation methods can be used to provide a foundation for culturally competent 

evaluation.   

In culturally competent evaluation, culture is defined in the broad context. Culture can be 

defined by race/ethnic background, gender, etc.  In addition, cultures can operate within 

different sets of rules and an evaluator’s knowledge and awareness of the culture of a program 

is key to developing a deeper understanding of that program.  Given the high numbers of 

minority students, participants, and staff that take part in social and educational programs, more 

culturally sensitive evaluators are needed to evaluate these programs and culture relevant skills 

are necessary (Davis, 1992; Fitzpatrick, 1994; Frierson, 2003; Hood, 2000, 2001; Madison, 

1992; Mertens, 1994).  Hood (2000, 2001) discussed the need to cultivate young evaluators of 

color.  The Guiding Principles for Evaluators also state that evaluators should maintain 

relationships with other evaluators.  These relationships are mentoring relationships that help 

novice evaluators develop competency, as well as socialize them to the field.  Developing and 

mentoring evaluators of color who can practice culturally competent evaluation helps to ensure 

that more evaluators can meet the demands of the field.   

Diverse evaluators approach the field from a variety of educational programs and have 

extensive and professional experiences, given the interdisciplinary nature of evaluation.  These 

experiences have shaped their socialization into the profession.  Socialization is “perceived as a 

process involving learning the variety of values, attitudes, and expectations of appropriate 
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behavior and social roles considered important for one’s effective social functioning” (Assibey-

Mensah, 1997, p. 248).  Fundamental to the success of budding evaluators is the important 

interaction with successful evaluation role models.  Mentoring is known to be important when 

integrating new members into a given group and one way this socialization takes place.   

Blacks engaged in evaluation settings possess a different perspective than majority 

evaluators based upon their lived experiences, adding richness to the evaluation, in design, 

technique, and reporting (Hood, 2001; Tidwell, 1982).  The experiences, skills, and/or 

perspectives of evaluators of color, specifically Black evaluators, have received little attention in 

the evaluation research literature.  An examination of the existing literature reveals no faces of 

color credited with historical contributions to the evaluation field. A document review by Hood 

(2001) yielded a list of 25 Black doctoral recipients in the evaluation field.  Of those 25 pioneers 

identified, 15 published articles in scholarly journals and ten published evaluation studies and 

reports, or discussions of evaluation theory and practice (Hood, 2001).  Despite this evidence, 

these evaluators have not received the professional recognition (i.e., citations of work by 

colleagues) in the peer-reviewed published evaluation literature. To this end, a gap in the 

literature exists. This void in the literature stimulates the researcher’s desire to learn more about 

the experiences of Black evaluators.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this fact-finding research is to (1) assess key characteristics about Black 

evaluators, (2) identify the defining characteristics of cultural competence in evaluation, as 

identified by Black evaluators, and (3) identify the skills one needs to become a culturally 

competent evaluator.    

A close look at professional evaluators’ educational and racial backgrounds, reveals two 

deficiencies: (1) lack of terminal degree holders, and (2) lack of significant number of minorities. 

The true number of Black evaluators is unknown.  Johnson (2000) supported the idea of 

determining the demographics of evaluators, including minority evaluators.  Researching the 

characteristics of current evaluators helps to identify influences that affect the professional 

socialization of emerging Black evaluators.  Developing a deeper understanding of the 

evaluators’ background information helps to further comprehend the evaluators’ current frame of 

reference, based on their past experiences.  Identifying the factors that encourage the 

development of competency among Black evaluation professionals will help to provide 

recommendations for creating and maintaining intentional interventions to assist more Blacks in 

developing evaluation competency.  Defining and identifying the key characteristics of cultural 
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competence in evaluation, from an evaluators’ perspective, also contributes to the ongoing 

discussion of culture’s role in evaluation.  

Significance of the Study 

The educational significance of this study is to advance the body of knowledge in the 

field of program evaluation.  This research seeks to understand Black evaluators’ understanding 

and perceptions of cultural competence in evaluation by examining the construct through a 

phenomenological research approach.  There is very limited scholarly work on understanding 

the term cultural competence in evaluation. Additionally, how cultural competence is viewed 

from an evaluator’s standpoint, or how it is realized in evaluation practice has not been explored 

fully in the literature.    

The perspectives of Black evaluators have not been heard, or documented in evaluation 

literature.  Little is known about Black evaluators and their professional experiences and 

training.  Full comprehension of how evaluation literature and evaluation practice intersect helps 

to ensure meaningful and useful evaluations that impact a diverse body of stakeholders, as well 

as identify lessons that can be learned to help improve evaluation training, practice, and 

evaluation research.   

Research Questions 

This study was guided by the following research questions: 

1. What have been the educational and professional experiences of Black 

evaluation professionals? 

2. How do Black evaluation professionals define cultural competence in evaluation? 

3. What skills do Black evaluation professionals believe are necessary to develop to 

become a culturally competent evaluator?  

Population of Interest 

The program evaluation literature is void of any literature that attempts to provide 

demographic information about the evaluators who make up the discipline.  Locating information 

on Black evaluators is even more difficult.  This research attempts to add to the existing 

literature key information about Black evaluators.  While this study focused only on one ethnic 

group, Blacks, the same inquiry could be made for others such as, Latinos, Native Americans, 

and Asian Americans, who are often excluded as well.   

Definitions of Terms 

Black evaluator.  Black evaluation professionals in this study will include current 

professional program evaluators of African and African American descent.  These evaluators 
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were identified using the American Evaluation Association’s (AEA) Directory of Evaluators of 

Color and Evaluators with Cross-Cultural Experience. Evaluators listed in the directory were 

identified through a survey, the Evaluator of Color Survey (2000), administered as part of the 

Building Diversity Initiative.  Respondents were asked to self-report their race and ethnicity, 

areas of expertise, and contact information.    

Cultural competency.  A review of the recent evaluation literature discloses several 

terms used when discussing the role of culture in evaluation.  Those terms include: multicultural 

validity (Kirkhart, 1995), culturally responsive evaluation (Frierson, Hood, & Hughes, 2002), 

multicultural/culturally competent evaluation (Hopson, 2003), and cultural competence in 

evaluation (SenGupta, Hopson & Thompson, 2004). In all survey and interview materials, 

cultural competence was the chosen terminology, given its wide acceptance by the field as 

evidenced by a special issue of the New Directions for Evaluation journal (SenGupra, Hopson & 

Thompson, 2004).  The editors label cultural competence: 

Broadly defined as systematic, responsive inquiry that is actively cognizant, 

understanding, and appreciative of the cultural context in which the evaluation takes 

place; that frames and articulates the epistemology of the evaluative endeavor; that 

employs culturally and contextually appropriate methodology; and that uses stakeholder-

generated interpretive means to arrive at the results and further use of the findings 

(SenGupta, Hopson, and Thompson-Robinson 2004, p. 13).    

Mentoring.  For this research mentoring is defined as an active reciprocal relationship 

(Healy & Welchert, 1990; Thomas, 1990) between an advanced person and a beginner 

(protégé) aimed at promoting competence and the career development (Busch, 1985; Healy & 

Welchert, 1990; Hunt & Michael, 1983; Thomas, 1990) of both parties involved (Altman, et al, 

1991; Athey, Avery & Zemsky, 2000; Healy & Welchert, 1990; Wright & Wright, 1987).  In this 

study mentoring is illustrated by (1) networking with evaluation professionals during and after 

graduate school, (2) networking with other professionals during and after graduate school, (3) 

mutually agreed upon relationship(s) with evaluation professional(s), and (4) advising from 

graduate school faculty, colleagues or supervisor(s).    

Limitations of the Study 

The American Evaluation Association (AEA), the largest professional association for 

evaluators, had only recently begun collecting the racial categories of its membership at the 

start of this research.  Hence, there were no accurate counts of the numbers of Blacks in the 

program evaluation field at the start of this research, except in the Directory of Evaluators of 
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Color.  There were only 98 evaluators who self-reported African/African American (non-

Hispanic) in the Directory of Evaluators of Color.  Because the true number of Black evaluators 

is unknown, and the Directory of Evaluators of Color was the only source (at the time of this 

research) of centrally located contact information for Black evaluators, this number should be 

viewed as only a small sampling of the entire population of Black evaluators.  The small number 

in the study also impacts the possible generalizability of the results of this study.      

Given the small number of Black evaluators in the survey population, the pilot study 

participants also were included in the final distribution for the survey.  The inclusion of this small 

group could have potential for skewed responses based on their prior exposure to the 

questionnaire items.   

After the study was developed and had commenced new literature that could have 

potentially impacted data collection and the chosen terminology was published.  This research 

shed additional light on the issues of this research and could have been used to help further 

develop and refine the questions of inquiry.    
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

 

Program evaluation is a young and evolving area of study.  It is important that evaluators 

understand the historical and present-day activities of the field to better appreciate the field’s 

development over time (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000). An overview of the history of program 

evaluation highlights that the field has experienced a shift from the 1930s and a focus on testing 

and outcomes measurement to an emphasis on collaborative and participant-oriented 

evaluation approaches (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004). Over the last two decades, discussions in 

evaluation have centered on evaluation utilization, evaluation’s role in meeting the needs of 

program stakeholders, and an emphasis on inclusion of stakeholders’ concerns and values.  

These recent discussions have highlighted the need for changes in evaluation methodology.  

Not only in the way evaluation is framed, but also how evaluation is executed in a given context.   

  Culture and cultural context are important not only to the program, but also to the 

evaluation process.  The culture of the program, its participants, staff, and other stakeholders 

must be well understood in order to fully and effectively evaluate a program.  Evaluators work 

within various diverse cultural and organizational settings and contribute “sensitivity to 

multicultural issues and perspectives to their work” (Mertens, 1994, p.17).  The changing 

demographics of our society underscore the demand for culturally sensitive epistemologies in 

addition to culturally diverse and aware professionals, specifically in evaluation.  Davis (1992) 

contends there have been “few serious efforts to design and evaluate programs that are based 

on culturally diverse perspectives” (p. 61).  Since that time, several terms and methods have 

emerged to discuss the role of culture in evaluation literature. Those terms will be explored in 

this literature review.   This study seeks to understand the intersection between discussions of 

culture in evaluation literature and the evaluation profession considers to be important for 

culturally competent evaluation.  The evaluation literature, as well as the evaluation profession 

highlights several essential tools of a culturally competent evaluator. Those include: (1) 

Evaluator Knowledge and Technical Skills, (2) Collaborative and Participatory Evaluation 

Frame, (3) Culture Relevant Skills, and (4) Mentoring Relationships.  Figure 1 details the 

framework used to guide the study. 

Evaluation knowledge and skills refers to the technical knowledge of evaluation 

methods, models & techniques.  Evaluation has since shifted from a reliance on objective-based 

tests to a more collaborative participatory model.  A collaborative and participatory evaluation 
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frame is needed to fully engage stakeholders as needed in culturally competent evaluation.  

Program participants are not subjects, but they are stakeholders not only of the program but 

should be included in the evaluation as well.   At the core of culturally competent evaluation is 

responsive evaluation and deliberative democratic evaluation.  These two collaborative and 

participator evaluation methods can be used to provide a foundation for culturally competent 

evaluation.   

Given the high numbers of minority students, participants, and staff that take part in 

social and educational programs, more culturally sensitive evaluators are needed to evaluate 

these programs (Davis, 1992; Fitzpatrick, 1994; Frierson, 2003; Hood, 2000, 2001; Madison, 

1992; Mertens, 1994).   Hood (2000, 2001) discussed the need to cultivate young evaluators of 

color.  Blacks engaged in evaluation settings possess a different perspective based upon their 

lived experiences, adding richness to the evaluation, in design, technique, and reporting (Hood, 

2001; Tidwell, 1982).  The experiences, skills, and/or perspectives of evaluators of color, 

specifically Black evaluators, have received little attention in the evaluation research literature.  

To this end, a gap in the literature exists.   This void in the literature fuels the researcher’s 

desire to learn more about the experiences of Black evaluators.  

Indoctrination into a profession begins at the graduate school level and continues 

throughout one’s professional career. This is accomplished through practical experiences in the 

field, networking with professionals, and mentoring experiences, all designed to help develop 

competence.  Mentoring experiences in graduate school help to shape professional experiences 

upon completion.  Combined, these activities define the socialization process of a member into 

a profession.  Embedded within the AEA Guiding Principles for Evaluators (1994) is the need for 

communication and collaboration with other evaluation professionals.  Establishing relationships 

with other evaluators helps to maintain competence, ensuring that knowledge and skills are 

shared.  For purposes of this research, these relationships were considered as mentoring 

relationships.  Mentoring literature will also be explored in this chapter.  

Researching the characteristics of current evaluators helps to identify influences that 

affect the professional socialization of emerging Black evaluators.  Developing a deeper 

understanding of the evaluators’ background information helps to further comprehend the 

evaluators’ current frame of reference, based on their past experiences.  Identifying the factors 

that encourage the development of competency among Black evaluation professionals will help 

to provide recommendations for creating and maintaining intentional interventions to assist more 

Blacks in developing evaluation competency.  Defining and identifying the key characteristics of 
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cultural competence in evaluation, from an evaluators’ perspective, also contributes to the 

ongoing discussion of culture’s role in evaluation.    

 

 

Figure 1.  The Culturally Competent Evaluator 

History of Program Evaluation 

Madaus & Stufflebeam (2000) identify seven eras in program evaluation history, (1) Age 

of Reform, 1792-1900; (2) Age of Efficiency and Testing, 1900-1930; (3) Tylerian Age, 1930-

1945; (4) Age of Innocence, 1946-1957; (5) Age of Development, 1958-1972 (6) Age of 

Professionalization, 1973-1983 and  (7) Age of Expansion, Integration and Decentralization, 

1983-present.  These seven eras will be used to highlight the evolution of evaluation as a 

discipline.   
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Age of reform, 1792-1900.  Evaluation can be defined as the process in which data are 

collected and used as information for decision-making (Cooley & Lohnes, 1976; Wolf, 1990; 

Shadish, Cook & Levinton, 1991; Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  Madaus & Stufflebeam (2000) 

cite the beginning of evaluation in 1792 with William Farish and the field of testing.  Farish is the 

first to invent the quantitative mark to grade an assessment, developing psychometrics.  

Farish’s actions transformed testing which plays a large role in the history of evaluation.   

This era is named after the marked efforts by governments to reform education and 

social programs in the United States and Great Britain (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  The 

Industrial Revolution brought major social, economic, and technological changes.  Education 

reform began in this era, with Great Britain’s Royal Commissions.  Royal Commissions of 

Inquiry were used as ways to examine and evaluate areas of concern, including education and 

larger social policies (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  Royal commissions, much like presidential 

commissions and congressional hearings in the United States, use evidence and testimonies to 

evaluate these concerns.    

The United States Army Ordinance Department conducts the earliest evaluation in 1815 

(Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  The Department developed a system for regulating the 

manufacture of arms ordnance uniformity.  The first attempts to formally evaluate the 

performance of schools were initiated by the Boston School Committee in 1845 (Worthen & 

Sanders, 1991).  These events led to the standards-based education movement’s use of 

student test scores to measure a school’s effectiveness (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  Later in the 

1840s Samuel Gridley Howe encouraged Horace Mann and the Board of Education to introduce 

the use of written essay tests, to replace oral exams (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  Howe and 

Mann conspired to use the data to conduct inter-school comparisons and remove headmasters 

who disagreed with the elimination of corporal punishment (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  The 

hidden agenda behind this move marks the early politicization of evaluation data.     

Joseph Rice, in the late 1800s, conducts one of education’s first comparative studies in 

the United States.  Rice’s study examines the value of drill used in spelling instruction.  Using 

student test scores, he compares systems where students spent 200 minutes a week and ten 

minutes per week studying spelling.  He found no significant gains in student achievement.  

Rice results urged educators to “become experimentalists and quantitative thinkers (Madaus & 

Stufflebeam, 2000).   

This era also witnessed the beginnings of accreditation of United States universities and 

secondary schools (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  The North Central Association of Colleges and 
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Secondary Schools is established in the late 1800s (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  However, 

this movement did not expand until the late 1930s with the addition of six regional accrediting 

associations (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  

Age of efficiency and testing, 1900-1930.  World War I and the industrial revolution 

influenced evaluation activities during this time period.  Frederick Taylor, often called the father 

of the Scientific Management, places emphasis on standardization, efficiency, and 

systemization.  Taylor’s model became the standard for many processes.  Taylor stressed the 

importance of discovering the most efficient way to perform a task, and then training all workers 

to perform the task in that manner (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).   

Standardized achievement tests make their appearance in this era and become 

important to evaluation and measurement, especially when assessing school performance.  

During the 1920s individual performance levels begin to be measured by norm-referenced tests 

(Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  President Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal indicates the first major 

expansion of federal government (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  New federal programs were created 

in the areas of welfare, public works, health and urban development, among others.  Applied 

research opportunities developed as a result (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  Sociologists emerged as 

the experts in these areas and explored research questions of personal interest, often emerging 

from sociology (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).    

Tylerian age, 1930-1945.  By the mid 1930s, statewide, standardized, norm-referenced 

tests were widely used (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  This move had implications for evaluation 

because of the major emphasis on measurement.  School districts used test data to make 

connections with program effectiveness (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  Until this time, 

evaluation efforts were led by local school districts and teachers.     

Ralph W. Tyler is considered the father of Educational Evaluation, coining the phrase 

and now the title of a research field (Scriven, 1991; Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  Tyler led the 

research component of the Eight Year Study, a research study from 1932-1940 funded by the 

Carnegie Corporation.  During the Eight Year Study, the high school and college performance of 

students from progressive and traditional secondary schools was tracked and compared.  

Tyler’s Eight Year Study raised evaluation standards using advanced methodology and linking 

outcome measures and learning objectives (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).    Tyler viewed curriculum 

as a broad set of planned school experiences designed and implemented to help students 

achieve certain outcomes.  The focus of educational evaluation was previously based upon 

standardized goals and outcomes, irrespective of location.  Tyler’s focus, however, was on 
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localized outcomes and evaluations based on those outcomes.  He understood the difference in 

outcomes depending on program locations.  As a result, criterion-referenced testing emerged as 

an alternative to norm-referenced testing (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004). 

Age of innocence, 1946-1957.  Post World War II activity focused on leaving the war 

behind (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000).  Madaus & Stufflebeam (2000) called this era the Age of 

Innocence because of the seeming lack of social relevance. The work of this era did not identify 

beneficiaries’ needs and examine society’s answer to those needs (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 

2000).  However, racial prejudice and segregation highlight this era in program evaluation 

history.    

This age focuses on the development of social science inquiry approach to evaluation 

with a focus on measurement.  Measurement and evaluation become synonymous terms 

(Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004; Worthen & Sanders, 1991).  This era also boasts an expansion in 

standardized testing in education.  The expansion supported the creation of the Educational 

Testing Service in 1947.  Evaluators collected much data and continued to talk evaluation, but 

very few changes resulted because of these evaluations (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000). 

Age of development, 1958-1972.  The 1957 Russian launch of Sputnik I created the 

demand for better math and science instruction for American students (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  

This resulted in the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) of 1958 which funneled millions of 

dollars into new math and science curriculum projects (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  The studies 

conducted during this time exposed the inadequacy of current evaluation practices.  The 

methods used proved sufficient for research, but were inadequate for evaluation because of the 

dependence on social science and behavioral research concepts (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  

Cronbach’s 1963 seminal article criticized previous evaluations and encouraged the 

development of new ideas.  Cronbach argued that individual test scores might be more useful to 

teachers, instead of only average test scores.  He encouraged evaluators to view evaluation as 

an information gathering process used to guide curriculum development.  This led to the 

expansion of the concept of evaluation (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).   

In addition to the innovative initiatives to reform education, President Lyndon Johnson’s 

War on Poverty and the programs of the Great Society channeled millions into housing, 

unemployment, and other social programs.  However, there was no system in place to evaluate 

their accomplishments (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).   Legislators were aware of mounting concerns 

for state and local accountability (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  .  Legislative support for PPBS was 

lacking for endeavors such as the Ford Motor Company’s Planning, Programming & Budgeting 
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System (PPBS).  The PPBS identified organizational objectives and connected them to system 

outputs and budgets.    

Robert Kennedy introduces the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 

1965 and mandates evaluation for the curriculum development projects funded by the federal 

government (Worthen & Sanders, 1991).  Title I and Title II, educational initiatives focusing on 

the provision of quality educational services to “disadvantaged” children, instituted a mandatory 

evaluation requirement using standardized test data. 

The use of only standardized tests made adhering to Tyler’s objective based evaluation 

approach difficult.  The government’s requirement that standardized tests be used did not allow 

for educators to tailor objectives to their schools.  This new evaluation requirement placed 

demands on the evaluation profession.  Professional accountants, economists, researchers, 

psychologists, marketing specialists, and analysts were called upon to perform evaluation 

functions (Worthen, 1994).  In many ways this shift can be credited for the various disciplines 

involved in evaluation.  Experimental design, psychometrics, survey research, and ethnography 

were all areas from which evaluators borrowed techniques (Mertens, 1994; Worthen, 1994).  

Important evaluation books and articles were published as a result of the need for more 

evaluation literature.  Authors, for example, Suchman (1967), Campbell (1969), Scriven (1967), 

Stake (1967), and Stufflebeam (1968) published books about evaluation practice (Fitzpatrick, et 

al., 2004). 

Age of professionalization, 1973-1983.  During this time period Fitzpatrick, Sanders & 

Worthen (2004) report in the early 1970s evaluation becomes a lucrative business.  Federal 

funding for evaluation continued until the late 1970s.  Evaluation grew as a profession, related 

to, but distinct from research and testing. The late 1970s and 1980s mark an increase in 

evaluation publications (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).   Published textbooks and reference books 

become more readily available.  Journals such as Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 

Evaluation Review, Evaluation and Program Planning, and the New Directions for Program 

Evaluation series are established during this time. Universities began to offer graduate 

programs in evaluation methodology as a result of Congressional funding (Worthen & Sanders, 

1991) and schools such as, University of Illinois, Boston College, UCLA, and Western Michigan 

became evaluation research centers.  Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen (2004) report that the 

institutionalization of evaluation helps to sustain interest in evaluative functions, despite the lack 

of federal directives.   
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In 1976, a joint committee representing 12 professional organizations, created 

professional educational evaluation standards.  The group produced Standards for Evaluations 

of Educational Programs, Projects, and Materials in 1981.  The guide outlined standards that 

evaluators and consumers could reference when judging the quality of evaluations (Fitzpatrick, 

et al., 2004).  During this time, two professional associations were founded, the Evaluation 

Research Society and the Evaluation Network (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  In 1982, Educational 

Research Society develops a set of standards and ethical guidelines for the practice of 

evaluation (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  Several key evaluation models were also developed during 

this time.  These include Cronbach’s meta analysis (1976), Stake’s responsive evaluation 

(1975), and Guba & Lincoln’s naturalistic evaluation (1981) (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004; Madaus & 

Stufflebeam, 2000).  

Age of expansion, integration, and decentralization, 1983-present.  During the 

Reagan years, there were several cutbacks in funding for large scale evaluations.  As a result, 

federal evaluation job opportunities lessened and evaluation training programs in the United 

States dwindled, from almost 100 in 1971 to 25 in 1986 (Worthen & Sanders, 1991).  The 

Evaluation Research Society join the Evaluation Network to form the American Evaluation 

Association (AEA) in 1986, the largest organization for professional evaluators.  In 1994, the 

revision of the Program Evaluation Standards focused on decentralized evaluation efforts and 

responsibilities to states and community-based agencies.  The shift of resources to the local 

level from the federal level called for an emphasis on local and state accountability, including 

state educational and human service organization accountability standards.  The expansion of 

evaluation graduate programs, in addition to the institutionalization of evaluation, and the 

increasing political role evaluation plays were cited as future issues of concern for the 

profession (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004; Worthen & Sanders, 1991).  With such changes in the field, 

other issues such as stakeholder participation, diversity, evaluation training programs, and the 

like became important topics for discussion amongst evaluators. 

Collaborative and Participant-Oriented Evaluation Approaches  

The history of evaluation assist in developing a greater understanding of the profession’s 

historical roots, as well as raises questions about how evaluation is conducted, specifically in 

local and increasingly multicultural settings.  As evidenced from the historical overview, 

evaluation experienced a shift from the Tylers’ focus on testing and outcomes measurement to 

an emphasis on collaborative and participative evaluation approaches (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  

Collaborative and participant-oriented evaluation approaches value stakeholder participation, 



 15

placing meaning on the views and skills of program participants and others involved in the 

evaluative process, as well as the outcomes of the programs.  Approaches such as responsive 

evaluation and deliberative democratic evaluation help set the stage for a greater understanding 

of culturally competent evaluation.   

Responsive evaluation.  In a 1975 address made in Sweden about new evaluation 

trends, Robert Stake introduced the concept of responsive evaluation.  Responsive evaluation 

challenged evaluators on their traditional views of valid data collection methods.  Relying more 

on natural communication than formal communication, responsive evaluation gives credence to 

evaluator and audience observations and reactions (Stake, 1975).  In addition, responsive 

evaluation allows evaluators to respond to the stakeholder questions and opinions, taking into 

account emerging issues (Stake, 1975).   

Evaluators become acquainted with the program, interacting with program participants 

and other stakeholders.  The views of stakeholders become key to deciphering stakeholder 

concerns and in developing a greater understanding of the program.  The responsive evaluator: 

Plans observations, arranging for various people to observe the program (Stake, 1975) 

Prepares for narratives, portrayals, and other alternative methods of data collection 

(Stake, 1975) 

Finds out what the audience values (Stake, 1975) 

Gathers different points of view (House, 2001) 

Presents findings of stakeholders and personal (evaluator) experiences (Abma & Stake, 

2001) 

Serves as judge, facilitator, and discovery learning teacher (Abma & Stake, 2001)  

While responsive evaluation may have seemed to be the answer to issues of inclusion and 

greater program understanding, it also serves to encourage discussion about the philosophies 

of evaluators themselves.  These discussions created a climate that produced other 

collaborative methods that attempt to mitigate these biases by encouraging evaluators to 

examine their own lenses.  One of those methods being deliberative democratic evaluation.   

Deliberative democratic evaluation.  The developers of deliberative democratic evaluation 

classify it not as an evaluation model, but “a middle-range theory that suggests that studies 

should be unbiased (objective and impartial regarding fact and value claims)” (House & Howe, 

2000, p. 4-5).  Deliberative democratic evaluation calls for evaluators to be cognizant of power 

structures and attempts to detail ways to ensure a truly democratic evaluation process.  
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Deliberative democratic evaluation focuses on three requirements: (1) inclusion, (2) dialogue, 

and (3) deliberation (House & Howe, 2000).   

Inclusion calls for incorporation of all relevant interests, recognizing there are different 

concepts of democracy.  The interests of all stakeholders should be represented and situated 

centrally in the evaluation.  There is also an appeal for balance among the varying interests of 

participants.  Contributions are weighed based not on the social status of the participants, but 

on the value of their contribution (House & Howe, 2000).  This leads to the second requirement, 

dialogue.    

Dialogue seeks to uncover “real interests” through a series of dialogues (House & Howe, 

2000, p. 7).  Of concern is the impact these discussions may have on influencing the evaluator.  

This idea of influence when compared with the potential for the evaluator not having a full 

understanding of the stakeholders and misrepresenting them only supports the idea of 

continued and exhaustive dialogue (House & Howe, 2000). 

The third requirement of deliberative democratic evaluation is deliberation.  Deliberation 

is “a cognitive process, grounded in reasons, evidence, and principles of valid argument, an 

important subset of which are the methodological canons of evaluation” (House & Howe, 2000, 

p. 8).  The espoused ideas of stakeholders are not critiqued, but are included in the evaluation, 

seemingly non-judgmentally.  Facts are treated as valid argument, while values on the other 

hand, can be influenced and cannot be treated as fact.  In this case, the evaluator acts as 

arbiter and demonstrates his/her knowledge by continuing to drive the discussion (House & 

Howe, 2000).  The requirements of deliberative democratic evaluation combined create a space 

where the evaluative process and its results can be ideally used to democratically make 

decisions.  Boykin (1957) writes that evaluation strengthens democracy “because it is 

dependent upon the use of democratic procedures for its successful fulfillment” (p. 119).   

Evaluator Self-Identification 

Throughout research and evaluation literature, researcher bias is an issue that has not 

been overlooked.  Gordon (1997) admitted that research scientists were not without bias.  In the 

same vein, the topic of evaluator self-identification has encouraged an increased consciousness 

of what the evaluator brings to the evaluation process.  Stake’s (1975) notion of the human 

observer as the best instrument in evaluation introduced dialogue about evaluator biases and 

experiences and how these notions shape evaluation methods and outcomes.   

Acknowledging a potential bias is one of the first hurdles evaluators must overcome in 

order to be truly responsive and democratic.  Chelimsky (1998) maintains that every evaluator 
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has his/her own “values, beliefs and feelings” (p. 40).  Symonette (2005) argues that “evaluators 

are not empty vessels, blank slates, or inanimate tools for data gathering, analysis, 

interpretation, and dissemination” (p. 3).  She contends that in order for evaluators to be 

responsive to the needs of others, they must first “develop and refine the self” (p. 1).  House 

(1999) calls for evaluators to be “self-reflexive” (p. 435).  Like Symonette, he argues that 

evaluators must acknowledge and understand their own biases and perceptions.  Symonette 

(2005) further suggests that evaluators “constantly expand our understandings of self in 

dynamically diverse contexts within power and privilege hierarchies and our understandings of 

the contexts embodied in the self’ (p. 1). 

Despite these biases, evaluation literature contends that evaluators must draw an accurate 

portrait of the program setting and operations (Madison, 1992; Mertens, 1999).  Madison (1992) 

contends that “personal biases are translated into methods of discovery and validation of truth” 

(p. 41).   

As such, Hopson (2003) maintains that evaluators should be aware of the influences of 

his/her “social location,” including their knowledge about race and culture (p.12).  Boyd Cowles 

(2005) encourages evaluators to reflect on how their identity has developed over time through 

self-reflective writing or journaling.  She argues that “every moment spent in self-critique, 

however challenging and tedious, gives rise to an evaluator who is better equipped to work with 

the multicultural people and diverse communities that encompass evaluation practice” (p. 19). 

Cheatham (1990) urges counselors to design interventions from the client’s perspective 

and not the counselor’s.  He writes, “The essential message for the helping professions is that 

the helper may be so culture-bound that the helping intervention comes not from the client’s 

cultural perspective and personal motives but exclusively from the counselor’s” (p. 326) This 

same argument can be used in evaluation. 

Davis (1992) writes, “evaluators should be most thoughtful about the definitions used 

and should be especially sensitive to the bias of untested assumptions, which often become 

part of evaluation findings.” (p. 65).  Symonette (2005) contends that it is the “social positioning” 

and “socio-cultural lenses and filters” of the evaluators that influences evaluation processes and 

ultimately judgments regarding merit or worth (p. 2).  Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen (2004) 

predict that “single method evaluations” will become inadequate for evaluating diverse and 

complex programs (p. 510).  They identify the use of multiple methods and comprehensive 

designs to enrich evaluation work.   
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In order to completely engage stakeholders as is needed in collaborative approaches 

like responsive evaluation and deliberative democratic evaluation, evaluators must fully 

comprehend the depth of the program’s culture.  One of the weaknesses of both responsive 

evaluation and deliberative democratic evaluation is the failure to address issues of cultural 

context.  Understanding the culture of the program, its participants, staff, and other stakeholders 

is essential to fully and effectively evaluate a program. 

Culture in Evaluation 

Culture has many definitions, depending on who is creating the definition and what they 

happen to be defining.  Manswell Butty, Daniel Reid & LaPoint (2004) define culture as “shared 

values, traditions, norms, customs, arts, history, folklore, and institutions of a group of people” 

(p. 39).  Symonette (2004) writes “culture is dynamic and ever-changing…” (p. 96).  Kirkhart 

(1995) states that culture is transitional.  Tillman (2002) writes, “culture can be conceptualized 

and defined differently depending on one’s worldview and one’s particular needs as a 

researcher and scholar” (p. 3).  Evaluators work within various diverse cultural organizations 

and settings.  Gordon (1997) writes, “Because of the historical inequities in education and the 

profound demographic shifts in our schools and society are experiencing, the need for racially 

and culturally sensitive research is becoming more pronounced” (p. 49).  The same can be said 

for evaluation.  The changing demographics of our society underscore the demand for culturally 

sensitive epistemologies in addition to culturally diverse and aware professionals, specifically in 

evaluation (Davis, 1992; Fitzpatrick, 1994; Gordon, 1997; Hood, 2001; Mertens, 1994). 

The discussion of the role of culture in evaluation is not a new topic.  Anna Madison 

(1992) tells evaluators that “when deciding on evaluation methods, evaluators need to take into 

account cultural factors.  This same consideration should be exercised when choosing and 

implementing data collection and analysis tools and techniques” (p. 41).  Madison argues that 

failure to do so could lead to misinterpretations of the evaluand’s “social reality” (p. 36).  Davis 

(1992) furthers the argument by stating, “Program evaluation becomes a social practice that 

influences how evaluators construct the social realities of program participants and how they 

analyze their results.  Their analyses are affected by their understanding of participants’ social 

and cultural experiences” (Davis, 1992, p. 59). 

Kirkhart (1995) contends that a “lack of cultural sophistication” is a threat to validity in an 

evaluation.  She writes: 

Lack of cultural sophistication is a threat that crosses validity categories insofar as it 

diminishes interpersonal validity (restricting the interpersonal connections of the 
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evaluator), consequential validity (failing to conceptualize and facilitate culturally 

congruent change), and methodological validity (making inappropriate cultural 

assumptions in the design and implementation of the evaluation) (p.7). 

Guiding principles for evaluators.  The American Evaluation Association (AEA), the 

largest professional association for evaluators, developed the Guiding Principles for Evaluators 

in 1994 to provide a guide to help “foster continuing development of the profession of 

evaluation, and the socialization of its members” (American Evaluation Association, 2004).  The 

principles include (1) Systematic Inquiry, (2) Competence, (3) Integrity/Honesty, (4) Respect for 

People, and (5) Responsibilities for General and Public Welfare (American Evaluation 

Association, 2004).  These five principles are the cornerstone for the evaluation field, evaluation 

teachers, and evaluation practitioners.  A recent revision of the AEA Guiding Principles for 

Evaluators (2004) highlights new language to include culture, in response to the changing 

society:  

A Guiding Principles subcommittee was formed to develop principles guiding evaluators 

who “work in work in culturally, linguistically, and racially diverse communities” (American 

Evaluation Association, 2001b, p. 3).  The subcommittee analyzed documents from different 

professional associations, websites and other printed materials.  The subcommittee also 

conducted a focus group with non-AEA affiliated evaluators of color to get added perspectives 

on the need for additional guiding principles (American Evaluation Association, 2001b).  After 

preparing a preliminary report and an annotated bibliography, the subcommittee submitted the 

recommendations to the AEA board.  The board approved the recommendations, those 

recommendations were distributed to the AEA membership.  The membership then approved 

the revised wording of the guiding principle: 

To ensure recognition, accurate interpretation and respect for diversity, evaluators 

should ensure that the members of the evaluation team collectively demonstrate cultural 

competence. Cultural competence would be reflected in evaluators seeking awareness 

of their own culturally-based assumptions, their understanding of the worldviews of 

culturally-different participants and stakeholders in the evaluation, and the use of 

appropriate evaluation strategies and skills in working with culturally different groups.  

Diversity may be in terms of race, ethnicity, gender, religion, socio-economics, or other 

factors pertinent to the evaluation context (American Evaluation Association, 2004, p. 

12b). 
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Culture specific approaches.  Davis (1992) argues that there have been few 

meaningful attempts to design and evaluate programs from a cultural perspective, despite the 

field’s acknowledgment that culturally specific approaches are warranted.  Mertens (1994) 

writes that evaluators work within various diverse cultural and organizational settings and 

contribute “sensitivity to multicultural issues and perspectives to their work” (p.17).  A review of 

the recent evaluation literature discloses several terms used when discussing the role of culture 

in evaluation.  There has been a steady shift from providing justification for the inclusion of 

culture, to the development of evaluation models that seek to gain a deeper understanding of 

the programs being evaluated.  Those terms include: multicultural validity (Kirkhart, 1995), 

culturally responsive evaluation (Frierson, Hood, & Hughes, 2002), multicultural/culturally 

competent evaluation (Hopson, 2003), and cultural competence in evaluation (SenGupta, 

Hopson & Thompson, 2004). Each term will be examined. 

Multicultural validity.  Kirkhart (1995) argues that evaluation has abandoned the notion 

of culture free evaluation.  She proposes a concept of multicultural validity to answer questions 

of incorporating culture into the evaluation adequately.  She classifies multicultural validity as a 

“vehicle for organizing concerns about pluralism and diversity in education” (p. 1).  She provides 

a definition writing, “Multicultural validity refers to our ability to capture these multiple cultural 

perspectives accurately, soundly, and appropriately” (p. 2).   

In order to balance the interests of all involved, an evaluator should be able to 

understand those interests (Kirkhart, 1995).  Kirkhart espouses that multicultural validity extends 

beyond methodological validity, but also encompasses interpersonal validity and consequential 

validity.  She defines methodological validity as “the soundness or trustworthiness of 

understandings warranted by our methods of inquiry” (p. 4).  Interpersonal validity refers to the 

understandings that come from personal interactions.  This category depends largely on the 

skills of the evaluator.  Kirkhart addresses issues of interpersonal validity and personal 

characteristics that may influence an evaluation highlighting race/ethnicity as one such 

characteristic.  Consequential validity refers to the “change exerted on systems by evaluation 

and the extent to which those changes are just” (p. 4).   

Kirkhart also enumerates threats to multicultural validity.  Those include time, culturally 

unsophisticated evaluators, and arrogant complacency.  She urges evaluators to be aware of 

the limitations that time may force upon an evaluator, prohibiting a deeper understanding of 

aspects of the evaluand.  She reinforces that evaluators should steer clear of any preconceived 

notions or cultural understandings, or any methodological favoring that may inhibit the 
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evaluation.  Kirkhart maintains that multicultural understanding is a journey and evaluators 

should be open to dialogue about ways to develop knowledge about multiculturalism. 

Culturally responsive evaluation.  Hood (2005) discusses the role of two Black 

evaluators in setting the stage for culturally responsive evaluation.  Aaron Brown and Leander 

Boykin both espoused ideas of all stakeholder inclusion, as well as tapping into the unique 

experiences of evaluators of color when evaluating programs in communities of color.     

Ensuring that culture is given proper emphasis and is reflected in all parts of the 

evaluation, from design to reporting, are the overarching goals of culturally responsive 

evaluation (Frierson, et al., 2002).  In opposition to some evaluators’ claims that evaluation 

should be culture free, the authors argue that evaluation should be responsive to cultural values 

and context.  The authors’ rationale is that “there are no culture-free evaluators, educational 

tests, or societal laws” (p. 64).  The authors argue being responsive and sensitive to the culture 

of the participants and the program environment should be a consideration of evaluation.   

Using Stake’s (1975) responsive evaluation as a foundation for culturally responsive 

evaluation, Frierson, Hood & Hughes (2002) assert that responding to culture is a way of 

honoring and being responsive to program stakeholders.  In addition, incorporating culture into 

every phase of the evaluation process ensures that stakeholder voices are heard and 

represented.  Stevens (2000) urges evaluators to listen to the voices of stakeholders when 

collecting data on site.  Frierson, Hood & Hughes (2002) agree, adding that in preparing for the 

evaluation, the evaluator’s inclusion of stakeholder questions and solicitation of feedback 

regarding the evaluation plan is essential.  The authors contend that the evaluator/evaluation 

team must be aware of the stakeholders’ culture. Given this, it is important that the evaluation 

team consist of individuals who are “committed to being responsive” to the project’s cultural 

context (p. 65). 

In designing the evaluation, instrumentation and other methods require consideration as 

well.  Often times evaluators rely on previously validated instruments to measure particular 

outcomes.  However, the authors make the case that “previous use does not guarantee cultural 

responsiveness” (p. 68).  Evaluators should consider pilot testing with the targeted cultural 

group before using measures that are normed on a group that is different from the target 

population (Frierson, et al., 2002).  In addition, evaluators need to ensure that those involved in 

data collection can accurately interpret what they see and hear.  Incorrect interpretations can 

lead to invalid data.  The authors state “data rarely speak for themselves, but rather are given 

voice by those who interpret them” (Frierson, et al., 2002, p. 71). 
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Culturally responsive evaluators also should be aware that the meaning or purpose of 

particular behaviors may vary from culture to culture (Frierson, et al., 2002).  Creating a review 

panel of stakeholders to inspect findings is one way to ensure accuracy and validity.  This can 

help alleviate misinterpretation and misrepresentation by the evaluator.   

Evaluator credibility is an important aspect of culturally responsive evaluation (Hood, 

2005).  Staffing the evaluation team is also another consideration of culturally responsive 

evaluation.  The evaluators involved must be “knowledgeable of the cultural etiquette of the 

group or context being evaluated” (Frierson, et al., 2002, p. 65).  The literature suggests that 

multi-ethnic evaluation teams be created to ensure that all voices are being heard and/or 

considered (Frierson, et al., 2002; Hood, 2005).  The development of cross-culturally trained 

and culturally responsive evaluators with experience working in different cultures is yet another 

outcome of conducting culturally responsive evaluation (Frierson, et al., 2002).  Evaluators of 

color represent an untapped resource for culturally responsive evaluators (Hood, 2005).   

Multicultural/culturally competent evaluation.  Hopson (2003) defines 

multicultural/culturally competent evaluation by combining two strands of concepts.  One deals 

with “evaluator skills, capacities, and frameworks in an international, cross-cultural context; that 

is how North American (and sometimes western European) evaluators understand how culture 

matters when they do evaluation in countries other than their own” and the other focuses on the 

cultural diversity in the United States (Hopson, 2003, p. 3).  Hopson espouses that 

multicultural/culturally competent evaluation has five tenets.  Those tenets include: (1) the social 

location of the evaluator, (2) evaluators role in furthering social change and social justice, (3) 

embracing multiple cultural perspectives, (4) culture is central to the evaluation process, and (5) 

culturally and ethnically diverse communities have contributions to make in redefining the 

evaluation field.     

In discussing the social location of the evaluator, Hopson points out the importance of 

the evaluator being aware of his/her own social location and how this may differ from those 

involved in the evaluation.  This has implications for how the evaluation, specifically in how the 

evaluator creates knowledge.  Evaluation can be used to encourage change.  Often evaluators 

can discern “asymmetric power relations.”  In this same vein, evaluators give voice to those who 

may not have had a voice previously, empowering groups and promoting social change and 

justice (Hopson, 2003).  Boyd Cowles (2005) maintains “continuous self-reflection and self-

evaluation are proactive means for sustaining multicultural competency” (p. 15).   
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In working with the various culturally diverse groups, evaluators must embrace different 

perspectives.  Becoming knowledgeable about a range of cultures, connecting with other 

evaluators who may be more knowledgeable about specific cultures are just two ways that 

evaluators can make this happen (Hopson, 2003).  Boyd Cowles encourages evaluators to be 

cognizant of “the limitations of textbook cultural information” (p. 15).  Understanding that culture 

is central to the evaluation process is another tenet of multicultural/culturally competent 

evaluation.  Evaluators should situate culture in the center of all aspects of the evaluation.  From 

choosing or developing instruments or employing various methodologies, to understanding the 

impact that culture has on evaluation findings are ways to ensure this (Boyd Cowles, 2005; 

Hopson, 2003).   

Hopson (2003) argues for the inclusion of evaluators of color in the redevelopment of 

evaluation ideas.  He writes, “The process and structure of evaluation efforts around traditionally 

underserved communities needs decolonizing around how evaluation thinking and design needs 

to better incorporate various communities’ knowledge in the whole evaluation learning and 

capacity-building process” (p. 13).   

Culturally competent evaluation.  A recent (2004) volume of the New Directions for 

Evaluation journal presents several perspectives on cultural competence in evaluation. Inherent 

in all the examples was the notion of developing an understanding of the life experiences of the 

group of people affected by the program.  SenGupta, Hopson, and Thompson-Robinson (2004) 

edited this special edition devoted specifically to this issue of cultural competence.  The authors 

label cultural competence: 

Broadly defined as systematic, responsive inquiry that is actively cognizant, 

understanding, and appreciative of the cultural context in which the evaluation takes 

place; that frames and articulates the epistemology of the evaluative endeavor; that 

employs culturally and contextually appropriate methodology; and that uses stakeholder-

generated interpretive means to arrive at the results and further use of the findings (p. 

13).    

How evaluators address diversity, multicultural validity, and cultural responsiveness is 

critical to understanding cultural competence.  Becoming culturally competent requires an 

individual to be self-reflexive.  The authors argue for a greater understanding of an individual’s 

own “values, assumptions, and cultural contexts” (p. 13).  Boyd Cowles (2005) contends that 

“authentic racial identity is a critical component to becoming culturally competent” (p. 15).  This 
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allows the evaluator to better implement an evaluation that is “specific, relevant, and valid for 

each unique group” (Thompson-Robinson, Hopson & SenGupta, 2004, p. 1).  

The field’s lack of standardized terminology regarding culture in evaluation demonstrates 

the complexity of this issue, as well as evaluators’ lack of agreement (Hopson, 2003).  Endo, 

Joh & Yu (2003) acknowledge that although there is no agreed upon definition, there are 

several agreed upon elements of culturally competent evaluation.  Those include: 

characteristics of evaluators’ skills, inclusion and respect of community voices, and design and 

implementation strategies (Endo, Joh & Yu, 2003).  The lack of consensus regarding 

terminology and meaning only seem to underscore the need for further study of the role of 

culture in evaluation, specifically from the perspective of the evaluator.   

Race in Evaluation 

Often times, race and culture are used interchangeably in evaluation; however, the 

terms elicit different connotations.  Race is an important fact, inside and out of the evaluation 

context (Hood, 2001).  “Everyone is touched, moved, or affected by race the moment they enter 

the world.  Race shapes how others see us and how we view ourselves,” writes Boyd Cowles 

(2005, p. 15).  Race perceptions can often be subjective, influencing who receives evaluation 

contracts, evaluation design, and data analysis (Davis, 1992; Hood, 2001; Stanfield, 1999). 

John Stanfield (1999) while discussing the role of race in evaluation research, argues for a 

change in the way that questions (research and evaluation) are asked and analyzed, identifying 

that racism plays a role.  He urged evaluators to develop new ways of thinking and to challenge 

traditional frameworks.  Stanfield writes, “Traditional frameworks, including traditional 

conceptions of race, hinder our ability to evaluate culturally and socially different worlds and 

realities, in this case, those created and transformed by people of color” (p. 415).  Boyd Cowles 

(2005) argues that “seeing color acknowledges the racial disparities and affirms the whole 

person; color is an important part of our identity,” (p. 15).   

A review of the existing literature reveals no faces of color credited with historical 

contributions to the evaluation field.  Scheurich & Young (1997) write, “Epistemologies and 

research that arise out of other social histories, such as African American social history or 

Cherokee social history are not typically considered legitimate within the mainstream research 

community” (p. 9). This fact is highlighted by recent research by Stafford Hood (2001).  A 

document review yielded a list of 25 Black doctoral recipients in the evaluation field.  Of those 

25 pioneers identified, 15 published articles in scholarly journals and 10 published evaluation 

studies and reports, or discussions of evaluation theory and practice (Hood, 2001).  Despite this 
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evidence, these evaluators have not received the professional recognition (i.e., citations of work 

by colleagues) in published evaluation literature.  

Need for more Black evaluators.  A close look at professional evaluators’ educational 

and racial backgrounds, reveals two deficiencies: (1) lack of terminal degree holders and (2) 

lack of significant number of minorities.  Hood (2000, 2001) and Frierson (2003) write of the 

need to cultivate young evaluators of color.  One way to do so is by increasing the number of 

Black evaluation graduate students.  The numbers of minorities in these evaluation graduate 

programs are low (Frierson, 2001).  A 1992 survey of AEA membership reports only 11%, or 

310, of AEA’s 3,000 members obtained terminal degrees in evaluation (Morris, 1994).  This 

research supports Frierson’s (2003) assertion that a number of practicing evaluators of color do 

not have advanced degrees.  Stevens (2000a) argues that these practicing evaluators would 

also benefit from advanced degrees.   

Hopson (2000) makes the case for “sustainable, substantive interventions and 

mechanisms” needed “to increase the number of minority evaluators with advanced training and 

experience” (p. 33).  These efforts, he argues must be “multifarious.”  Information about careers 

and educational opportunities in evaluation should be disseminated, especially targeting 

students of color, to increase these numbers (Frierson, 2003).  Historically, evaluators have 

come from the education and psychology fields (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).  Frierson (2003) also 

asserts that these evaluation professionals are likely to come from the social sciences and 

education.  People of color are often drawn to professions with the greatest potential to impact 

the largest number of constituents.  Lee (1998) writes that Blacks view education as an 

“instrument of ethnic identity and community empowerment” (p. 276).  Cheatham (1990) defines 

Blacks’ representation in the social sciences and behavioral sciences as a manifestation of 

Africentrism, or reliance on communality, mutuality, and interdependence.  The purpose of 

evaluation is to provide judgments about programs or services.  Hopson (2003) writes that 

evaluation can be used to encourage change.  Given the large number of programs that impact 

people of color, evaluation may be seen as a venue to effect this change in many areas.  

Increasing awareness of evaluation outside of education may provide additional exposure to 

potential evaluators (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2004).   

Stevens (2000a) identifies some ways that students of color can be targeted.  These 

include: increased outreach activities from evaluation graduate programs, funds for targeted 

recruitment of minority graduate students, and training grants awarded to evaluation doctoral 

programs for sustained minority enrollment.  Faculty of color are needed as well to increase the 
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numbers of students of color.  Academicians and practitioners are needed (Frierson, 2003; 

Hopson, 2000).   

A survey of evaluators conducted by the Association for the Study and Development of 

Community (ASDC) and AEA reported that 50% of respondents were European American, 19% 

African American, 10% Latino, 8% Asian American, and 5% American Indian/Alaskan Native 

(American Evaluation Association, 2001, p. 1).  While this indicates some diversity within the 

field, it is insufficient to address the varying demands of evaluation.  Considering this fact, it is 

even more important that evaluators know something about the population they are evaluating 

(Davis, 1992) and conduct culturally relative and sensitive evaluations (Davis, 1992; Hood, 

2001; Frierson, 2003; Tidwell, 1982).  Given the high numbers of minority students, participants, 

and staff that take part in social and educational programs, it is appropriate that more culturally 

sensitive evaluators are needed (Davis, 1992; Fitzpatrick, 1994; Frierson, 2003; Hood, 2000, 

2001; Madison, 1992; Mertens, 1994).  These specialists assure “practitioner knowledge, role 

models, and sufficient manpower” (Wilson, Rollins, & Doughty, 2000, p. 286).   

Evaluation researchers argue that evaluators of diverse backgrounds help to ensure the 

voices of various ethnic groups are heard and appropriately reflected in the evaluation (Davis, 

1992; Frierson, 2003; Hood, 2001).  Stevens (2000b) interviewed evaluators of math and 

science projects in the Los Angeles Unified School District’s Program Evaluation and Research 

Branch to ascertain whether minority evaluators were needed.  All those interviewed felt that 

minority evaluators were needed to ensure that various viewpoints could be examined before 

evaluative judgments were made.   

Blacks engaged in evaluation settings possess a different perspective, based upon their 

lived experiences (Hood, 2001).  Hood also raised the question, “Is it more likely that those who 

have a shared lived experience within the context under evaluation can more accurately provide 

a critical analysis and evaluation of African American education?” (Hood, 2001, p. 37).  Parker 

(2004) writes that evaluators who are members of the targeted community are better able to ask 

the right questions and “illuminate the complexity of the issue under investigation” (p. 88).  

Tidwell (1982) believes that Black evaluators bring special insights.  She argues:  

The investigator’s conversance with the nuances of Black culture will permit the use of 

more enlightened investigative tactics, and perhaps more important, the drawing of more 

defensible inferences regarding the study’s results.  Members of an ethnic minority, it 

can be contended, are in command of a special commodity, namely, culturally nurtured 
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insights, that are simply unavailable to investigators not reared in or having extensive 

exposure to that culture (p. 245).   

This insight adds richness to the evaluation, in design, technique, and reporting (Hood, 2001). In 

Hood’s (2001) research on African American evaluators during the Tyler years, he writes that 

these evaluators were “human observers” who were able to make observations and make 

meaning of what they had observed.  Davis (1992) writes that as more African Americans are 

trained as evaluators many of the issues plagued by the field, resulting from race or culture, 

would be addressed.  However, he made mention that not only minority evaluators should have 

this responsibility.     

Graduate School Socialization 

Cultivating new evaluators of color, specifically Black evaluators, influences the diversity 

of the evaluation field.  These new colleagues require an extensive and deliberate socialization 

into the evaluation profession.  An individual’s first experiences as a new and developing 

professional influence their future actions professionally.  Indoctrination into a profession begins 

at the graduate school level and continues throughout one’s professional career.  This is 

accomplished through academic preparation, practical experiences in the field, and intentional 

networking with professionals in the field that are designed to help develop competence.   

These experiences together influence the socialization process of a member into a 

profession.  Socialization during graduate school includes both academic integration and social 

integration (Ellis, 2001; Tinto, 1987).  The initial indoctrination into the field, especially while in 

graduate school, is important to new evaluation professionals.  Understanding the role that 

graduate school plays in developing professionals is key to exploring this initial stage of learning 

professional behavior.   

Recruiting and graduating minority graduate students is directly related to the number of 

minority faculty.  The recruitment and hiring of minority faculty members then becomes 

important to produce more minority graduate students (Ayers, 1983; Blackwell, 1983; Brown, 

1991; Pruitt & Isaac, 1985).  More minority graduate students equate more minority faculty in 

the pipeline (Blackwell, 1977, 1983; Brown, 1991; Ellis, 2001; Nettles, 1990).  Diverse faculty in 

turn effect research interests, knowledge of different student populations, and represent non-

traditional views on teaching and professional goals (Ellis, 2001; Turner & Thompson, 1993).   

In addition, they help integrate the students of color into the academic environment (Ellis, 2001; 

Pruitt & Isaac, 1985).   
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Academic integration.  Academic involvement proves to be most important to success 

in graduate school (Ellis, 2001; Hall & Allen, 1983; Nettles, 1990; Toy, 1985; Turner & 

Thompson, 1993; Willie, Grady, & Hope, 1991).  Students who are more integrated 

academically, especially with peers, are more committed to their chosen fields (Ellis, 2001; 

Fitzpatrick, 1994).  Academic integration can be defined as “involvement with course work, 

research projects with peers and faculty members, teaching, publishing, and presentations” 

(Ellis, 2001, para. 12).  Academic integration can specifically include: (1) mentoring, (2) 

advising, (3) amount of teaching, (4) presentations with peers, (5) presentations with faculty 

members, (6) perceptions of classroom environment, (7) classroom interactions with faculty, (8) 

classroom interactions with peers, and (9) involvement in academic publishing (Ellis, 2001).   

Social integration.  While academic integration is imperative to student socialization, 

social integration remains just as important.  Social integration refers to the “informal contact 

students have with faculty and peers in their departments beyond the classroom” (Ellis, 2001, 

para. 12).  Social integration can include (1) social contact with students in the same program, 

(2) social contact with faculty, (3) networking with peers, and (4) social contact with students in 

other programs (Ellis, 2001).  

Faculty interaction outside the classroom increases social interaction and helps a 

student’s academic integration (Toy, 1985).  Less formal contact with peers and faculty 

members were found to be the most satisfying to graduate students (Allen, 1988; Debord & 

Millner, 1993; Fitzpatrick, 1994; Hall & Allen, 1983; Willie, Gray, & Hope, 1991).  Minority 

students, however, rarely engage socially with other graduate students and are often excluded 

from white student groups (Blackwell, 1983; Duncan, 1976).  

Financing graduate school.  Much of the financial impact of graduate education occurs 

at entry (Tinto, 1982).  Minority students rely more heavily on financial aid to pay for graduate 

school (Cibik & Chambers, 1991; Debord & Millner, 1993; Hall & Allen, 1983; Sherman, Giles & 

Green, 1994; Willie, Gray, & Hope, 1991).  Financial aid is important to both the recruitment and 

retention of graduate students (Berelson, 1960; Brown, 1991; Debord & Millner, 1993; Hall & 

Allen, 1983; Nerad & Miller, 1996; Pruitt & Isaac, 1985; Stampen & Fenske, 1988; Willie, Gray & 

Hope, 1991).  The type of financial aid has also shown to be important (Brown, 1991; Nettles, 

1990; Pruitt & Isaac, 1985; Sherman, Giles, & Green, 1994; Stampen & Fenske, 1988).  

Research literature also indicates that student enrollment increased when more grants and 

scholarships were available (Stampen & Fenske, 1988).   
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Fellowships and assistantships help to reduce the financial burden for graduate 

students, especially Black graduate students (Blackwell, 1983; Nettles, 1990).  In addition, 

graduate students with fellowships and assistantships have more interaction with faculty and 

develop stronger personal relationships (Nettles, 1990).  Unfortunately, fewer Blacks receive 

teaching or research assistantships compared to other groups (Blackwell, 1977, 1983; Duncan, 

1976; Hall & Allen, 1983; Nettles, 1990; Turner & Thompson, 1993).   

As a result, Black students rely more on a combination of resources, including personal 

funds to finance graduate school (Blackwell, 1977; Hall & Allen, 1983; Nettles, 1990).  

Regrettably, off-campus employment forces students to choose between developing faculty 

relationships, and paying bills (Duncan, 1976; Nettles, 1990; Turner & Thompson, 1993).  Often 

times supporting themselves and their families becomes more of a priority than developing key 

relationships with faculty and other important professionals.  However, researchers report that 

graduate student persistence and graduation depend largely on academic and socially 

constructive relationships, professional development, financial support, and mentoring 

(Hagedorn & Nora, 1996). Mentoring and good advising are important to academic and social 

integration, and also influence doctoral student satisfaction (Ellis, 2001; Nerad & Miller, 1996; 

Nettles, 1990).  

Mentoring 

Mentoring relationships, “provide needed support for the enhancement of an individual’s 

career development or organizational experience” (Thomas, 1990, p. 479).  The process of 

mentoring helps protégés learn technical expertise, become familiar with acceptable 

organizational or professional behavior, and help develop a sense of competence (Chao, Walz, 

& Gardner, 1992; Hunt & Michael, 1983; Kram & Isabella, 1985).  This interactive exchange of 

knowledge and competence is especially important for evaluators of color. Given the small 

number of minority evaluators, developing competently trained and socialized Black evaluators 

adds to the credibility of the evaluation field. 

Mentoring defined.  The historical origins of the term mentor can be traced to ancient 

Greece when Odysseus entrusted the eponymous character, Mentor, to guide and advise his 

son, Telemachus, in Homer’s Odyssey (Hunt & Michael, 1983; Friday & Friday, 2002). Paterson 

and Hart-Wasekeesikaw (1994) define a mentor in higher education as a faculty member who 

guides, supports, and advises a student.  Friday, Friday & Green (2004) define a mentor as a 

wise and trusted counselor or teacher.  
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For this research mentoring is defined as an active reciprocal relationship (Healy & 

Welchert, 1990; Thomas, 1990) between an advanced person and a beginner (protégé) aimed 

at promoting competence and the career development (Busch, 1985; Healy & Welchert, 1990; 

Hunt & Michael, 1983; Thomas, 1990) of both parties involved (; Athey, Avery & Zemsky, 2000; 

Healy & Welchert, 1990; Johnson-Bailey & Cervero, 2004; Wright & Wright, 1987).  In this study 

mentoring is illustrated by (1) networking with evaluation professionals during and after graduate 

school, (2) networking with other professionals during and after graduate school, (3) mutually 

agreed upon relationship(s) with evaluation professional(s), (4) advising from graduate school 

faculty, colleagues or supervisor(s).    

Functions and benefits of mentoring.  Mentors are needed for training and promoting 

career success for women and men (Hunt & Michael, 1983).  These formal or informal 

relationships between a senior person (mentor) and a novice (protégé) are formed by choice 

and opportunity.  Mentors are usually successful in their field.  This success is determined by 

their professional contributions (Hunt & Michael, 1983).  Research has identified several 

reasons a mentor is sought, including success in a culture that a person is seeking entrance, 

similar ethnic bonds, and for protection and support (Gregory, 1995; Athey, et al, 2000; Jones, 

2001; Rentz, 2003).  The protégé must be willing to learn from the mentor, and as the 

relationship progresses, vice versa (Healy & Welchert, 1990). 

Research literature indicates that protégés are likely to mentor (Busch, 1985; Hunt & 

Michael, 1983; Wright & Wright, 1987) and often choose protégés with whom they identify 

(Athey, et al, 2000; Wright & Wright, 1987).  Mentors also receive satisfaction and further 

confirmation of their knowledge through helping novices (Hunt & Michael, 1983).  Not only do 

protégés receive psychosocial support and career development as a result of their relationship, 

so do mentors (Kram, 1980).   

Mentoring in graduate school.  Mentoring experiences in graduate school help to 

shape professional experiences upon completion.  Despite the importance of these key 

relationships, few Black doctorate holders have or have had mentoring relationships (Frierson, 

1990).  Research has shown that Black students and professionals are less likely to develop 

mentoring relationships (Blackwell, 1983; Duncan, 1976; Ellis, 2001; Frierson, 1990; Hall & 

Allen, 1983).  One explanation can be attributed to limited access to the formal and informal 

networks that exist in many professions and disciplines.  The limited to no access causes 

Blacks to miss out on opportunities to participate in research and other professional activities 

often compromising their professional success (Frierson, 1990; Turner & Thompson, 1993).  In 
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addition, this lack of relationships often leads Black graduate students to seek refuge 

elsewhere.  If a mentor is not found in the academic community, Black students find them in the 

community at large, at other institutions, or create community with other Blacks (Ellis, 2001; 

Love, 1993).  

Peer Relationships.  Peer relationships have the potential to serve the same functions 

as a mentoring relationship, underscoring the importance of developing peer relationships (Hunt 

& Michael, 1983; Kram & Isabella, 1985).  Peer relationships can also serve to complement a 

mentoring relationship (Hunt & Michael, 1983).  These relationships not only serve as a 

socialization function, but also tend to have an impact on both parties personally.   

Evaluation mentoring relationships.  Embedded in the AEA Guiding Principles for 

Evaluators (2004) is the need for communication and collaboration among evaluation 

professionals.  Establishing relationships with other evaluators helps to maintain competence 

ensuring that knowledge and skills are shared. These relationships can often times be 

considered mentoring relationships.  The principles highlight competence as one of the key 

principles an evaluator must operate within.   

The Competence principle states, “Evaluators provide competent performance to 

stakeholders.”  Included in this principle is the recognition of relationships with evaluators as key 

to developing this competence. The principles also state:  “…evaluators should make every 

effort to gain the competence directly or through the assistance of others who possess the 

required expertise” (American Evaluation Association, 2004, para. 12.3).  As well as:    

Evaluators should continually seek to maintain and improve their competencies, in order 

to provide the highest level of performance in their evaluations. This continuing 

professional development might include formal coursework and workshops, self-study, 

evaluations of one's own practice, and working with other evaluators to learn from their 

skills and expertise” (American Evaluation Association, 2004, para. 12.4 ). 

Boyd Cowles (2005) urges evaluators to “build coalitions” with evaluators who are 

different than themselves.  She encourages evaluators to step beyond traditional comfort zones 

to create “authentic, trusting, and honest relationships” (p. 15). In Stevens (2000) study of 

evaluators, findings indicate that on the job training, as well as professional training, in addition 

to working with a skilled mentor are important for minority evaluators’ training.  

Building Diversity Initiative 

In 2000, the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, the Association for the Study and Development of 

Community (ASDC), the Project Oversight Committee and the American Evaluation Association 
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(AEA) partnered for AEA’s Building Diversity Initiative (BDI).  The purpose was “to improve the 

quality and effectiveness of evaluation by expanding the ethnic and cultural diversity of the 

evaluation profession and by improving the capacity of evaluators to work across cultures” 

(American Evaluation Association, 2000, p. 1).  The groups planned to undertake the following 

activities to accomplish the goals of the initiative: 

1. Development of a directory of evaluators of color and evaluators who work cross-

culturally.  Based on information gathered in the Evaluator Survey, a directory 

was created to distribute to foundations, government agencies.  The directory 

provides contact information for diverse evaluators and   those who work cross-

culturally.   

2. Summary of efforts by foundations and government agencies to increase the 

cultural diversity and capacity of their evaluators.  A Best Practices Report 

describing strategies used by government agencies to identify, increase, and hire 

evaluators of color and evaluators who work cross-culturally.   

3. Summary of promising strategies used by other professions to increase cultural 

diversity.  The Best Practices report will also contain a section of strategies used 

by professional organizations to increase their diversity.    

4. Survey of evaluation training programs.  A survey of evaluation training programs 

will be conducted.  Data collection has begun and is continuing.   

5. Development of guiding principles for evaluators to work across cultures.  A 

subcommittee to examine this issue was created.  The committee is developing 

principles for evaluators who work in culturally, linguistically, and racially diverse 

communities (American Evaluation Association, 2001, p. 2).   

6. Create a diversity building plan and an evaluation plan (American Evaluation 

Association, 2001b).   

Evaluator survey.  The BDI developed a web-based survey to gather information about 

evaluators, specifically evaluators of color.  The survey focuses on skills, needs, and barriers to 

their evaluation practice.  Over 1,000 evaluators responded to the survey (n=1,047).  Their 

ethnic makeup included, 50% European American, 19% African American, 10% Latino, 8% 

Asian American, 5% American Indian/Alaskan Native, 6% Other, and 2% did not provide their 

race or ethnicity.  The results of the survey were used to help develop the Directory of 

Evaluators of Color and Evaluators with Cross-Cultural Experience.   
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Foundation, government agency, and professional associations.  A Best Practice 

Report of strategies used by government agencies and private foundations to “identify, increase, 

and hire evaluators of color and evaluators who evaluate cross-culturally evaluators” (American 

Evaluation Association, 2001b, p. 3).  The report also includes strategies used by other 

professional organizations to increase diversity in their memberships and their professions.   

Evaluation training programs. As a result of the BDI, AEA partnered with Duquesne 

University to create an internship program for graduate students.  The program is intended to:  

(a) build the “pipeline” of students who already have basic research capacities and 

substantive knowledge and extend their capabilities to evaluation, (b) provide 

professional development training opportunities for social science, public health, and 

other graduate students in research, and (c) deepen the evaluation profession's capacity 

to work in racially, ethnically, and culturally diverse settings (Hopson & Collins, 2005, p. 

17). 

The first year of the program, 2004-2005 the program recruited and enrolled graduate students 

of color; developed an internship curriculum designed around the theme of Evaluation Toward 

Social Justice and Social Change; placed interns with local agencies where they assisted in 

evaluations of programs that serve diverse populations; provided mentor support for interns in 

form of an advisor from the student’s home institution and an active AEA member with similar 

research interests; and provided leadership development opportunities in AEA (Hopson & 

Collins, 2005).      

Building diversity plan and evaluation.   The Building Diversity Plan developed by the 

Building Diversity Advisory and Oversight Committees included 14 recommendations.  Four 

work groups were created to assist in the planning and implementation of the plan.  Those 

works groups were (1) Pipeline, (2) Professional Development, (3) Work Access, and (4) 

Recruitment.  The Pipeline work group was asked to identify barriers, issues, and strategies for 

“increasing the number of people of color exposed to and engaged in evaluation” (American 

Evaluation Association, 2001b, p. 4).  The Professional Development work group was asked to 

identify strategies and programs that would provide training opportunities for evaluators of color 

and those who work in cross cultural situations.  The Work Access’s goal was to identify 

strategies designed to increase access to evaluation opportunities.  The Recruitment work 

group was asked to identify barriers to recruit and steps to increase the numbers of evaluators 

of color into AEA.   
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The 14 recommendations advanced by the committee were organized into four 

categories, Training, Public Education, Policies, and Relationship Building and include the 

following:  

Training  

1. Create a graduate education fellowship program targeted to students of color. 

2. Tap into existing educational pipeline programs to expose students of color to 

evaluation as a career choice. 

3. Work with historically Black colleges and universities (HBCUs), Hispanic-serving 

institutions (HSIs), and Tribal institutions (TIs) to (1) increase the profile of 

evaluation as a profession and (2) support the creation of evaluation training 

courses and programs. 

4. Create “guaranteed” training sessions at the annual AEA conference to address 

the professional development needs of evaluators of color and cross-cultural 

evaluators. 

5. Create nontraditional training opportunities for people doing evaluation work but 

who do not identify themselves as evaluators. 

6. Organize small business development training for evaluators of color who want to 

start evaluation-consulting firms.  

7. Provide financial incentives for evaluators of color and all cross-cultural 

evaluators to participate in training and professional development. 

8. Create a Council of Evaluation Training Programs (CETP) to serve as a forum to 

discuss issues of diversity and cultural competence as they relate to training and 

evaluation. 

Public Education 

1. Create and promote a “What Is Evaluation?” campaign targeting students and 

other potential professionals. 

2. Engage in a public education campaign to emphasize the importance of cultural 

context and diversity in evaluation for evaluation seeking institutions. 

Policies 

1. Incorporate diversity issues into the review of the Program Evaluation Standards. 

2. Advocate for the creation of an affirmative hiring policy (e.g., Small Business 

Administration Section 8(a) Business Development Program) for foundations and 

state and local governments. 
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Relationship Building 

1. Encourage mentoring for evaluators of color and those seeking cross-cultural 

evaluation experience and skills. 

2. Work with diverse organizations to develop a method of publicizing job 

opportunities to evaluators of color (American Evaluation Association, 2001b, p. 

5).   

Emphasis throughout the Building Diversity Plan was given to the draft status of the plan 

and report.  Unfortunately there is no document that accurately depicts the current status of the 

entire Building Diversity Initiative (Arafeh & Hale, 2005). However, Hopson & Collins (2005) 

recently discuss the Graduate Education Diversity Internship Program at Duquesne University 

as mentioned above.  However, the other initiatives undertaken by AEA as a result of the BDI 

directly affect the number of Black evaluation professionals, as well as the practice of culturally 

competent evaluation.  As such, an up to date status report is sorely needed.   

Conclusion 

The educational significance of this study is to advance the body of knowledge in the 

field of program evaluation.  This research examines the construct of cultural competence in 

evaluation through a phenomenological research approach.  The perspectives of Black 

evaluators have not been heard, or documented in evaluation literature.  In addition, little is 

known about how cultural competence in evaluation is viewed from an evaluator’s standpoint, or 

how it is realized in evaluation practice.  Full comprehension of these issues helps to ensure 

meaningful, useful evaluations that impact a diverse body of stakeholders, as well as identify 

lessons that can be learned to help improve evaluation practice and evaluation research.   

Researching the characteristics of current evaluators helps to identify influences that 

affect the development of cultural competence in evaluation among Black evaluators.  This 

depends largely in part on understanding the history of program evaluation in education and the 

role that Blacks have played in advancing the profession. Identifying the factors that encourage 

the development of competency among Black evaluation professionals will help to provide 

recommendations for creating and maintaining intentional interventions to assist more Blacks in 

developing evaluation competency. 

The researcher attempts to discuss literature that supports the research questions of the 

study.  Special attention is given to the role of culture in evaluation, and its relationship with 

other collaborative evaluation approaches.   The essential aspects of the socialization of new 

members to a profession is also explored.  Mentoring relationships are suggested as a way of 
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framing the development of new evaluators.  These various aspects of the evaluation literature 

and beyond helped to provide a framework from which to view Black evaluator experiences.   



 37

CHAPTER THREE 

METHOD 

 

According to Charles & Mertler (2002) “in evaluation studies, research questions [rather 

than hypotheses] are most often used to guide the investigation” (p. 318).  As such, the 

research questions mirrored the purpose of the study, which was to assess Black evaluators’ 

experiences as evaluators, and to identify essential skills needed to practice culturally 

competent evaluation.  The research sought to answer the following questions:  

1. What have been the educational and professional experiences of Black 

evaluation professionals? 

2. How do Black evaluation professionals define cultural competence in evaluation? 

3. What skills do Black evaluation professionals believe are necessary to become a 

culturally competent evaluator? 

The purpose of this research was (1) to provide key characteristics about Black 

evaluators, (2) to identify the defining characteristics of cultural competence in evaluation, as 

identified by Black evaluators, and (3) to identify the skills one needs to become a culturally 

competent evaluator. The population of interest was Black evaluation professionals.   

Research Design   

Cultural competence in evaluation has different meanings for different evaluators.  As 

evidenced by the literature the term “cultural competence” in itself conjures various definitions 

and implies certain assumptions.  Given the elusiveness of an agreed upon definition, or even 

consistent terminology in evaluation, this research sought to understand cultural competence 

from a Black perspective.  The goal of understanding cultural competence in evaluation from a 

Black perspective led to the use of a phenomenological research framework. While this 

research is not reflective of the collective perspectives and opinions of all Black evaluators, this 

exploration does attempt to provide information about the specific issues covered in this study.    

Phenomenology can be defined as “a general approach which encompasses a variety of 

doctrines whose common focus is directed toward the investigation of our experience of the 

world (Spinelli, 1989, p. 3).  In addition, Spinelli (1989) wrote “as members of the same species, 

we share the same psycho-biological limitations which give common underlying structure to the 

development of our mental frameworks, nevertheless, each of us adds a number of variables 

derived from our individual life experiences.  Through the combination of the two, each of us 
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constructs a unique interpretation of the world” (p. 9).   It is this unique experience that the 

researcher sought to capture.   

Phenomenology argues that there is no right definition, only those that are agreed upon 

by a group.  Even then, those interpretations do not encompass all aspects.  There is no correct 

definition of cultural competence in evaluation.  However, there are several tenets that have 

been influenced by evaluation culture.  These consensus viewpoints have allowed those agreed 

upon tenets to permeate the discussion about the role of culture in evaluation.   

A mixed-method approach, employing both qualitative and quantitative methods was 

used for data collection and analysis.  For this study, quantitative data were collected through 

questionnaires and qualitative data were collected through interviews.  These methods were 

chosen to help support the research purpose of better understanding the population of Black 

evaluators as identified in the Directory of Evaluators of Color and interviewing a sample of 

those evaluators.   

A questionnaire was developed using yes-no dichotomous responses, structured 

response items, and open-ended questions.  In-depth interviews were also conducted during 

and after the administration of the questionnaire. The use of both survey data and in-depth 

interviews allowed the researcher to gain access to more descriptive information and thus 

provided more insight into the perspectives of Black evaluators.    Each data collection method 

will be discussed in more detail in the Methods of Data Collection section in this chapter. 

Study Participants   

 The participants in the study were identified using the American Evaluation Association’s 

Evaluator of Color Directory.  In this directory, 98 evaluators self-identified as Black- 95 

evaluators were listed with electronic mail addresses.  An initial electronic mail message was 

sent to this group of 95.  Twenty (20) of these 95 emails addresses were not valid, thus yielding 

75 valid email addresses.  To enlarge the sample, a snowball sampling strategy was used.  The 

researcher personally contacted prominent Black evaluators and asked them to identify other 

potential respondents.  In addition, Black evaluators encountered at professional conferences 

were asked to participate in the study.  As a result, nine additional Black evaluators were added 

to the study.  Overall, 40 participants responded to the survey, resulting in a 38% return rate.  

Detailed information about the methods used will be discussed in the next section of this 

chapter.   

 Four Black evaluators were chosen for in-depth interviews.  The criteria used to select 

the interviewees consisted of (1) publication(s) in evaluation and (2) publication(s) about cultural 
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implications in evaluation.   Each interviewee had at least five publications published in major 

evaluation or education journals recognized by the field (i.e., American Journal of Evaluation, 

New Directions for Evaluation, American Educational Research Journal, Journal of Blacks in 

Higher Education, etc.).  Interviewees also published or developed programs related to culturally 

competent/responsive evaluation, or dealing with culture in various settings.  The four 

interviewees consisted of three males and one female, from across the country.  Detailed 

information about the interviewees will be discussed in the next chapter.       

Methods of Data Collection 

Questionnaire.  In developing the survey, eight categories were chosen to reflect the 

areas of interest mentioned above as they were pertinent to the research questions, as well as 

soliciting desired demographic information about Black evaluators. The eight sections included: 

(1) program evaluation as a career choice, (2) professional evaluation experiences, (3) cultural 

competence in evaluation, (4) graduate school experiences, (5) evaluation mentoring 

experiences, (6) protégé experiences, (7) mentor experiences, and (8) demographic 

information.         

The questionnaire developed for the study consisted of 65 questions, 20 open-ended 

questions, 33 structured response items, and 12 demographic questions.  The questionnaire 

used (1) yes/no(n=8), (2) multiple choice (n= 16), (3) checklists (n=7), (4) Likert Rating scales 

(n=2), and (5) open-ended question (n=20) formats.  These formats were used to solicit 

information from the respondents.   Questions were patterned after three existing surveys, the 

Career Paths of African American and Hispanic Social Work Doctorates and ABDs by Cora Le-

Doux, The Bowie-Hancock Preparation for Graduate Social Work Education (PGSWE) Survey 

by Stan Bowie, and the American Evaluation Association Building Diversity Initiative Survey.  In 

addition, questions were generated by the researcher in relation to the overarching research 

questions.   

The questionnaire produced for the research participants was made available online 

through the use of a web survey development company, SurveyMonkey.  An online format was 

used because of the wide dissemination of participants and popularity of electronic 

communication.  Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen (2004) encourage evaluators to stay informed 

of new technology that can be used to improve our work and create better efficiency and 

effectiveness.  The authors cite conducting surveys online and interviews over electronic means 

or telephone as technological advances available for use.  Couper (2000) outlines some of the 

advantages to web surveys, including (1) access to more respondents, (2) lower costs, and (3) 
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multimedia survey content.  The advantages highlighted proved to be the case for this study as 

well.  The researcher was able to include additional participants by simply sending the link to the 

survey.  The researcher believes this impacted survey response time for participants.  From the 

letters mailed to those with missing or invalid electronic mail addresses, there was no response.  

However, all of the final responses came from participants who were sent the link to the survey 

in an electronic mail message.  The overall response rate for the questionnaire was 39%.  The 

questionnaire can be found in Appendix A.     

Section 1 had six questions concerning the evaluator’s choice of program evaluation as 

a career.  Question 1 asked respondents how they learned about evaluation.  Question 2, an 

open-ended item and Question 3, a structured answer item, focused on when the respondents 

conducted their first evaluation.  Questions 4-6 consisted of a yes-no dichotomous question, an 

open-ended response, and a fixed response item regarding the participant’s career before 

evaluation.   

Section 2 consisted of questions about the respondent’s experiences in evaluation 

practice.  Questions 7 and 8 were structured answer items where the participants were asked to 

identify the primary area/s of their previous evaluation experience and current employment.  

Questions 9-10, both structured response items, asked about evaluation as their primary 

responsibility at their current employment, and how much time is spent weekly on evaluation. 

Question 11 asked participants to identify the setting of their current employment from a list of 

fixed responses.  Given the ability to allow respondents to skip questions not applicable to their 

situations, a skip logic was included for question 11 that impacted responses to questions 12 

and 13 which both detailed respondents’ current position.  Respondents who identified working 

in a college/university setting were prompted to answer question 12, while all others were 

prompted to respond to question 13.  Also included in section 2 were questions regarding 

professional association memberships, and evaluation and other professional activities. 

Questions 14-19 included dichotomous yes-no, structured response, and open-ended items that 

focused on the respondents current professional activities.            

Section 3 included cultural competence items.  Questions 20-21 were yes-no and open-

ended items that asked respondents to identify particular approaches that guide their evaluation 

practice.  Questions 22-24 consisted of open-ended responses about cultural competence in 

evaluation, and the necessary skills evaluators must possess to practice culturally competent 

evaluation.  Question 25 asked about the role race plays in practicing culturally competent 

evaluation.  Questions 26 and 27, yes-no and open-ended items respectively, asked about the 
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need to train more evaluators to be culturally competent.  Section 4 was comprised of four 

questions, one open-ended and three structured response items, asking about the evaluation 

training received in graduate school.   

Evaluation mentoring experiences was the focus of section 5 consisting of structured 

item responses and one yes-no item asking about mentoring experiences with other evaluators.  

Sections 6 and 7 focused on protégé and mentor experiences, respectively.  Questions 

concerning the respondent’s experiences as a protégé accounted for seven questions, 35-41.  

These questions asked about the race and gender of the mentor (structured item), the length of 

the relationship (structured item), development of the mentor relationship (structured item), and 

the skills and ways the mentor has influenced their development as an evaluator (open-ended 

items).   

Section 7 was comprised of nine questions.  Questions 42 asked respondents if they 

mentored other evaluation professionals.  If respondents answered no to this question, a skip 

logic was used to direct the respondent to question 51 regarding why not.  If the respondents 

answered yes, they were prompted to progress to question 43, asking why.  Questions 44-48 

followed the same format as section 6, regarding the race and gender of the protégé, and the 

other questions identified above.  Questions 49-50, both open-ended, focused on the effect of 

the relationship on the respondent.   

Section 8 was reserved for demographic information on respondents, all open-ended 

items.  Questions 52-53 asked for respondent age and gender.  Questions 54-62 asked for 

information regarding participants’ educational attainment, from undergraduate degree through 

doctoral degree.  Information regarding year of completion, academic major, and institution was 

obtained.  Question 63 asked participants to identify from a structured list of options a region of 

the United States where they currently reside.  Questions 64 and 65 were open-ended 

questions soliciting optional additional information and participation.  Further discussion of the 

measures taken to ensure reliability and validity will be discussed in the procedures section of 

this chapter.   

In-depth Interviews.  Survey research helped to provide the baseline data to begin to 

describe the experiences of Black evaluators.  Qualitative inquiry, with its focus on holistic 

perspective and interpretation, provided a clearer understanding of the population.  Qualitative 

research focuses on three major genres (1) individual lived experience, (2) society and culture, 

(3) language and communication (Marshall & Rossman, 1999).  The focus of this study was to 

understand the individual lived experiences of Black evaluators.  It is the researcher’s belief that 
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qualitative data can yield a better understanding of the evaluator experience by allowing the 

evaluator to speak themselves.  

Given the experiences of the interviewees and their breadth of knowledge, a face-to face 

interview strategy was initially viewed as the way to proceed.  However, for the same reasons 

as mentioned above, an interview guide was developed to assist in standardizing interviews, as 

well as to compensate for the researcher’s novice interviewer status.  Patton (2002) wrote that 

the “combined strategy offers the interviewer flexibility in probing and in determining when it is 

appropriate to explore certain subjects in greater depth, or even to pose questions about new 

areas of inquiry that were not originally anticipated in the interview instrument’s development” 

(p. 347).  All interviewees were asked to complete the online questionnaire.   

An interview guide was developed to assist in structuring the discussion with each of the 

four interviewees.  The interview protocol developed consisted of four sections: (1) 

background/experience, (2) cultural competence in evaluation, (3) race in evaluation, and (4) 

mentoring initiatives.  These categories were developed to coincide with the questions 

developed for the survey.  These categories represent areas where more in-depth information 

was desired.  The interview guide can be found in Appendix B.   

Role of the Researcher.  In qualitative research, the role of the researcher cannot be 

ignored.  Patton (2002) called the researcher “the instrument” (p. 14). The researcher asks 

interview questions and interprets the responses.  According to Bogdan and Taylor (1975), “the 

researcher must identify and empathize with his or her subjects in order to understand them 

from their own frames of reference” (p. 8).  Personal experience and engagement in the topic 

drive the researcher’s interest in this area.  

 As a person who is living the experience as a Black evaluator, the researcher cannot 

help but understand and identify with the population of study.  The researcher commenced the 

study with several assumptions.  The assumption that Black evaluation professionals in the 

study (1) possess evaluation competence, (2) would be able to adequately define cultural 

competency in evaluation, as well as (3) practice culturally competent evaluation, and (4) 

identify the skills needed for others to practice culturally competent evaluation.         

Procedure 

 This section will focus on the steps taken to administer the survey and conduct the in-

depth interviews.  Before completing the online questionnaire, informed consent was obtained 

from all research participants.  The consent forms followed the guidelines established by the 

Florida State University Human Subjects and Institutional Review Board.  The informed consent 



 43

forms contained information concerning the researcher’s name, title of the dissertation research 

study, description of the research study; description of subjects’ involvement in the study; risks 

and benefits to subjects participating in the study; and the right of subjects to withdraw from 

participation at any time without prejudice, penalty, or loss of benefits to which otherwise 

entitles.  The contact information of the researcher, the researcher’s major professor, and the 

Florida State University Human Subjects Committee were also provided.  This study was 

approved by the Florida State University Human Subjects Committee.  The letters of approval 

dated October 1, 2004 and January 11, 2006 are included in Appendix C and D.   

Administering the Questionnaire.  An initial email was sent to all Black evaluators with 

email addresses listed in the Directory.  This number totaled 95.  This email introduced the 

researcher and research topic and set the stage for the upcoming survey distribution.  Twelve 

(12) email responses were received indicating extreme interest in the research topic and 

support of future research.   

Twenty-five (25) email messages bounced back indicating non-existent email addresses, 

or problems with the recipient’s server.  A second email message was sent to those email 

addresses that were incorrectly input into the researcher database.  Twenty (20) of the second 

round of email messages were returned.     

Of the twelve (12) who responded in support of the research and indicated a willingness 

to assist, four (4) participated in a pilot study of the instrument.    The pilot study was conducted 

to ensure interpretability of items and response choices.  Each participant was emailed an 

electronic copy of the questionnaire and asked for feedback on (1) question clarity, (2) question 

comprehensiveness, and (3) question acceptability (Rea & Parker, 1997).  In addition four other 

evaluation professionals were solicited to provide an expert review of the pilot instrument.   

During the pilot review, changes to question response options were suggested, and 

additional questions were developed to solicit desired information and provide clarity.  Those 

suggestions are included in Table 1.  One expert reviewer also suggested that participants be 

notified prior to beginning the survey the various categories and question formats.  This 

feedback obtained from the pilot study participants and expert reviewers was incorporated in the 

final questionnaire.  
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Table 1.  Feedback from Instrument Review  

Action Suggestion Question in Final Survey 

Add  Entire Human Subjects Letter  Introduction  

Add Table of contents for survey areas  Introduction  

Add Format of questions included in survey areas Introduction  

Re-word First exposure to evaluation Q1 

Add  Other career choices prior to evaluation  Q4, 5 

Re-word Current employment setting  Q11 

Add AEA, AERA, APA, and other organizations as option  Q15 

Add Interpersonal skills needed to be culturally competent Q24 

Add None of the above option  Q17 

 

After the pilot study, an email was generated with a hyperlink to the questionnaire and 

disseminated to 84 Black evaluators, including those who participated in the pilot study and 

expert review.  At the close of the first completion deadline, 20 evaluators had responded.  Due 

to the low numbers, the initial deadline was extended by two weeks. This resulted in only 13 

additional responses.  Another email was sent to the non-respondents asking for participation in 

the study, including a hyperlink to the survey along with a fixed deadline a few weeks later.  This 

email resulted in an additional three surveys being completed, bringing the total to 36.  In an 

effort to get more responses, in addition to accommodate more participants based on the 

snowball sampling effect, the survey was reopened two months later.  A fourth email message 

was generated and sent to all non-respondents along with the hyperlink to the survey.  This 

resulted in an additional four responses.  At this time, the survey was closed and the final 

number of responses totaled 40.    

Simultaneously, Black evaluators listed in the directory without email addresses were 

sent correspondence via postal mail.  A total of 20 questionnaire packages were mailed.  The 

letter included a web address to access the online survey.    A later deadline was established in 

hope of gaining more responses.  Four letters were returned, without forwarding addresses and 

one phone call was also received from a recipient notifying the researcher of her non-activity in 

evaluation.   This solicitation did not produce more responses.  The overall response rate was 

38%. Given the extensions to deadlines and small sample size, I felt that significant efforts had 

been made to contact those in the population.  Please see Table 2 for details of the survey 

administration.  
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Table 2.  Questionnaire Responses 

Contact Initiated 
Individuals 

Contacted 

Responses 

Received 

Total Responses 

Completed 

Electronic Solicitations & 

Follow-ups 
84 40 40 

Postal Mail 20 0 0 

TOTAL 104 40 40 

 

Conducting Interviews.  During the time of the pilot study potential interviewees were 

contacted to schedule interviews.  These individuals were chosen because of their contribution 

to the literature on cultural competence/responsiveness, in addition to their membership in the 

study population.  Upon confirmation of participation, each interviewee was sent a letter of 

confirmation.   

Four face-to-face interviews proved to be just as diverse as the interviewees 

themselves.  Simultaneously with the first round of questionnaire completion, Interview One was 

conducted via phone, with the written responses sent via electronic mail as well.   

Two interviews were conducted at a professional association conference three months 

later, given the time constraints of the two interviewees.  Of those two interviews, one was 

scheduled prior to arrival at the conference and was held in an empty meeting room.  The other 

interview was planned to take place upon returning to our respective campuses after the 

conference.  However, after rethinking deadlines and having the interviewee within reach, the 

researcher “stalked” the interviewee after a session and “followed” him until he agreed to 

proceed with the interview at the conference.  Due to the impromptu nature, the interview was 

held in the corridor of the hotel hosting the conference.  The fourth and final interview was also 

conducted “under duress.”  After many attempts to arrange a time via phone or email, the 

researcher realized that once again she would have to “stalk” this interviewee and catch the 

individual after a session at another professional meeting.  The interview was conducted this 

time, not in the meeting rooms of the hotel, but in Central Park in New York City!  

Once the data were collected it was analyzed according to the six phases identified by 

Marshall and Rossman (1999).  Those six phases were: (1) organizing of the data, (2) 

generating of categories, themes, and patterns, (3) coding of the data, (4) testing emergent 

understandings, (5) searching for alternative explanations, and (6) writing the report.  
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Data Analysis and Interpretation of Findings  

Qualitative and quantitative methods were used to better understand the phenomena of 

inquiry.  Triangulation can be defined as, “the designed use of multiple methods, with offsetting 

or counteracting biases, in investigations of the same phenomenon in order to strengthen the 

validity of inquiry results” (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p. 256).  There are four types of 

triangulation methods (1) data source, (2) investigator, (3) theory, and (4) methodological 

(Mathison, 2003).   

This research focused on using data triangulation and methodological triangulation 

methods.  Methodological triangulation constitutes using multiple methods to confirm data 

results. The qualitative in-depth interviews and quantitative questionnaires completed serve as a 

means of methodological triangulation. Data triangulation refers to using several data sources.  

In this study each interviewee was required to first complete the survey questionnaire as a way 

of cross-checking information and triangulating the data.  The quantitative questionnaires were 

made available to the entire population, while only a subset of the population, consisting of four 

Black evaluators, was chosen for interviews.    

While triangulation pertains to the same phenomenon (Greene, et al., 1989), 

complementarity uses both qualitative and quantitative methods to “measure overlapping but 

also different facets of a phenomenon, yielding an enriched, elaborated understanding of that 

phenomenon" (p. 258).  Worthen, Sanders & Fitzpatrick (1997) wrote that “complementarity 

differs from triangulation in that the purpose is not so much to increase measurement validity as 

to shed more light on the meaning and nature of the construct” (p. 394).  Complementarity was 

used to further validate the construct of culturally competent evaluation using qualitative data 

from the surveys, and the in-depth interviews. 

The findings were derived from data collected through a variety of methods: survey 

(questionnaire) and interview.  Given the mixed-method data collection, data analysis would 

follow in the same mixed-method vein.  Qualitative researchers have two ways of organizing 

data for analysis.  The first uses the research questions developed during the study design and 

the second relies on interpretations that emerged during data collection (Patton, 2002).  In this 

study the research questions helped to provide the framework for initial qualitative and 

quantitative data analysis.   

Survey Data Analysis.  The quantitative items in the questionnaire were analyzed using 

descriptive statistical analysis such as frequency counts.  Microsoft Excel was used to generate 

frequency counts and to sort data responses.  Examples of items requiring descriptive statistics 
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included (1) how Black evaluators learned about evaluation as a career choice, and (2) the 

number of evaluation courses completed during graduate school. The open-ended response 

items from the questionnaire were analyzed using the constant comparative method.  Open- 

coding was employed initially to develop categories based on the question responses. Strauss 

& Corbin (1990) use open coding to “uncover, name, and develop concepts…expose the 

thoughts and meanings” (p. 102).  The iterative process of open-coding allowed for categories 

to emerge from the data.  General categories were developed.  Each response was compared 

within and between the previous responses to help refine the categories.  Patterns were 

identified and categorized according to the overarching themes.  Figure 2 shows an example of 

the process used.   

 

 
 
 
 
 

Response 
Number 

Comments Categories 

1. Cultural competence is acquisition of skills that allow evaluators to 
work across culturally diverse settings locally (in multicultural, 
domestic settings) and globally (in international, cross-cultural 

settings).  

1. Skills 
2. Diverse Settings 

2. ongoing sensitivity to the influence of various aspects of the project's 
culture and context (e.g.,race, ethnicity, region, gender, language, 

socioeconomic status, etc) and taking such into consideration in 
evaluation planning and implementation  

3. Sensitivity 
4. Eval. Methods  

3. The willingness and ability to see and experience the world 
through the eyes of others, especially others not like me.  

5. Sensitivity 
6. Diversity 

 
Figure 2.  Qualitative Data Analysis Example 

 

  Interview Data Analysis.  Patton (2002) writes “only through hearing and interpreting 

the stories of others through interviews can the evaluator learn the multiple realities and 

perspectives that different groups and individuals bring to an object or experience” (p. 348).  

Codes
 Eval. Know. of Self 
 Eval Know. of Context 
 Eval. Process 

 

RQ One- Definition of Cultural Competence

Categories  

1. Skills 
2. Diverse Settings 
3. Sensitivity 
4. Eval. Methods  
5. Sensitivity 
6. Diversity 
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The same open-coding procedure was employed when analyzing each respondents remarks.  

Each interview was used to develop a mini case study for each participant.  Case study can 

refer to either the process or the product of analysis, or both.  In this research, case study refers 

to the process used to describe each interviewee.  The cases helped to aid in individual case 

analysis, as well as cross-case analysis.  Patton (2002) describes case analysis as “writing a 

case study for each person interviewed,” while cross-case analysis “means grouping together 

answers from different people to common questions” (p. 440).    

The standardized open-ended interview made the cross-case analysis for each question 

in the interview easier (Patton, 2002).  Once each case study was constructed, cross-case 

analysis was conducted to generate individual, as well as overlapping patterns and themes.  

Each case study was then content analyzed.  Patton (2002) describes content analysis as “any 

qualitative data reduction and sense-making effort that takes a volume of qualitative material 

and attempts to identify core consistencies and meanings” (p. 453). Patterns and themes were 

identified.   

The interviews were transcribed verbatim.  The tapes were transcribed by an older White 

female who had transcribed tapes for many dissertations and legal proceedings.  Although she 

came highly recommended, she was not familiar with the research, the terminology, or the 

connotations used during the interviews.  The interviewees also told jokes that she was 

unfamiliar with and she thought this dialogue was undecipherable.  However, these 

“undecipherable” comments were full of meaning.  After the transcripts were received, the 

researcher listened to the tapes and made any additional corrections and clarifications to the 

transcripts. This allowed for the researcher to become immersed in the data, which resulted in 

developing insights, highlighting the issues pursued in the research (Patton 2002).   

After analysis of the interview data, each interviewee was sent an electronic copy of their 

transcribed interview, a copy of their descriptive mini case study, as well as their comments in 

the context of each research question and finding.  As a way of member-checking, each 

interviewee providing clarification of their remarks if necessary, and indicated their satisfaction 

with the overall essence of their thoughts.   

Throughout the entire analysis and interpretation the phenomenological method was 

used.  The phenomenological method consists of three steps, (a) the Rule of Epoche’, (b) the 

Rule of Description, and (c) the Rule of Horizontalization (Spinelli, 1989).  The Rule of Epoche’ 

urges the researcher to “bracket” their initial biases or prejudices.  The Rule of Description 

urges researchers to describe, not explain, requiring the focus to be on a” concretely based 
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descriptive examination of the subjective variables which make up our experience” (p. 18).  The 

third step, the Rule of Horizontalization encourages researchers to treat each experience 

equally.  By not imposing “hierarchial assumptions,” the researcher was able to better analyze 

each response more accurately and on its own merits.  The results of this analysis will be 

discussed in the next chapter.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 

This dissertation sought to understand cultural competence in evaluation from a Black 

evaluator’s perspective, using a phenomenological research framework.  A mixed-method 

research design was employed, using survey questionnaires and in-depth interviews with Black 

evaluation professionals.  The following research questions guided the inquiry:  

1. What have been the educational and professional experiences of Black 

evaluation professionals? 

2. How do Black evaluation professionals define cultural competence in evaluation? 

3. What skills do Black evaluation professionals believe are necessary to become a 

culturally competent evaluator? 

The purpose of this research was to (1) assess key characteristics of Black evaluators, 

(2) identify the defining characteristics of cultural competence in evaluation, as identified by 

Black evaluators, and (3) identify the skills one needs to become a culturally competent 

evaluator. The population of interest was Black evaluation professionals, who practice 

evaluation and/or teach evaluation.  This chapter contains two sections- results from the survey 

and results from the interviews.   

The phenomenological perspective used for the research guided the focus of inquiry: to 

understand the phenomena of cultural competence from a Black perspective.  A mixed-method 

approach, employing both qualitative and quantitative methods for data collection and analysis 

was selected for this study.  Quantitative data were collected through questionnaires and 

qualitative data were collected through interviews.  A questionnaire was developed using yes-no 

dichotomous responses, structured response items, and open-ended questions.  In-depth 

interviews were also conducted during and after the administration of the questionnaire.  An 

inductive, logical process was used to interpret the open-ended response items by developing 

discrete codes with mutually exclusive definitions.  The analysis of this data produced several 

themes that recurred throughout participant responses.   

Throughout the beginnings of this research, the researcher adopted the term cultural 

competence.  In all survey and interview materials, cultural competence was the chosen 

terminology.  However, during data collection, the researcher realized that cultural competence 

was an inadequate term.  During the presentation of the results, the reader will often see 

cultural responsiveness used in place of cultural competence.  Because of the novelty of these 
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terms and their definitions to evaluation, cultural responsiveness often became interchangeable 

with cultural competence. The analysis of both the questionnaires and the interviews will shed 

light on these terms and their distinctions.      

The results of this analysis will be presented in this chapter.  The questionnaire results 

will be discussed, followed by the in-depth interviews.  The questionnaire results sections are 

organized by research question, including sub-categories taken from the questionnaire.  First, 

evaluator demographic data will be presented.  This is followed by educational experiences and 

professional experiences, findings pertaining to the first research question as specified above.  

Second, results related to cultural competency/responsiveness in evaluation findings will be 

presented, answering research question two as stated above.  Last, information about skills, 

training, and mentoring experiences, findings that seek to answer the third research question, 

will be discussed.   

The in-depth interview results will also be organized similarly to the interview format.  A 

mini-case study was created for each interviewee using their background educational and 

professional evaluation experiences.  Data from each interview were weaved together to create 

a dialogue regarding cultural competence/responsiveness in evaluation, the role of race in 

evaluation, and mentoring.  The interview findings help to supplement and further expound upon 

the findings from the questionnaires by adding individual experiences and personal accounts of 

Black evaluation professionals.  These findings helped to further focus the phenomenological 

inquiry by creating a more in-depth understanding of the experiences and perspectives of Black 

evaluators.       

Section I- Questionnaire Results 

What Have Been the Educational and Professional Experiences of Black Evaluation 

Professionals? 

Evaluators enter the evaluation field from a variety of educational programs and 

professional experiences.  As such, developing a deeper understanding of this background 

information helps to further comprehend the evaluator’s current frame of reference, based on 

their past experiences.  The participants in the study were identified using the AEA Evaluator of 

Color Directory (AEA, 2000).  Overall 40 of 104 participants contacted responded to the survey, 

resulting in a 38% return rate.   

Of the Black evaluation professionals who participated in the survey and indicated their 

gender, the number of men and women was almost equal.  Thirty-four respondents, 18 women 
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and 16 men, provided gender information, while six respondents did not answer.  See Figure 3 

below.   

  

Figure 3. Participants’ Gender 

Of the Black evaluators surveyed, nine were under the age of 40.  Eleven evaluators 

ranged in age from 40-50, and 13 evaluators were over the age of 50.  Seven respondents did 

not provide data regarding their age.   Figure 4 represents the respondents’ ages.   

 

Figure 4.  Age of Participants   

The Black evaluation professionals surveyed lived around the country.  Nearly half of the 

respondents (n=16) resided in the Northeast, e.g. Washington DC, Maryland, New York, and 

Massachusetts.  Eight evaluators lived in the southern states of Florida, Texas, Georgia, and 

North Carolina.  Six evaluators resided in the Midwest, e.g. Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, 

Minnesota, and Ohio.  Four evaluators lived on the west coast of the United States, in Arizona 

and California.   

Educational Experiences 

Undergraduate degrees. The Black evaluators who participated in this study 

collectively have amassed 33 bachelors degrees, 35 masters degrees, and 24 doctoral degrees.  

Psychology (14) was the most popular undergraduate major, with Business, Economics or 
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Finance (4), Sociology (3), Political Science (2), and other majors (10) including Criminal 

Justice, Biology, Geography, Sociology, Mathematics, Social Work, Cognitive Science and 

Statistics, Music Education, and Anthropology, with one each.  Of the evaluators who 

responded, 25 evaluators received their bachelor degrees from predominantly White institutions 

(PWI), six from Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU), and two international 

universities (INT) in Africa. See Table 3 for the distribution of Black evaluator degree attainment 

and type of university attended.   

Table 3. Educational Attainment  

Degree Achieved HBCU PWI INT Total No Response 

Undergraduate 6 25 2 33 7 

Masters 4 24 2 351 8 

Doctorate 3 25 1 292 7 

 

Masters degrees.  Black evaluator respondents earned 35 masters degrees, including 

four evaluators who earned double masters degrees, with ranging areas of specialization.  

Psychology (9) continued to be a popular area of study in graduate school, in addition to 

Education (6) Social Work (5), and Educational Evaluation/Measurement (3).  Six participants 

received degrees in Public Health, and Sociology, two degrees from each area.  The majors of 

Economics, Public Administration, Geography, Student Personnel Administration, Business 

Management, Family and Community Studies, Urban Anthropology, and Linguistics accounted 

for one participant each.  Twenty-four of the evaluators surveyed received their masters 

degrees from PWIs, while others received degrees from HBCUs including Howard University (3) 

and North Carolina A&T State University (1), and two internationally from institutions in the 

United Kingdom and Africa.   

Doctoral degrees.  Twenty-four of the respondents have completed doctoral level 

study.  Five evaluators are currently pursuing doctorates, with three expecting to complete their 

degrees in 2005.  These individuals were not included in Table 3 above.  The doctoral areas 

mirror the masters degree areas of specialization.  Ten evaluators have doctorates in 

evaluation, including program evaluation, educational measurement and evaluation, and 

                                                
1 four respondents received two masters degree, both from PWIs   

 
2 This number includes 5 respondents who were scheduled to receive their doctoral degrees by 
the completion of this research. 
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research.  Educational psychology (4) was a close second followed by Education (3) including 

policy and curriculum and instruction.  Other areas of specialization included Human 

Development, Man-Environment Relations, Sociology, Social Policy and Mental Health, Social 

Work, and Public Policy all with one degree each.  Twenty-nine of the 34 respondents received 

(or will receive) their degrees from predominantly White institutions, three from Howard 

University (a HBCU), and one from a university in Canada.   

 Training and classes completed.  Forty percent (n=16) of respondents learned about 

evaluation through coursework at the masters or doctoral level.  Twenty percent (n=8) learned 

about evaluation from on-the-job training, while 10% (n=4) were enrolled in evaluation fields of 

study as part of their graduate coursework.  The majority of evaluators surveyed, 59% (n=23), 

conducted their first evaluation after graduate school, while 41% (n=16) conducted evaluations 

during graduate school.    

Given that most evaluators received graduate training in evaluation or educational 

psychology, as evidenced above, those surveyed remarked that their coursework had been 

most helpful in their evaluation practice.  Courses in research methods (both qualitative and 

quantitative methods), evaluation methods, and statistics ranked high on the list.  Some of the 

evaluators surveyed, 32% (n=12), completed 1-2 evaluation courses while in graduate school, 

22% (n=8) completed 3-4 evaluation courses, and 16% (n=6) completed 5-6 evaluation courses 

during graduate school.  Almost as many, 19% (n=7) did not complete evaluation courses while 

in graduate school.  One evaluator commented, “My evaluation training was on the job in 

nature, I did not receive graduate school training.” Three participants did not respond to the 

item.     

The majority of the evaluators surveyed, 65% (n=24), completed at least 1-2 introductory 

program evaluation courses.  Almost half, 49% (n=18), completed 1-2 evaluation/research 

design classes, while 38% (n=14) completed between 3 and 6 evaluation/research design 

courses.  The evaluators also had exposure to both evaluation theory and measurement theory 

while in graduate school.  Fifty-one percent (n=19) of item respondents completed 1-2 courses 

in these areas, while 62% (n=23) completed 1-2 survey research methods courses while in 

graduate school.  Forty-one percent (n=15) of those surveyed completed 1-2 courses in data 

collection methods, while 38% (n=14) completed 3-4 classes.  Twenty-seven percent (n=10) of 

the respondents took 1-2 classes dealing with area specific evaluation, while the majority (62%) 

did not complete these specialized courses.  Table 4 details the types of courses Black 

evaluators completed while in graduate school.   
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Table 4. Courses Taken While in Graduate School.    

 Number of Courses Taken 

0 1-2 3 or more 

Course 

N % N % N % 

Introduction to Program Evaluation 13 35% 24 65% 0 0% 

Evaluation/Research Design 5 14% 18 49% 14 38% 

Area Specific Evaluation 23 62% 10 27% 4 10% 

Evaluation Theory 16 43% 19 51% 2 5% 

Data Collection Methods 2 5% 15 41% 20 54% 

Measurement Theory 11 30% 19 51% 7 20% 

Survey Research Methods 8 22% 23 62% 6 16% 

Qualitative Data Collection & Analysis 10 27% 19 51% 8 22% 

Data Analysis 0 0% 18 49% 19 51% 

Other Topics in Statistics 12 32% 16 43% 9 24% 

No response 3 8% 3 8% 3 8% 

 

Over half of the 36 respondents (four skipped this question) mentioned skills in research 

methods, specifically qualitative and quantitative methods, from their graduate training as being 

helpful during their evaluation practice.  Other skills included were statistics (31%) and 

evaluation methods (11%).  The evaluators surveyed also wrote of the importance of the 

opportunity to apply skills they learned, skills such as report writing and working on an actual 

evaluation or research project.  One evaluator remarked, “skills in interviewing and observation 

were the most helpful and learned by working with senior evaluators on evaluation projects.”    

Professional Experiences 

Evaluation professional activities.  Evaluators enter the field with a wide range of 

experiences and from a range of disciplines.  Sixty-nine percent (n=27) of evaluators tried 

another career before deciding on evaluation.  Education (27%) and human services (23%) 

were the two most popular areas, followed by medicine/health/public health, and 

research/statistical methods both accounting for 13% (n=4).  These same areas mirror the fields 

in which evaluators have also previously conducted evaluations.  Most evaluators, 77% (n=30), 

claimed experience conducting evaluations in the education field, followed by human services 
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(56%), medicine/health/public health (46%), and research/statistical methods (39%).  See Table 

5 for a listing of areas of previous experience.   

Table 5.  Areas of Previous Experience  

Area N= % 

Education  30 77% 

Human Services  22 56% 

Medicine/Health/Public Health 18 46% 

Research or Statistical Methods  15 39% 

Psychology 8 21% 

Business/Commerce 3 8% 

Community Development/Organizing   2 5% 

Agriculture/Environment  1 3% 

Policy  1 3% 

No Response 1 3% 

    

Professionals in every field often develop a unique way to carry out their duties.  

Evaluators are no different.  More than half of the respondents (n=21) indicated they used a 

particular evaluation approach/orientation to guide their practice.  These approaches included, 

culturally based approaches, participatory approaches, and others.  Six of 21 (29%) 

respondents indicated they used culturally based approaches (including culturally responsive or 

culturally relevant evaluation) to guide their evaluation practice.  Four (19%) respondents 

indicated participatory approaches, three (14%) named mixed methods and two (10%) others 

identified a Practitioner’s Orientation, using “previous resources, review of project guidelines, 

colleagues, mentor” and “personal input to evaluation instrument” to guide their practice.   

Current employment.  The majority of the Black evaluators surveyed were currently 

employed in the education field (64%).  The rest were as follows: human services (31%), 

medicine/health/public health (18%), and research/statistical methods (33%)3.  Forty-four 

percent (n=17) of evaluators currently work in the college/university setting.  Sixty-two percent 

(n=8) of these evaluators are tenured professors, while 30% (n=4) are tenure-earning 

professors and staff.  Twenty-three percent (n=9) of the remaining Black evaluators surveyed 

are employed at a research and consulting organization.  Fifteen percent (n=6) are independent 

                                                
3
 Percentages total more than 100.  Evaluators were able to choose more than one option that described 

the setting for their current employment.   
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evaluation consultants, and 13% (n=5) are employed in a non-profit-service provider agency.  In 

these varied organizations, Black evaluators hold positions such as director (n=7), researcher 

(n=5), and consultant (n=3).    

Within their career areas, 54% (n=21) of evaluators indicated that evaluation was not 

their primary responsibility, whereas 46% (n=18) reported evaluation as their primary job 

responsibility.  Twenty-six percent (n=10) of evaluators indicated that less than 10 hours of their 

work week was spent on evaluation.  In addition, 26% (n=10) of evaluators indicated that 

evaluation took up at least 10 hours of their week, while 21% (n=8) reported spending their 

entire week on evaluation.     

Professional associations.  Ninety-two percent (n=36) of Black evaluators surveyed 

indicated affiliation(s) with professional organizations/associations.  Sixty-three percent (n=22) 

claim membership in the American Evaluation Association (AEA), 49% (n=17) were members of 

the American Educational Research Association (AERA), followed by 26% (n=9) involved in 

regional/other evaluation associations.   

Professional activities. The AEA Guiding Principles for Evaluators state professional 

development activities are needed to ensure that evaluators’ skills are consistently developed.   

Activities such as evaluation coursework, self-study, and evaluation workshops conducted by 

professional organizations are just a few ways evaluators can continue to develop their skills 

(AEA, 1994).  The evaluators surveyed indicated that 57% (n=22) participated in formal 

evaluation coursework, 74% (n=29) conducted self-study, and 54% (n=21) attended evaluation 

workshops sponsored by professional organizations.            

In addition, 87% (n=34) of Black evaluators indicated participation in professional 

workshops/seminars since graduate school completion.  Of the 29 respondents who detailed 

their professional development activities since graduate school, those activities included 

conference attendance, including AEA and AERA (n=10), university-sponsored evaluation and 

other training (n=5), organization sponsored trainings (n=5), and the Evaluators Institute, 

summer intensive professional development seminars conducted by leading evaluation experts 

(n=4).  Topics in specialized areas (n=5) like GIS Mapping, and environmental trainings, were 

the areas of most trainings, followed by research and statistical methods (n=4) and evaluation 

methods (n=3). 

Since receiving their graduate degrees, the Black evaluators surveyed have been active 

in research and evaluation professional development activities.  Ninety-two percent (n=36) have 

served as an evaluator in a funded research or evaluation project, 85% (n=33) have presented 
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at conferences, 51% (n=20) published in an academic/professional journal, and 56% (n=22) 

have served on review panels for research funding sources, or participated in interdisciplinary 

research studies. See Table 6 for a listing of Black evaluator professional activities.   

Table 6. Professional Activities 

Professional Activity N % 

Evaluator in a funded research/evaluation project  36 92%

Presentation at a conference (local, regional, national, or international 33 85%

Authored/co-authored an evaluation report  32 82%

Participation in interdisciplinary research study 22 56%

Research proposal review panel for research funding source 22 56%

Published in academic/professional journal  20 51%

Peer reviewer of Editorial Board member for professional journal 18 46%

Edited/Co-edited book, book chapter, or volume  16 41%

State or national officer/board member in other professional 
organization(s) 

15 39%

State or national officer/board member in an evaluation professional 
organization  

9 23%

Skipped this question/No response  1 3% 

 

How Do Black Evaluation Professionals Define Cultural Competence in Evaluation? 

The question on the survey was open-ended and asked respondents, “What is your 

definition of cultural competence in evaluation?”  The data gathered from survey respondents 

provided me with individual definitions of cultural competence in evaluation.  These responses 

were organized into two categories (1) evaluator knowledge of self and context and (2) 

evaluation process.  See Figure 5 for a graphical representation of responses.  Further 

explanation will follow.   
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Figure 5.  Cultural Competence in Evaluation. 
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willingness and ability to see and experience the world through the eyes of others, especially 

others not like me.”     

Evaluation process.  In other explanations, Black evaluators mentioned that cultural 

competence in evaluation dealt specifically with the design and implementation of the 

evaluation, data collection, and analysis strategies.  Five of the 36 respondents (14%) 

mentioned the evaluation “methodologies” or “process” as important factors to address in order 

for the evaluation process to be culturally sensitive.  This category, the evaluation process, 

refers to the sensitivity of the evaluation methods used to address the issues of culture. One 

participant wrote, “the evaluation process needs [to] take into account the consideration the 

context and the rules of that context in order [to] develop an evaluation that is not only fair but is 

able to address the issues in their complexity.”  Another respondent wrote in their view cultural 

competence in evaluation included, “evaluation methodologies that are sensitive to the culture 

of the subjects and settings to be evaluated.”      

Twelve respondents also referred to the integration of the evaluator’s sensitivity and 

awareness of cultural and context with culturally sensitive evaluation methods and processes.  

One respondent wrote: 

I consider cultural competence in evaluation to include first knowledge, skills, and 

experiences in evaluation. Second, to have an understanding/familiarity/ appreciation of 

the cultural context and cultural nuances of the community/setting where the evaluation 

is being conducted. Culture and cultural context should be viewed by the evaluator as a 

critical component in each phase of an evaluation from design, implementation, analysis, 

and reporting. I see this to be particularly important when conducting evaluation in racial 

minority communities.”   

Another participant wrote, “Cultural competence is the integration and transformation of 

knowledge about specific groups of people into standards, policies, practices, and attitudes 

used to increase the quality of services and to improve outcomes.”  Another evaluator 

mentioned, “Evaluation that is mindful of diverse perspectives, characteristics, methods, 

participants, etc. of programs and stakeholders and is administered as appropriate.” 

Descriptions of specific ways in which an evaluation should be implemented were also 

mentioned, “An evaluation conducted in a way that effectively responds to the salient features of 

culture present in the evaluand, within the evaluation team, within the community where the 

evaluand is situated.”   
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What Skills Must an Evaluator Possess in Order to be Culturally Competent? 

As part of the survey, respondents were asked, “What skills must an evaluator possess 

in order to be culturally competent?”  Two categories of skill sets emerged from the open-ended 

responses during analysis.  Black evaluators identified (1) evaluation knowledge and technical 

skills and (2) cultural knowledge skills necessary to be culturally competent.  See Figure 6 for a 

graphical representation of responses.  Further explanation will follow.   

 

 

 
 

 

 

Figure 6.  Culturally Competent Skills. 
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analysis techniques for use in sensitive situations,” the willingness to “use culturally appropriate 

research methods,” “knowledge of different methods on cultures” and “evaluation research tools 

and methods.” Indicating the importance of being “competently trained in evaluation.” 

Cultural knowledge skills.  In addition to the evaluation knowledge and technical skills an 

evaluator must develop, this finding supports that among the Black evaluators polled, there 

were 22 out of 36 references to culture specific knowledge needed in order to practice culturally 

competent evaluation.  Culture specific knowledge includes the following: “awareness of 

differences,” “cultural awareness,” “cross-cultural training or education,” “training in diversity,” 

and “knowledge of diverse contextual issues that affect different racial, ethnic, or cultural 

groups.” 

In evaluation, the role of the evaluator is key to the evaluative process.  Acknowledging 

one’s own “objectivity” and “awareness of personal bias and how to control them” are crucial to 

the integrity of the evaluation.  Respondents felt that the evaluator must show a “willingness to 

see others as they prefer to be seen” and also have “a strong sense of themselves as a cultural 

being and the first instrument of the evaluation effort.”  In addition, another respondent wrote, 

“Cultural competence should not be taken for being a "soft" or "non-objective" rese[a]rcher, but 

rather, one who understands that s/he must learn about and understand the culture in order to 

be able to interpret any types of findings.” 

Even further, the experiences of the evaluator also seemed to be important.  Respondents 

referenced the “direct knowledge” of the evaluator and “authentic experiences germane to the 

culture being evaluated,” and “life experiences and research based responses from information 

gained about different ethnic groups.  

Interpersonal skills.  Respondents identified specific interpersonal skills needed in order to 

work with individuals from different cultures.  Among the interpersonal skills most mentioned 

were: listening (n=11), openness to others (n=10), and communication (n=10), including cross 

cultural, verbal and non-verbal communication.  Evaluators also mentioned being non-

judgmental (n=5), and developing trust (n=4).     

References to communication mentioned various types of communication, including, 

“effective communication (verbal and non-verbal) skills,” “respectful communication (written and 

verbal),” and the “ability to communicate well (display appropriate body language and verbal 

language).” 

The “ability to communicate persuasively across different cultural and socio-economic 

boundaries,” and “cross cultural communication” were mentioned as well.   Another evaluator 
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responded, “skills which allow communication with the individual and the skills to communicate 

with co-investigators that may assist with the evaluation who may better be attuned to the 

specific culture.” 

In discussing an evaluator’s openness to others, respondents mentioned a “willingness 

to learn,” “willingness to ask questions,” and openness to being “a student in cultural settings 

that are different from their own cultural backgrounds.”  Evaluators also discussed being 

“approachable,” and the ability to “enter a new setting softly so that learning can occur before 

major mistakes are made.”  One evaluator summarized the skills by responding: 

The evaluator must learn the interpersonal skills that are conducive to the society or 

group that s/he is studying. Universally, an evaluator should not assume, take 

information for granted, or over-generalize. The evaluator, on the other hand, must be 

able to assess the situation and learn to acquire trust from the population being studied, 

and also to trust them in return. Once again, this only adds richness to the eventual 

study released. 

Training Evaluators to be Culturally Competent 

Ninety-seven percent (n=36) of evaluators surveyed said there was a need to train more 

evaluators to be culturally competent.  Reasons evaluators gave included: methodologically 

better evaluations, increased awareness, and the elimination of bias, and the diversity of our 

world.   

Methodology issues.  Some respondents identified methodological concerns as a 

reason for training more evaluators to be culturally competent.  Data collection, data analysis as 

well as validity issues were concerns that arose.  Training would “ensure better, more rigorous 

evaluations” and help make certain that “the right questions get asked in the first place, and so 

that multiple ways of substantiating findings can be respected. “  Additional training may result in 

“more culturally appropriate evaluation measures and approaches,” reasoned one respondent.  

One evaluator commented:  

Embedded in the word evaluation is the word "value" which is central to our work. There 

are always internal and external variables that affect the implementation and outcomes 

of evaluation. In order to provide useful and realistic evaluations to address issues 

evaluators have an obligation to understand the culture in the broadest sense. 

Another respondent replied: 

There is a need to train evaluators to be culturally sensitive because of the following: 1. 

The evaluator must be able to interpret what the person means. 2. Must be aware of 
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group differences so that the information being collecting will not be miscoded. 3. The 

Evaluator can be a barrier to collecting information if he/she is not sensitive to cultural 

differences. Could easily violate one of the cultural codes and not be able to collect 

information from the individual or group. 

Another evaluator responded, “We need to make sure that evaluations are valid and they often 

may not be if the cultural context is ignored.”  One respondent’s response gave an example of 

why evaluators should be trained in culturally competent evaluation.   

…The demographic realities of our schools and the continued difficulties that people of 

color encounter in our educational institutions require that we employ methods and 

strategies that differ from what we have done in the past. My concern is that without 

more evaluators being culturally competent we will continue to conduct evaluations that 

are minimally effective and consequently limited in their ability to inform decisions to 

improve the educational and social circumstances of racial minorities, the poor, and 

others who have been traditionally underserved or just plain ignored.   

Increased awareness.  Evaluators identified an increased cultural awareness as one of 

the reasons why other evaluators should be trained in culturally competent evaluation.  

“Appropriate training could be very helpful in increasing awareness and sensitivity among 

evaluators working with different cultures…” responded one evaluator.  Another replied that 

training, “Can only help in their understanding and discernment of issues that are moderated or 

nuanced by culture.”  The evaluator’s new awareness can then be put to use in future 

evaluations one evaluator argued.  They responded: 

The more the evaluator knows about a particular culture the more they can feel 

competent to evaluate another culture and be more focus in doing it. This training should 

be given to all evaluators to give them a clear vision of any and all cultures to be 

evaluators. 

Elimination of bias.  Understanding and taking into account cultural differences and 

respecting the population of study were important to evaluators who identified eliminating bias 

as one of the reasons to train other evaluators in culturally competent evaluation.  One 

respondent stated, “Many researchers seem to either ignore cultural differences or assume that 

everyone should be like them and when they are not, they tend to be very judgmental.”  Another 

participant explained: 

 People need to be able to understand and respect the populations that they study in 

order to have valuable, valid, and reliable outcomes. People need to understand that it is 
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VERY possible to walk into a program with biases even if you are extremely well trained 

as an evaluator. It happens all the time. This bias will in-turn effect and influence what is 

done on a daily basis. 

One evaluator also replied: 

Culturally competent evaluators are more sensitive to their biases and make serious 

efforts to mitigate the influences that may impede an effective evaluation. In addition, 

they understand the many dimensions of evaluation processes and outcomes. For 

example, a client may not understand that disaggregating data by gender or race may 

produce better (more informative) answers.   

Diversity of our world.  Evaluators felt the diverse perspectives found in our world 

needed to be recognized and training others to work in and with those cultures was important. 

One evaluator responded, “The world is an ever expanding and changing place where people 

and cultures influence one another more than before.”  Similar sentiments were shared by other 

evaluators.  Another respondent replied that we needed to train other evaluators to be culturally 

competent, “because of the great (and ever growing) diversity within this country and in the 

numerous projects serving individuals within this society.”  Another evaluator responded, 

“Because the world is becoming more diverse, cultures that are dissimilar to the White middle 

class are growing and we need to open ourselves to learning about them, including learning 

languages that are not English.”   

Black evaluators also pointed out that Blacks were not the only evaluators in need of 

culturally competent training.  “Black and Brown folk are not the only ones who need to know 

how to maneuver diverse settings; in fact, White folk who do not mind relieving their oftentimes 

cultrocentric perspectives might be effective culturally competent evaluators,” commented one 

evaluator.  Another replied, “We, Black evaluators, can not continue to do the majority of 

evaluations of programs affecting Black populations.”  One respondent explained: 

African American and others of color represent a relatively small proportion of trained 

evaluators in this country. However, people of color (African Americans, in particular) are 

at disproportionate risk for a number of key health conditions (from heart disease and 

hypertension, low birth weight and infant mortality, to HIV and AIDS). Without training in 

cultural competence we run the risk of evaluators working with populations that they 

simply do not understand. Consequently, our understanding of these populations in the 

literature and the development of programs and policies to aid these groups will be truly 

biased and without true representation of the issues or the populations at hand.       
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Role of Race in Culturally Competent Evaluation 

Evaluators were asked about the role race plays in practicing culturally competent 

evaluation.  Responses were mixed.  All but three respondents felt that race played a role in the 

evaluation setting.  Some evaluators felt that race, specifically being Black, can help in an 

evaluation setting by providing greater sensitivity to cultural issues, access to particular settings 

or stakeholders, and a broadened perspective.   

Sensitivity to cultural issues.  Respondents felt that being Black played a significant 

role in their ability to be aware of and sensitive to, as well as respond to cultural issues in an 

evaluation setting.  One evaluator explained, “It [being Black] emphasizes the need to be 

culturally sensitive.”  Another evaluator added that race made them “more aware of cultural 

differences.”  Another evaluator elaborated, “First and foremost as a minority--I mean in 

numbers of people in this society--I am aware of both my own culture and the dominant culture. 

That gives me a greater awareness of the differences between other minorities and the 

dominate culture.”  

This heightened awareness can be valuable in evaluation settings, especially when 

working with other evaluators.  The evaluators surveyed felt that being Black helped to be more 

aware of issues.  In addition, they also felt being Black helped them to respond to emerging 

issues. One respondent explained, “It’s [being Black] key to my ability to ‘coach’ my evaluation 

staff when cultural competency issues arise.”    

Access to stakeholders.  Respondents felt that being Black provided access to settings 

and stakeholders in some evaluation settings.  One respondent replied, “My race enables me to 

work effectively with Black and Brown populations very effectively.” One evaluator explained 

that race “facilitates some settings and perhaps sends a non-threatening signal in others.”  

Another replied, ”Program stakeholders are willing to communicate openly and honestly with 

me.” Another evaluator responded, “As I work with chiefly Black organizations, if I am able to 

establish trust through initial conversation, I find that it is because clients have been more 

receptive because of my race.”  Another respondent provided an example of how being Black 

helped in an evaluation setting.  They replied: 

I believe that my race and cultural background often facilitates my communication and 

entrée into settings within the African American community. It also often time facilitates 

being able to get beyond barriers of communication and working relations that are not 

easily overcome by non-African Americans. For example, I have conducted an 

evaluation at a predominantly African American school with a senior White colleague 
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(also my mentor) and was able to find out very different and more in depth information 

from school personnel and students that he was not.    

 Broadened perspectives.  Some respondents felt that being Black positively impacted 

their ability to conduct evaluation.  One respondent replied, ”I think people of color who are 

evaluators can bring a broaden[ed] perspective to this work. I believe that because I am African 

American I bring an expanded vision to the work as well as credibility to the outcomes.”  Another 

evaluator added, “As an African-American who conducts evaluation, I bring a certain level of 

humility and understanding to my evaluation approach.”    Another evaluator discussed the 

responsibility she feels as a Black evaluator.  She responded:  

I think other Black people expect me to be able to represent their interests and to make 

sure that they are respected and heard. I feel a big responsibility to do the job well when 

I am the only Black person in a research position on a team. I have often had to stand up 

for what was right, so I suppose that is another responsibility non-Black researchers 

don't have. 

Bias. Not all respondents felt that being Black was a positive in an evaluation setting.  

Some respondents felt that race hindered the evaluator by introducing or exposing bias, on the 

part of the evaluator or those being evaluated.  One evaluator explained, “Your race generally 

gives you a perspective that you may or may not be aware of. It's important to examine your 

own feelings as an evaluator and work to neutralize them.”  Another evaluator felt, “Race may 

inadvertently influence how an evaluator interprets results of an evaluation study…” Another 

respondent discussed the role race can play when seeking answers to delicate cultural 

questions.  They replied: 

I don't think that certain ethnic groups should interview each other about certain kinds of 

culturally specific questions because they will usually not receive a truthful answer. For 

example, most black people believe that racism is alive and well. Most White people 

think that they are not racist. Therefore when a Black person may see an issue as one 

stemming from racism and they are being interviewed by a White person, they will not 

tell that White person what they really think-- unless they have an axe to grind. 

Help and hinder.  There were also participants who felt that being Black could provide 

access or entry in some settings. One evaluator replied, “Race can either help or hinder my 

practice. Being a Black evaluator does not in itself assist unless I have the skills identified above 

and can use them in mutually beneficial ways for local communities.”  Another respondent felt, 

“In some environments it allows me access. In others, it may be an impediment to access and 
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trust.”  “Race is arbitrary if one lacks the knowledge, skills and willingness to be humble enough 

to learn about those being evaluated before designing and implementing the process,“ 

responded another evaluator.         

Developing Evaluators of Color 

Embedded in the American Evaluation Association’s Guiding Principles is the need for 

communication and collaboration with other evaluation professionals.  Establishing relationships 

with other evaluators helps to maintain competence ensuring that knowledge and skills are 

shared.  The Guiding Principles for Evaluators state, “Evaluators provide competent 

performance to stakeholders.  

1.  Evaluators should possess (or ensure that the evaluation team possesses) the 

education, abilities, skills and experience appropriate to undertake the tasks proposed in 

the evaluation. 

2.  To ensure recognition, accurate interpretation and respect for diversity, evaluators 

should ensure that the members of the evaluation team collectively demonstrate cultural 

competence. Cultural competence would be reflected in evaluators seeking awareness 

of their own culturally-based assumptions, their understanding of the worldviews of 

culturally-different participants and stakeholders in the evaluation, and the use of 

appropriate evaluation strategies and skills in working with culturally different groups.  

Diversity may be in terms of race, ethnicity, gender, religion, socio-economics, or other 

factors pertinent to the evaluation context. 

3.  Evaluators should practice within the limits of their professional training and 

competence, and should decline to conduct evaluations that fall substantially outside 

those limits. When declining the commission or request is not feasible or appropriate, 

evaluators should make clear any significant limitations on the evaluation that might 

result. Evaluators should make every effort to gain the competence directly or through 

the assistance of others who possess the required expertise. 

4.  Evaluators should continually seek to maintain and improve their competencies, in 

order to provide the highest level of performance in their evaluations. This continuing 

professional development might include formal coursework and workshops, self-study, 

evaluations of one's own practice, and working with other evaluators to learn from their 

skills and expertise.  (American Evaluation Association, 2004, para 12).  

The specific mention of working with other evaluators in two of the three referenced 

guiding principles only underscores the field’s acknowledgement of the importance of interaction 



 69

between evaluators.  For the purposes of this research, these interactions and experiences are 

called mentoring experiences.  Mentoring experiences help professionals learn the skills 

necessary to succeed in the field.  Mentoring also helps to socialize new professionals, assist in 

developing professional identity, and support career development.  The mentoring experiences 

of Black evaluators are key to understanding their socialization into the field.  This has definite 

implications for the socialization of potential Black evaluators.   

Mentoring Relationships in Evaluation   

 Sixty-eight percent (n=25) of item respondents had developed mentoring relationships 

with other evaluators, while 32% (n=12) had not.  The majority of respondents indicated having 

had more than one mentoring relationship since they began their career in evaluation.  Twenty-

eight percent (n=7) of those surveyed indicated having had two mentor relationships, similarly, 

28% (n=7) indicated having had five or more mentoring relationships.  Twenty-four percent 

(n=6) of respondents had three mentoring relationships since they began their career in 

evaluation.  The majority of respondents (76%) indicated that these relationships developed 

after graduate school.   See Table 7 below for the number of mentoring relationships.   

Table 7.  Number of Mentoring Relationships  

Number of Mentors N % 

One  3 12% 

Two  7 28% 

Three 6 24% 

Four 2 8% 

Five or more  7 28% 

Skipped this question/No response  15 38% 

  

Sixty percent (n=22) of those surveyed indicated that they served as a mentor for other 

evaluation professionals.  Respondents commented on two roles, that of being a protégé in the 

past and currently being a mentor.  Among the reasons why they mentored other evaluation 

professionals, respondents mentioned a sense of duty, or obligation.  Comments included, “I 

see serving as a mentor as a responsibility I have,” “partly duty, partly as a way of influencing 

current generation of evaluators,” and “someone mentored me so I am obligated to mentor 

others.”     

Other evaluators mentioned the ability to share knowledge and influence the evaluation 

profession.  Reasons for mentoring included, “to give back –that is, to share with others what I 
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have been fortunate enough to learn and experience from my mentoring relationship.” One 

evaluator wrote, ”because mentoring is important as induction to the field and because I 

benefited from mentoring and believe it is my responsibility to share what I’ve learned with 

others.”  Another evaluator wrote, “[I] thought that I could help them grow and develop as an 

evaluator.”   

The evaluators surveyed also discussed mentoring as an opportunity to help others 

learn more about evaluation.  For example, one respondent replied, “In our work setting, it was 

important to help someone learn more about evaluation—particularly in a contract research 

environment.”  One evaluator admitted they mentored because they “wanted to get more Blacks 

into Evaluation.”  Another evaluator mentioned, ”it is important and it is my responsibility to do 

what I can to encourage more individuals of color and those who are committed to working in 

culturally diverse settings to join the evaluation community and to provide them with the 

necessary training to do good and effective work in communities of color.”  Yet another 

evaluator wrote of his/her ”commitment to increase the number of human service professionals, 

especially social workers, who are skilled in research and evaluation.”   

Protégé experiences.  Of the Black evaluators who have had mentors, 63% (n=13) of 

them were Black while 33% (n=8) were White/European American, and only 4% (n=1) 

Latino/Hispanic.  The mentors in these cases were 54% (n=13) male, while 46% (n=11) were 

female.  When asked if any particular events influenced the development of the relationship with 

their mentor, 61% (n=14) of respondents identified the daily work setting.   

One evaluator responded, “My mentor approached me as I completed my undergrad 

degree.  She was the director of the university’s survey research team and was looking for 

someone with a background in anthropology (qualitative approach).  She introduced me to 

program evaluation and, when I expressed an interest, she hired me, provided me with several 

years of on the job training, and even after I changed positions, we have maintained our 

relationship.”  Other events included attendance and participation in professional association 

meetings/conferences and professional development workshops.  The majority (46%) of these 

mentoring relationships have lasted 10 or more years, followed by 1-3 years (29%) and 4-6 

years (17%).  See Table 8 below for the length of relationship with mentor.  
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Table 8.  Length of Mentoring Relationship  

Length of Relationship with Mentor N % 

Less than 1 year  1 4% 

1-3 years  7 29% 

4-6 years  4 17% 

7-9 years  1 4% 

10 or more years  11 46% 

Skipped this question/No response  16 15% 

 

Eighty-three percent (n=20) of those surveyed responded that career development was 

something they received from or discussed with their mentors.  Support for personal 

development (67%), evaluation/research opportunities (67%), and assistance/advice for work-

related issues (67%) are other areas of discussion among Black protégés and their mentors.   

Other areas included ways to develop evaluation competence (63%) and appropriate 

professional conduct/behavior (50%).        

Skills developed as a result of mentoring relationships.  Respondents were asked to 

identify skills they felt they gained as a result of their mentoring relationship.  Seven of the 22 

(32%) respondents made reference to evaluation and/or research skills.  These included: 

“evaluation design skills,” “better understanding of evaluation,” “specific strategies for handling 

thorny issues,” “writing successful proposals for evaluation research,” “interview and 

observation skills as an evaluator,” and “research statistics techniques and methods,” 

specifically, “survey/instrument development,” and “statistical analysis.”   

 Other evaluators mentioned “political skills- that is the ability to analyze the political 

climate on a particular situation,” and “greater sophistication in higher education issues.”  

Evaluators also mentioned the “willingness to think outside the box,” and “ask lots of intelligent 

questions and continue to explore as a researcher.”  References to communication, specifically 

“oral communication,” writing,” and the ability to “communicate evaluation principles to my 

organization’s customers (who are not professional evaluators)” were some additional 

comments. Another evaluator also discussed the “ability to mentor, teach, and counsel students 

in program evaluation” as some of the skills they gained as a result of their mentoring 

relationship.    

The role of the mentor: The protégé perspective.   The purpose of mentoring 

relationships with other evaluators is to support the building of evaluation competency and 
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sharing knowledge.  One respondent wrote, “She [the mentor] has constantly kept me 

connected to the Evaluation Standards and Practices while encouraging me to explore 

additional training and discussion through participation in our statewide organization.”  Another 

mentioned that their mentor “has helped me to develop and grow, and has always validated me 

and my work.  [They are] also not afraid to criticize and provide positive feedback if needed.”   

Respondents indicated that their relationships have contributed to their development as 

evaluators “in profound professional, academic, and personal ways to allow me the confidence 

to be accepted among national peers,” and “it allowed for honest feedback, growth, and 

understanding of the field.”  The evaluators surveyed also mentioned that their mentors 

provided exposure to the evaluation field.  One evaluator wrote, “[the mentor] helped me to 

understand how to develop a career as a program evaluator.”  Other protégés mentioned their 

mentors were able to “provide information on a new career,” and “it [the relationship] allowed for 

honest feedback, growth and understanding of the field.”        

Evaluators also mentioned the professional and personal support received from their 

mentors. One evaluator wrote, ”he has been a silent stabilizing and motivating force in virtually 

everything I have done professionally.”  Another responded, “she has provided opportunities for 

evaluation practice and personal support.” Another evaluator responded, “I learned all of the 

basic principles about evaluation design, implementation, etc. from him but more important 

holding myself to a high standard to make a difference as an evaluator to serve as an advocate 

for the disenfranchised.”  Another respondent wrote about the networking and role modeling his 

mentor provided, “My mentor provided me with opportunities to meet other Black men in 

powerful positions in our field and modeled the behaviors that should be exhibited by 

professional Black men, including patience, competence and persistence.” 

The role of the mentor: The mentor perspective.  Respondents who served as 

mentors were asked to identify skills they felt their protégé gained as a result of their 

relationship.  Seven of the 19 (37%) respondents made reference to evaluation fundamentals. 

Evaluation fundamentals included “evaluation techniques and strategies,” “basic evaluation 

skills,” “research evaluation models,” and “developing evaluation designs.” In addition to 

evaluation and research skill development, evaluators also mentioned leadership and the ability 

to “work with and lead teams.”  Also mentioned was the ability to maneuver community settings.  

Evaluator comments included, “a better understanding of how to negotiate different community 

settings,” as well as “community development and capacity building.”   
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Several respondents felt they were instrumental to their protégé’s professional 

development.  One evaluator mentioned, “I am probably the reason why she is an evaluator,” 

and another wrote, “I’ve helped her move along a path she was already taking.”  Other 

responses included being “fundamental to her growth as an evaluator,” and the ability to 

“recognize more options within evaluation practice.”  

One evaluator wrote of their protégé, ”she is an outstanding program evaluator who is 

culturally responsive in her approach to evaluation.”  Another commented that they provide their 

protégé a “better understanding of a potential career as an evaluator.”  One evaluator summed 

up his/her contributions writing, ”They [the protégés] learn valuable lessons of life and how to 

become a better person in general based on the assistance I’ve given them to be successful in 

life and as an evaluator.”     Another respondent wrote, “The potential is great but until they 

reflect and understand the development process they will become an outstanding evaluator as 

time passes.”   

The role of the protégé: The mentor perspective.  Respondents were asked to 

identify how the relationship with their protégé had impacted them.  Several evaluators 

commented that the mentoring relationship does not only impact the protégé, but had impacted 

them as mentors as well.   Several evaluators mentioned experiencing personal growth and 

development citing how the relationship caused them to “rethink my current activities,” “allowed 

for growth interpersonally and professionally,” and “his growth has contributed to my own 

growth.”  In addition to the personal growth and development, evaluators mentioned the 

“intrinsic value” of the relationships, citing feelings of “considerable joy and satisfaction,” and 

“pride” as a result of the relationship.     

No Mentoring.  Forty-one percent (n=15) of those surveyed indicated that they had not 

served as a mentor.  Many cited the lack of opportunity to mentor others as reason for not doing 

so.  Only one respondent indicated that they were “not interested” in mentoring other evaluators.   

Questionnaire Results Summary 

 A primary concern of this research was to identify key characteristics of Black 

evaluators.  The Black evaluation professionals who participated in the survey and indicated 

their gender, the number of men and women was almost equal.  Thirty-four respondents, 18 

women and 16 men, provided gender information.  These evaluators lived across the United 

States.  The Black evaluators have amassed 33 bachelors degrees, 35 masters degrees, and 

24 doctoral degrees, with a focus in Psychology and Education. 
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Forty percent of respondents learned about evaluation through coursework at the 

masters or doctoral level.    The majority of evaluators surveyed conducted their first evaluation 

after graduate school, while 41% (n=16) conducted evaluations during graduate school.   Given 

that most evaluators received graduate training in evaluation or educational psychology, as 

evidenced above, those surveyed remarked that their coursework had been most helpful in their 

evaluation practice.  Courses in research methods (specifically qualitative and quantitative 

methods), evaluation methods, and statistics ranked high on the list.   

Evaluators enter the field with a wide range of experiences and from a range of 

disciplines.  Sixty-nine percent of evaluators tried another career before deciding on evaluation. 

Professionals in every field often develop a unique way to carry out their duties.  Evaluators are 

no different.  More than half of the respondents indicated they used a particular evaluation 

approach/orientation to guide their practice.  These approaches included, culturally based 

approaches, participatory approaches, and others.  The majority of the Black evaluators 

surveyed were currently employed in the education field.  Within their career areas, over half of 

the evaluators indicated that evaluation was not their primary responsibility, while 46% reported 

evaluation was their primary job responsibility.   

Evaluators were asked to provide their definitions of cultural competency in evaluation.  

These responses were organized into two categories (1) evaluator knowledge of self and 

context and (2) evaluation process.  Evaluator knowledge of self refers to the specific 

awareness the evaluator needed to possess about him/herself and/or the context in which they 

were conducting the evaluation.  In other explanations, Black evaluators mentioned that cultural 

competence in evaluation dealt specifically with the design and implementation of the 

evaluation, data collection, and analysis strategies. 

Two categories of skill sets emerged from the data during analysis.  Black evaluators 

identified (1) evaluation knowledge and technical skills and (2) cultural knowledge skills 

necessary to be culturally competent.  Technical skills were defined as evaluation specific skills, 

evaluation fundamentals and methods, including statistical and mixed methodological skills.  

Culture specific knowledge includes the following: “awareness of differences,” “cultural 

awareness,” “cross-cultural training or education,” and “knowledge of diverse contextual issues 

that affect different racial, ethnic, or cultural groups.”  Respondents identified specific 

interpersonal skills needed in order to work with individuals from different cultures.  Among the 

interpersonal skills most mentioned were: listening, willingness or openness to others, and 

communication, including cross cultural, verbal and non-verbal communication. 
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Almost all (97%) of the respondents agreed that there is a need to train other evaluators 

to be culturally competent.  Reasons evaluators gave included: methodologically better 

evaluations, increased awareness, and the elimination of bias, and the diversity of our world.  

Data collection, data analysis as well as validity issues were concerns that arose.  Evaluators 

identified an increased cultural awareness as one of the reasons why other evaluators should 

be trained in culturally competent evaluation. Understanding and taking into account cultural 

differences and respecting the population of study were important to evaluators who identified 

eliminating bias as one of the reasons to train other evaluators in culturally competent 

evaluation. Evaluators felt the diverse perspectives found in our world needed to be recognized 

and training others to work in and with those cultures was important. 

Evaluators were asked about the role race plays in practicing culturally competent 

evaluation.  Responses were mixed.  All but three respondents felt that race played a role in the 

evaluation setting.  Some evaluators felt that race, specifically being Black, can help in an 

evaluation setting by providing greater sensitivity to cultural issues, access to particular settings 

or stakeholders, and a broadened perspective.   

The specific mention of working with other evaluators in the Guiding Principles for 

Evaluators underscores the field’s acknowledgement of the importance of interaction between 

evaluators.  Mentoring experiences help professionals learn the skills necessary to succeed in 

the field, and in addition help serve to socialize new professionals, assist in developing 

professional identity, and support career development.  The mentoring experiences of Black 

evaluators are key to understanding their socialization into the field.   

Sixty-eight percent of respondents had developed mentoring relationships with other 

evaluators, while 32% (n=12) had not.  The majority of respondents indicated having had more 

than one mentoring relationship since they began their career in evaluation.  Respondents 

mentioned a sense of duty, or obligation and other evaluators mentioned the ability to share 

knowledge and influence the evaluation profession. Of the Black evaluators who have had 

mentors, the majority of them were Black. The respondents identified the daily work setting as a 

major influencer of their relationship. 

Eighty-three percent (n=20) of those surveyed responded that career development was 

something they received from or discussed with their mentors.  Respondents were asked to 

identify skills they felt they gained as a result of their mentoring relationship, most respondents 

made reference to evaluation and/or research skills.  Evaluators also mentioned the 

professional and personal support received from their mentors. Several evaluators commented 
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that the mentoring relationship does not only impact the protégé, but had impacted them as 

mentors as well.  Several evaluators mentioned experiencing personal growth and 

development.  Evaluator mentors also mentioned the “intrinsic value” of the relationships, citing 

feelings of “considerable joy and satisfaction,” and “pride” as a result of the relationship. 

Section II- Interview Results 

 A mini case study detailing each participant’s educational background as well as 

professional evaluation and career experiences will be presented.    Four Black evaluators were 

chosen to interview.  The criteria used to choose the interviewees consisted of (1) publication(s) 

in evaluation, (2) publication(s) about cultural implications in evaluation, and (3) gender.   Each 

interviewee had at least five publications published in major evaluation or education journals 

(i.e., American Journal of Evaluation, New Directions for Evaluation, American Educational 

Research Journal, Journal of Blacks in Higher Education, etc.).  Interviewees also published or 

developed programs related to culturally competent/responsive evaluation, or dealing with 

culture in various settings.  The four interviewees consisted of three males and one female, from 

across the country.  The names of all interviewees reflect their identification preference.   

Dr. Michael Shepard 

 Dr. Michael Shepard received his Bachelors degree in Psychology from X University.  

He continued his education earning a Masters degree in Educational Psychology also from the 

same university.  He continued his education and received a doctorate in Educational 

Psychology from X University, a research institution in the Midwest.  

 While in graduate school, Dr. Shepard enrolled in a program evaluation course. Prior to 

enrolling in the class Dr. Shepard admitted that he “thought of evaluation primarily as testing by 

measurement.”  He has since taught and practiced evaluation much of his professional and 

academic life.  Dr. Shepard conducted his first evaluation after graduate school.  Since that time 

he has conducted evaluations in the education and medicine/public health arenas.  He is 

currently a tenured professor in the School of Education at X research institution.  In his current 

position, a quarter of his time is spent on evaluation activities. His career has included 

appointments in several departments throughout his current institution.   

Dr. Shepard is widely regarded for his scholarship on increasing the number of minority 

students in graduate school, particularly doctoral programs.  When asked about his experience 

as a Black evaluation professional, Dr. Shepard responded, “The existence of well trained 

evaluators overall is small. The need for Black evaluators is critical given the types of programs 

that are often ‘evaluated’.” 
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Dr. Donald Roberts 

 Dr. Donald Roberts received his Bachelors degree from a large research university in 

the Midwest.  He went on to earn a Master’s degree in Counseling from the same institution.  He 

later earned a doctorate degree in Education from X University.  As a first year doctoral student, 

his mentor introduced him to evaluation.  While studying at X University, he became involved 

with a major evaluation center, helping to analyze data.  This first encounter led to many future 

evaluation projects where he began to hone his skills under the watchful eye of his mentor.  His 

26 years conducting evaluations have helped to shape many career options and ultimately 

decisions he made throughout his career.       

 Upon completion of his doctorate, Dr. Roberts worked for a state department of 

education.  He was initially hired as an evaluation and assessment specialist.  While in this 

position he conducted many program evaluations of various programs ranging from disability 

services to special education classification in school districts throughout the state.  Four years 

later, his experiences in educational evaluation led him to accept his first faculty position, in the 

Counseling Department at X University.  His teaching and research accomplishments helped 

him to also become appointed to an administrative position at the institution.   

   He departed Liverpool University for a faculty position at X University.  He is currently a 

tenured professor in the College of Education at X University where he also serves in an 

administrative capacity.  Given his current responsibilities, Dr. Roberts spends less than 10 

hours per week on evaluation activities.   When asked about his past experiences as an 

evaluator, Dr. Roberts commented: 

Things are changing, and have changed. At that time, for me to show up to a meeting, or 

on an evaluation, I’d typically be the only one.  You know, there may be another 

colleague of mine, maybe it was another evaluator, in the department of education.     

She was doing Title I, in fact Grace now works for X in San Diego.  But, it was the nature 

of the beast was that no one was around, so it was just us.  So we would show up to the 

meeting like that old Richard Pryor attitude, talking about justice.  Just Us.  And so it was 

Just Us.    

Dr. Joshua Mekondjo 

 Dr. Joshua Mekondjo hails from the east coast of the United States.  He received his 

undergraduate training at X University, a large research institution on the east coast.  He earned 

two Masters degrees, one in Humanities and the other in evaluation, from the same institution.  

During graduate school he learned about evaluation from his advisor. Dr. Mekondjo later earned 
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a doctorate in Educational Evaluation, also from X University.  He has been conducting 

evaluations for over 15 years.    

Dr. Mekondjo’s areas of specialty include education, medicine/public health, and 

community development. Dr. Mekondjo is currently a tenured professor in the College of 

Education at X University.  Because of his academic responsibilities, Dr. Mekondjo spends less 

than a quarter of his time per week on evaluation activities.  He is widely known in the 

evaluation field for his many contributions to the discussion of the role of culture in evaluation.     

When asked about his past experiences as an evaluator, Dr. Mekondjo commented that 

his experience was: 

Generally rewarding both early as a graduate student (where there were a few tight-knit 

colleagues who shepherded me and encouraged me) to a junior professor (where I had 

begun to develop a body of work around my evaluation interests) to a tenured professor 

(where the growth of students of color, esp. African American students are more than 

when I first attended the annual meeting in 1995. I would say also that I have had to 

maintain a vigilance in the profession around the matters of culture and diversity, not just 

because some don’t get it but because it has required learnings in ensuring that 

colleagues do get it and efforts are “mainstreamed,” both in terms of 

publication/intellectual efforts and in the leadership ranks. 

Dr. Hazel Symonette  

 Dr. Hazel Symonette calls her first exposure to evaluation a “stumbling up into 

evaluation” from her groundings as a quantitatively-trained social science researcher with 

passions for diversity, equity, excellence and social justice she was plunged into the contentious 

world of high stakes, statutorily mandated evaluation in 1991.  Previously, she earned a 

Bachelors degree in Psychology from an HBCU in the Midwest.  She went on to receive her 

Masters degree in Social Work/Community Organization.  For the reasons noted below, she 

took a side trip through quantitative Sociology/Social Demography, earning her Masters degree 

which helped make her doctorate degree in Educational Policy Studies/Sociology of Education 

more useful for addressing emergent sociopolitical issues. 

 Her exposure to evaluation emerged when she accepted a position at the University of 

Wisconsin System Administration. Although she was hired to manage a comprehensive 

program information, evaluation, and reporting system that shaped a statewide diversity plan, 

she complemented those summative responsibilities with more formative, student-centered 

developmental evaluation approaches.  Dr. Symonette has been conducting evaluations since 
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1991.  She says that she sees herself more as an “evaluation facilitator” than as an evaluator.  

“What I really have passion around is capacity-building and mainstreaming evaluative thinking 

and doing…” commented Dr. Symonette.   

When asked how she came to be involved in evaluation, she related a story of how 

published research created a media stir and how she felt disempowered to create change 

because of a lack of statistical competencies:   

I was confronted with the Jensen/Shockley kind of stuff that was coming, that had come 

down the pike and realized that I all I could do was cuss and fuss and foam at the 

mouth, which I could do before I went up in there [graduate school], and so really it was 

a deep shaking into at my soul because I do believe given my coming of age in the 60s 

that we [Blacks] are not in those institutions to take up space, but to prepare ourselves to 

be of greater service to those who have not had that opportunity and so what I had to 

face straight up was that I couldn’t do any better than what I was doing before I came on 

that particular issue…Here I am in the belly of the beast where at that time those kinds 

of competencies are being churned out and I don’t have them.  So, what good am I 

going to do to the brother or sister on the block coming out of there without those?  

‘Cause they could cuss and fuss and foam at the mouth just like I could…So, that led me 

into, … into a big u-turn detour that led me into building my competences in the 

quantitative areas of statistics and research methods and it became a long journey…   

Shedding Light on Difficult Issues 

The following comments provided the researcher with thorough and in-depth responses 

to the guiding questions in the interview protocol.  The topics of those guiding questions will be 

used as headers between sections.  Exact responses are used throughout the analysis.    

Culturally Responsive Evaluation Defined   

The evaluators interviewed discussed the centrality of culture to the evaluation when 

defining culturally responsive evaluation.  Dr. Mekondjo defined it as the “incorporation of a set 

of skills, dispositions, and attitudes that value diverse customs, norms, practices, and social 

institutions (usually different than our own).”  Dr. Roberts suggested:  

…actually when we talk about culturally responsive evaluation, the bottom line is always 

is seeking truth and understanding.  You know.  To get the understanding that you’re 

looking into it for a discovery of truth.  And not necessarily your truth, but the truth within 

that particular community. 

He further explained, 
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Well, I think the cultural responsive parts of this is that, that the evaluation from the point 

of entry into the setting, the design, the implementation, the analysis, the reporting are 

all inclusive.  You know.  Of the community.  The players that whichever, that dynamic 

would be.  And I guess if you think about Bob Stake’s notion about responsive 

evaluation, I think there’s probably two keys that connected it to me.  Bob’s argument 

was that responsive evaluation is keyed around two primary issues.  First of all, it is 

more centered on program activities, but the design of the evaluation, however, is 

centered around issues as your advance organizers.  So whatever those issues are, the 

key is getting to the issues of the community.  What is important to them?  And then as a 

consequence your design, instrumentation, and all the rest of that stuff, evolves from 

that.  And, obviously, those things you, they evolve, they take shape and they do what 

they do.  

Key to any evaluation approach is the validity of the data collected.  This is not different 

in culturally responsive evaluation.  Dr. Shepard mentioned:   

…we have been talking about this whole notion of culturally responsive program 

evaluation.  That means having an understanding, or having somebody to provide you 

with the knowledge that the information or data that you’ve been given is indeed valid.  

And, often, when one does an evaluation, if you are not understanding of the culture in 

which the program is built, you are missing, actually, a lot of valuable information. 

Whereas nuances and other kinds of signals, and symbols that one misses when they 

are not familiar with the culture. 

Culturally Responsive vs. Culturally Competent  

Throughout the beginnings of this research, the researcher adopted the term cultural 

competence.  In all survey and interview materials, cultural competence was the chosen 

terminology.  However, after conducting the interviews, the researcher realized that the term 

used was inadequate.  Culturally competent should not be confused with being culturally 

responsive.  As a result of the interview data, the researcher began to use cultural 

responsiveness as the desired term.  

All interviewees agreed that cultural competence was an unattainable utopia.  Dr. 

Shepard responded: 

“Now the feeling is that you really cannot be culturally competent in a brand new setting.  

I mean, you know, that’s you’re culturally competent within the culture that you are 

familiar with, and that you operate within.  You are culturally competent then or at that 
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point.  So then for you to say that I am going to be culturally competent in a culture 

completely different from yours is basically impossible unless that is a culture that you 

are familiar with and which you have operated within.  So if I tell you, say, you’re at 

Florida State.  So, if I took you to the east side of Detroit with a culture that you are 

largely unfamiliar with, you would not be culturally competent, because you are not of 

that culture.  So, it’s not like one of Blacks folks are there, so you should be culturally 

competent because you are black–it’s not about that.  It’s about that particular culture. 

Dr. Roberts commented:  

We’ve still been trying to figure out where did that term culturally competent come from?  

Can you ever be culturally competent in some other culture other than your own?  Can 

you, can you start to develop, can you…Can you become more culturally prepared?  

Can you become, you know, it’s almost like people, we get these competency tests. You 

know, you’ve got a minimum standard, so some people would have to say what would 

be the minimum competency for being a culturally competent evaluator?   What is the 

minimum? If we had, asked the question but how would you know it if you see it?      

  Likewise, Dr. Symonette stated: 

Cultural competency is not a fixed status…You can be competent in one area, but 

regressed in another.”  Dr. Mekondjo stated, “Cultural competence like trying to be a 

native speaker of language not yours is a journey.  One can be native-like in speech, but 

their intonations, reflections, and grammar would still not be native.  Such as it is with 

cultural competence.  It’s a journey and one would not be Culturally Competent (with a 

capital C). 

Being a Culturally Responsive Evaluator: Tools in the Toolbox    

Evaluators were asked to identify skills they felt were necessary to be a culturally 

responsive evaluator.  Dr. Roberts responded, “You know it’s kinda before you start thinking 

about you know doing culturally responsive evaluation, you first have to be an evaluator.  You 

have to have the skills to evaluate, you know.”  However, given the intricacy of weaving culture 

into the evaluation process, the evaluators interviewed suggested several ways to ensure the 

validity of data, as well as ensuring that culture received the proper emphasis.  Some of those 

ways included being aware of cultural signals, building rapport with others through a “shared 

lived experience” and member checking to establish respect and trust.   In addition, evaluators 

were asked how to develop these skills.  The theme of practice remained consistent throughout 

all of the interviews.     
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Awareness of cultural signals.  One evaluator responded that evaluators needed the 

“ability to be reflective, respectful, receptive, and responsive to other cultural customs.”  Dr. 

Roberts further clarified: 

The cultural part comes with keeping the culture and the cultural context, and the cultural 

nuances central to all that.  Okay.  So, it’s kind of impossible to talk about finding those 

issues of importance to the community, when you have not considered the cultural 

signals, all those things, you know.  Because if you rule that out, then you’re going to 

miss what’s the true part of the issues.  You know, what issues are important?  And how 

they’re being interpreted, you know.  Because what we may think is an important part of 

those particular issues when you start to add those other nuances in there.    Your whole 

priorities start to shuffle and oftentimes have to be shuffled.  

Building rapport through a shared lived experience.  Dr. Roberts also argues for a 

“shared lived experience.”   

Now, but I think at the same time if in fact, you cannot get there unless you first of all 

willing to, to recognize or willing to pursue the fact that culture, culture, cultural contexts 

and all those other things are central to what you do and so that’s the place to start and 

the second part of it is that, you can’t even acknowledge that unless you are willing to 

acquire as much of a lived experience within that setting so that you know the difference.  

This shared lived experience can allow for a deeper engagement with the program 

stakeholders, as well as a greater understanding of the program.  Dr. Roberts provided an 

example of this concept.  

One of the things particularly when we talk about folks of color and I’ve seen it all over 

the schools is the code switching.  You know, well you are sitting there, I can give you a 

canned evaluation response when we do an evaluation.  I can give you, so you have that 

question but now, but that’s the canned answer.  Now the question is, what’s the real 

answer?  You know.  So, oftentimes like during those interviews and those 

conversations walking back and forth to the car you know, so, you know, you’ll see that 

immediately what is happening is that you’re interviewing a teacher, or you’re 

interviewing the principal, somebody like that.  Then you’ll ask your questions and they’ll 

go into their script.  And then, you know, you will say stop bullshitting me, man.   You 

know.  (mocking another voice) Ah, yeah, man, I mean, you know, this is what the deal 

is. You know, that kind of stuff, and so it’s knowing you need to read those kinds of cues, 

kind of thing and sometimes, they’ll be things that they’ll say, you know I don’t want to 
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put that in the evaluation report or I don’t.  Well, that’s fair. 

Dr. Roberts went on to further expound by adding: 

You know, it gives you an understanding that even if you don’t put it in the report, how 

you support your approach trying to get that evidence and then how to interpret it.  If you 

haven’t had that insight to be able to do that, you know, so it’s those kinds of things and I 

think there’s, I mean, it kind of ties into a way that even Guba & Lincoln talk about in 

terms of naturalist inquiry.   It’s that you want to, they talk about observing things as they 

naturally occur. And I agree. It’s also very different to be able to give the interpretation of 

those things as they naturally occur.  Because if you’re a total outsider, nobody’s willing 

to navigate and interpret for you.”   

The thing that always amazes me in particular when I’m looking at, and I know 

you’ve seen it, is the interaction between African American teachers and 

students in the classroom is the non-verbal communication stuff that goes on.  

And, it’s the look, it’s that posture, that’s communicating all kinds of information 

there and if you are not aware of it, you will miss it.  You just totally miss it.  You 

know, and so it clear, was the kind of thing.  We were someplace?  And we were 

doing some observations and this sister did, she gave this kid one of these looks.  

I start laughing, you know, because the kid he was like froze, and the guy I was 

dealing with, well, what happened?  I said you just missed it.    You know.   It was 

kind of like everybody shut down.  All these other kids were like ooh.  They 

started kind of moving away from him, you know, and they didn’t know if he 

knocked or said anything.  It was that look and it just led to a whole bunch of 

stuff, you know.  You pick that up fairly quickly if you’ve seen it before, but if 

you’ve never seen that stuff before, you know, so you know, of course those are 

those learning opportunities and that’s where you start to develop by spending 

time in those settings, you start to recognize those things and use them as 

reference points. 

Ensuring validity through different measures.  Cultural responsiveness includes the 

evaluator admitting his/her own deficiencies or shortcomings.  If an evaluator is unfamiliar with a 

particular culture, it is important to have assistance, someone else there to guide the 

interpretation and help make meaning of what you’ve seen or heard.  Culturally responsive 

evaluators realize that this is not a weakness, actually it is something quite necessary in order to 

fully understand and paint an accurate picture of the program for the evaluation.    
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Dr. Roberts calls for a “shared lived experience” between the evaluator and those being 

evaluated. However, if this shared experience has not developed, Dr. Shepard suggested 

tactics, such as inter-rater observation, that evaluators can use to ensure that their 

interpretations are accurate.  “Usually, it means you have to pair up or get other folks engaged 

in the process with you to make sure that your interpretations are accurate or rely on their 

interpretations, given that they are of that culture or they are familiar with that culture.”  This 

discussion with those observed helps to provide further confirmation, or identify corrections 

needed, regarding conclusions that may have been reached through observational data.     

Dr. Shepard also described the importance of member checking to ensure authenticity of 

the data. This also helps to develop the trust and respect of participants.    

If I am going to evaluate a program, like if I am not familiar with the culture, I am going to 

get other folk involved to make sure that what I am collecting is correct.  The other thing 

that I’ll do is to, if I collect information, particularly if it is of a qualitative nature is to, when 

I write my reports and record and do, and prepare these things that are going to be 

shared with others, I let those from whom I have collected the data examine it to make 

sure that I captured what they meant, when I recorded what they said.  And the other 

thing is that if I am collecting data and I can engage–I have to interview or do 

workshops, not workshops, a focus group, I, whenever possible, I will get somebody that 

would accurately record and could understand the context in which the program is 

placed. 

Dr. Roberts added: 

I think it [culturally responsive evaluation] requires you to work a lot harder on concepts, 

when I’m working in a community other than my own.  It requires more homework, it 

requires more immersion in that environment, it requires you [give] to a lot more 

attention to some things, and it also requires to make good use of your cultural 

translators and cultural guides within that community.  Ok.  People to interpret for you.”     

Dr. Roberts also provided an example of this.   

You will see a nonverbal, something that happens, you’re not sure what it is and then 

you have to say what was that?  You see too often as evaluators though, we assume 

that we know it all and we can go ahead and interpret.  Naw, we can be wrong 900% of 

the time doing that because we were reluctant to ask somebody to go ahead and explain 

to us what that means. 

Practice, practice, practice.  When asked how they developed the skills to be culturally 
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responsive, practice was a factor. Dr. Mekondjo responded, “As an African American, we 

constantly find ourselves in cross-cultural situations and settings and we develop skills as 

evaluators to navigate in predominantly white settings daily.  Doing evaluation in these settings 

requires observation, studying these groups, and gaining more practice in being reflective…”   

Dr. Shepard suggested that there is still much more work to be done. “This whole notion 

of culturally responsive is evolving.  The concept itself is evolving.  We don’t have it yet.  You 

know. We are working on trying to get a handle on what this really means.”  Dr. Roberts further 

expounded: 

So, you know you make your mistakes, you learn from them, and you have other people 

who act for you, and, you know, and so you develop it.  It’s a lifelong endeavor.  I don’t 

think you ever get to a point where you really just, you become the Evaluator. You 

become the Culturally Responsive Evaluator.  I think that’s a lifelong kind of endeavor, 

you just try to get better each time you, you engage in that situation.    I don’t know what 

the perfect one looks like.  You know, I have a good idea where to start, but I don’t know 

when you, where do you get your certificate, you know, like when you say now I have 

made it, now I can get credentialed. 

Dr. Roberts suggested revising evaluation training curriculums to create “critical 

experiences.”   

I think one of the things that has to happen in our training in some ways is that there has 

to be some extensive long-term supervised trained experiences in evaluation and 

various culturally diverse settings.  I think that if I really had my way that every program 

training students would, you know.  That they would then work like internship 

experiences on large evaluation projects in different settings, you know supervised by 

evaluators who have been familiar with work in those settings.  We could do that in 

multiple places, you know, we could do it in the African American community, we could 

do it in the Native American community, you know. And so I think having to kind of in-

depth supervised training kinds of experience in those kinds of settings would help to at 

least provide some basic foundational skills that one could build on later.  You know, you 

are not going to get it all at that one time, but you can at least start to get an idea of what 

are the rules, you know? What are some of the strategies, you know, how do they differ, 

you know, those kinds of things. 
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By Nature of Who I Am: The Role of Race in Evaluation  

Interviewees were asked if being Black played a role in their ability to practice 

evaluation, especially culturally responsive evaluation.  Dr. Shepard replied: 

Well, I think what you have with me being Black is that I understood, or have a keen 

understanding, that there are cultures that we need to be aware of…there are all types 

of layers that one has to deal with in terms of a cultural standpoint.  It’s just not, it doesn’t 

have to do only with the race, but with ethnicity, class, age, and there’s a whole number 

of things that one has to be concerned with.”  Dr. Mekondjo suggested, “All my 

evaluations explore the use of cultural lenses by nature of who I am.”  Continuing, he 

added “being Black is not a temporary thing, it’s who I am, so doing evaluation as a 

Black man is not limited to method/approach/model.  

Dr. Symonette responded: 

So, for me it is not even a choice about whether to attend to these issues and I am very 

concerned about junior oppressor action which means presuming that because I am 

African American and have been in, on the receiving end of ugliness and invalidation 

and devaluing and all that, that because I have been in that situation and been struggling 

against it, not to presume that I somehow know what it’s like for other groups who may 

find themselves similarly situated, who are diverse, and so that, it leads me to bend over 

backwards to be more, more open and humble with regard to what I might need to learn 

in order to be appropriately respectful, appropriately open to learning, appropriately 

whatever. 

However, interviewees were also careful to point out that just because an evaluator was 

Black did not mean that he/she was always better equipped to deal with diversity in some 

settings.   

One would say, you would assume in situations that they [Black evaluators] would be 

[culturally competent in Black cultural settings] those assumptions aren’t always proved 

to be true.  I mean if you, if you are a Black evaluator,  then you feel you have to be very 

objective, you just look at things as having very [a] positivistic view.  And your 

epistemology is one where you think that you should be objective.  Then you are not 

going to take into account, say, factors such as culture, so to speak. And that’s pretty 

mechanistic and I don’t know how many folk will think that way, but if you are a black 

person and that’s your frame, that’s the paradigm that you operate out of, then it 

wouldn’t make any difference if you were black or any other color or any other ethnicity, 
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Dr. Shepard responded.     

Dr. Symonette explained the role race plays for her: 

Because I think too many of our own kind often wind up having a kind of arrogance 

because we have suffered, somehow we know the suffering and also we may know the 

suffering, but we may not know the internal workings.  We are not a sum total of just 

suffer folks.  We have some, you know, some, some solid rhythms within and it’s that 

stuff that we don’t have a clue about when it comes to other groups.  And so we are just 

as much in learning actions.  We are very much, need to be in learning mode with regard 

to other groups so that we don’t wind up by default adding a new orthodoxy and just 

because it’s in Technicolor, don’t make it better.  So, to me, being African American and 

having the sensitivities that I have, makes me have greater pause around rolling stuff out 

without checking in appropriately.  Or finding out how to check in appropriately.  

Dr. Mekondjo responded: 

Black folk know what it is to be marginalized, oppressed, and discriminated more than 

the average white person.  But does that make Black evaluators better equipped?  Only 

if they have the same skills identified above.  If not, they can be as ill-equipped as 

another. 

Developing More Evaluators of Color-Diversity Training Programs 

Several programs have been developed to increase the numbers of evaluators of color.  

Through the AEA Building Diversity Initiative the AEA/Duquesne University Internship Program 

is one of those programs with such goals.  The Black evaluators interviewed suggested that 

increasing the numbers of evaluators of color, depends on exposure to, as well as socialization 

into, the evaluation profession. Dr. Shepard commented, “Making individuals aware of the 

opportunities in evaluation. Making them aware that it is a discipline, or a form of inquiry in and 

of itself, so engaging more Ph.D. students, more graduate students in evaluations.”   

In speaking about the AEA/Duquesne University Internship Program, Dr. Shepard 

responded that the program had been very successful.  He continued to comment, “What they 

[the programs] do is give attention to building pipelines and exposing students of color in the 

field.  The AEA/DU, in particular, has a particular emphasis on encouraging and socializing 

students in other fields to make evaluation home.” 

Socialization not only includes formal and practical training in evaluation methodology, 

but also developing relationships with other evaluators.  Dr. Roberts acknowledged: 

I think they’ve helped a lot…You know, what the programs have done I think in some 
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ways is to put everybody in the same space at one time. We’re going to be together, it’s 

not necessarily as by accident more or less.   You know, it presents a situation where, 

you know, you got some folks with common interests and you know there are going to 

be some students there who are at least thinking about evaluation and some students of 

color that you, ultimately that’s the group of folks you’re looking for anyway. So, it just 

increases the probability of those kinds of relationships, those kinds of connections 

happening.  You know, whether them just by accident like it was in my case, you know.  

There were no evaluators of color to mentor me, you know, and so it’s, well I didn’t know 

any so most people you didn’t see them, so in this case, at least there’s some people 

that you can identify maybe some evaluators of color who’ve been around for a little bit.  

Either they see them or you know based on the kind of work that they do, they can at 

least be identified. 

Respondents were asked to identify ways to support the development of more Black 

evaluators.  Among them including creating an awareness as a career option.  Dr. Symonette 

stated: 

…First of all hearing, listening to what folks have some passionate energy around and 

then helping to frame ways in which evaluation as a profession might be an avenue that 

they could use, that they may not have considered.  Because it is not a profession as 

high on the radar screen.  I mean it’s not, wasn’t even, isn’t even, in the Dictionary of 

Occupational Titles, so really lifting it up as a provocative option and a possibility they 

may not have considered by doing that cross-walk, facilitating a cross-walk to what they, 

what you might hear, what I might hear people talking about to considering that, trying to 

bring them into that loop. 

One interviewee also stated that increasing the numbers of more evaluators of color also 

depends on the graduate programs in evaluation.   

The issue is where can they get this [evaluation training] because now we are talking 

about having programs that will meet that need.  In grad school there aren’t that many, 

because there aren’t that many people that are really knowing evaluation per se.  They, 

they’ll, they are doing research and they are teaching folk how to do research, but that’s 

not evaluation. 

In addition other suggestions included monetary support and “coordinated as well as 

informal ways.”  Dr. Roberts responded: 

That’s practically a no-brainer.  You know the answer to that.  More financial support to 
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lead more of them.  They need more faculty of color on their faculties.  We all know that 

one of the keys to recruit more graduate students of color in certain areas is that you 

have faculty of color that’s there to do that, I mean, you know, so the formula is pretty 

simple actually. 

Mentoring other Black evaluators.  All of the interviewees mentioned the 

“responsibility” they had to mentor other evaluators, especially evaluators of color.  Dr. 

Symonette mentioned, “But that’s my responsibility. As Black evaluators and as other evaluators 

of color especially… So, you know we, we have a strong commitment to helping, to grow the 

pipeline and passing it on.”   

These relationships help to develop future evaluators. As explained by Dr. Mekondjo, “In 

at least two ways:  1) opportunity and knowledge how to play the academic “game”:  how to 

publish, how to situate and socialize oneself in the field, etc… and 2) opportunity to network and 

leverage other “players.”   

In these relationships skill development, professional involvement/development, as well 

as career development is often the focus.  Each evaluator had a different perspective on the 

formula for inclusion of these topics.  Dr. Symonette responded: 

It [the relationship focus] depends on whatever the need.  I mean I just try, you know, it’s 

a need, I mean I’ve had a formal thing but also many informal.  And so just trying to be 

open and responsive to questions that people might have or raise…”  Dr. Shepard spoke 

of providing more of a focus on skill development with his graduate students.  “My focus 

is making sure that they know how to conduct good evaluation when they finish, whether 

they choose to use it that’s up to them.  But, if they are working under me as my 

graduate student, they are definitely going to be exposed and involved, exposed to, and 

involved in the evaluation of programs. 

Dr. Roberts stated: 

It’s the whole package.  I mean I don’t see how to necessarily do one or the other…You 

have to have the skills to evaluate, you know.  And so you have to have skill training 

obviously and then the career development kind of stuff is more along helping to or talk 

about opportunities, resources, things like that, the establishing networks.   

A large part of the mentoring relationship is helping junior members navigate a 

sometimes complicated professional network, one that can be further complicated by race.  Dr. 

Roberts suggested:  

You know, and I think one of the toughest things is really to just to be mindful that you 
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were African American or Navajo before you started to be any of that stuff.  You know, 

and that’s what was not going to change, so you are that in addition to these other 

kinds…Highly competent, I have this Ph.D. from Harvard, you know, and so of course, 

you know, they should recognize my talents and stuff like that.  They look at you and you 

still got Black skin like I do.  So regardless,  there still comes to the point I think 

sometimes for some of the junior people to get out there and you know and rightfully so 

they are very highly skilled, highly competent, credentialed and all the rest of the stuff  

and then, to have to just be confronted with the racism.  And so to be dismissed on that 

and, their feelings get hurt.  And I’m like going why are you surprised?  The rules haven’t 

really changed, you know, they’ve, the strategy and techniques look a little bit different, 

but the rules haven’t changed. 

Emergence of Cultural Responsiveness within the Evaluation Field   

From the outside, the evaluation profession has taken to the notion of cultural 

responsiveness/competence.  An entire edition of the New Directions for Evaluation, published, 

In Search of Cultural Competence in Evaluation: Toward Principles and Practices.  The edition 

featured articles from many of evaluation’s top researchers on ways to incorporate culture into 

evaluation, also including a definition of cultural competence by the special edition editors.  

However, this sentiment of acceptance from the field of cultural responsiveness as an important 

evaluation ideology, is not shared by all of those interviewed and does not matter to some. Dr. 

Symonette responded: 

It’s been a challenging journey and I wouldn’t expect it to be anything other than that 

because it is raising deep questions about, you know, people’s sort of established ways 

of doing, being, and engaging that had been typically presumed to be the best way to do 

things for everyone.  So, I think what’s important to do is to calmly and compassionately, 

yet relentlessly, speak into the listening with a different message.  I strive to embrace a 

fairness imperative, but it remains a very difficult and delicate balance that I challenge 

myself to discern and maintain.  The reality is that failure of some to change has serious 

costs and consequences for the lives and well being of others.  Most notably, 

evaluations that fail to substantively engage these issues often do violence to others’ 

truths.  Moving forward this agenda continues to be a long yet unavoidable journey.  

Dr. Mekondjo commented:  

Sometimes yes, sometimes no.  And certainly not without some vigilance around these 

issues like those in the Building Diversity Initiative of AEA or a recent NSF workshop.  
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We have had to take the baton some times and give the baton others to advance issues, 

utilizing networks in key places to advance these agendas.  These agendas around 

culturally responsive evaluation don’t just happen!   

Dr. Shepard also added: 

Yeah, I don’t know, don’t really care about what the field thinks.  At this point we are 

trying to come up with this notion and be able to put things in practice and make sense 

that will better inform people about the program, you know, the so-called stakeholders or 

what have you.  I mean this is–the whole thing about evaluation I think, is making sure 

that your information is valid.  Which, you know, what you are reporting is indeed truthful, 

credible. 

Dr. Roberts said:  

Well, I stopped worrying about the main stream a long time ago, you know.  Our hope is 

that we come in contact with folks who share the same kinds of values, commitment we 

do and try to make a connection and get them to get as prepared as possible, you know.  

So I kind of, I mean, I ain’t doing no missionary work no more. 

He went on to further comment:  

Our hope is that we come in contact with folks who share the same kinds of values, 

commitment we do and try to make a connection and get them to get as prepared as 

possible, you know… It’s the same thing with this stuff in evaluation. You know?  You 

got to look your own self in the mirror.   I could care less if they like what I say.  I’m not 

seeking no soul validation about you know, what I write, what I said, I don’t need that, 

you know.  I’m first generation high school and college graduate. You know.  I can 

always go back to driving the bus.  You know.  So, it just depends on where your values 

are.…It’s a small group, very supportive group.  We try to just, share the same values, 

trying to get to the same place, and you know.  …train.  I’m not spending no time trying 

to break in to do it either. 

Interview Results Summary 

 The interview findings helped to supplement and further expound upon the findings from 

the questionnaires by adding individual experiences and personal accounts by Black evaluation 

professionals.  These personal accounts provide further confirmation of the importance of 

documenting the evaluator’s experience in order to better understand evaluation from a Black 

perspective. Four Black evaluators were chosen to interview.  The criteria used to choose the 

interviewees consisted of (1) publication(s) in evaluation, (2) publication(s) about cultural 
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implications in evaluation, and (3) gender.   Each interviewee had at least five publications 

published in major evaluation or education journals.   

Throughout the beginnings of this research, the researcher adopted the term cultural 

competence.  In all survey and interview materials, cultural competence was the chosen 

terminology.  However, after conducting the interviews, the researcher realized that the term 

used was inadequate.  Culturally competent should not be confused with being culturally 

responsive.  As a result of the interview data, the researcher began to use cultural 

responsiveness as the desired term.   The evaluators interviewed discussed the centrality of 

culture to the evaluation when defining culturally responsive evaluation.  All interviewees refuted 

the idea of becoming culturally competent and regarded cultural competence as an unattainable 

utopia.  

Evaluators were asked to identify skills they felt were necessary to be a culturally 

responsive evaluator. Some of those ways included being aware of cultural signals, building 

rapport with others through a “shared lived experience” and member checking to establish 

respect and trust.   In addition, evaluators were asked how to develop these skills.  The theme 

of practice remained consistent throughout all of the interviews.  Interviewees were asked if 

being Black played a role in their ability to practice evaluation, especially culturally responsive 

evaluation.  One respondent commented, “being Black is not a temporary thing, it’s who I am, 

so doing evaluation as a Black man is not limited to method/approach/model.”  However, 

interviewees were also careful to point out that just because an evaluator was Black did not 

mean that he/she was always better equipped to deal with diversity in some settings.   

Several programs have been developed to increase the numbers of evaluators of color.  

Through the AEA Building Diversity Initiative the AEA/Duquesne University Internship Program 

is one of those programs with such goals.  The Black evaluators interviewed suggested that 

increasing the numbers of evaluators of color, depends on exposure to, as well as socialization 

into, the evaluation profession. Socialization not only includes formal and practical training in 

evaluation methodology, but also developing relationships with other evaluators.  Respondents 

were asked to identify ways to support the development of more Black evaluators. 

All of the interviewees mentioned the “responsibility” they had to mentor other 

evaluators, especially evaluators of color.  Respondents felt these relationships help to develop 

future evaluators. In these relationships skill development, professional 

involvement/development, as well as career development is often the focus.  Each evaluator 

had a different perspective on the formula for inclusion of these topics.  A large part of the 
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mentoring relationship is helping junior members navigate a sometimes complicated 

professional network, one that can be further complicated by race. 

From the outside, the evaluation profession has taken to the notion of cultural 

responsiveness/competence.  An entire edition of the New Directions for Evaluation, one of the 

top journals in evaluation, published, In Search of Cultural Competence in Evaluation: Toward 

Principles and Practices.  However, this sentiment of acceptance from the field of cultural 

responsiveness as an important evaluation ideology, is not shared by all of those interviewed 

and does not matter to some.  

Conclusion 

Blacks in evaluation have been an untapped research resource.  Their professional and 

personal experiences help to add another dimension to the evaluation field.  Their educational 

experiences show that they are credentialed and experienced in a variety of areas, including 

education and psychology.  Their voices on cultural competence/responsiveness in evaluation 

are those that seem to lead the discussion in the field.  Their scholarship creates a base from 

which to draw what we know about culture in evaluation.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS AND FUTURE STUDIES 

 

This research sought to understand cultural competence from a Black evaluator’s 

perspective.  The research goal of understanding cultural competence in evaluation from a 

Black perspective led to the use of a phenomenological research framework.  A mixed-method 

research design was employed, using survey questionnaires and in-depth interviews with Black 

evaluation professionals.  The following research questions guided the inquiry:  

1. What have been the educational and professional experiences of Black 

evaluation professionals? 

2. How do Black evaluation professionals define cultural competence in evaluation? 

3. What skills do Black evaluation professionals believe are necessary to become a 

culturally competent evaluator? 

The purpose of this research was (1) to provide key characteristics of Black evaluators, 

(2) to identify the defining characteristics of cultural competence in evaluation, as identified by 

Black evaluators, and (3) to identify the skills one needs to become a culturally competent 

evaluator.  The population of interest was Black evaluation professionals who practice and/or 

teach evaluation.   

First, the educational and professional experiences of Black evaluators are discussed.  

The major findings from the survey administration and the in-depth interviews are reviewed.  

The literature on culture and race in evaluation is re-examined and analyzed in the context of 

the research findings.  Comparisons between the questionnaire results, the in-depth interviews, 

and the existing literature will be summarized.  Implications of these findings for the practice of 

evaluation, the training of future evaluators, as well as areas for further study are also outlined.   

Since the 1930’s, program evaluation has evolved into a legitimate research area, with 

many contributions to education, as well as other fields.  Program evaluation has experienced a 

shift from Tyler’s focus on testing and outcomes measurement to an emphasis on collaborative 

and participant-oriented evaluation approaches.  Over the last two decades, discussions in 

evaluation have centered on evaluation utilization, evaluation’s role in meeting the needs of 

program stakeholders, and an emphasis on inclusion of stakeholders’ concerns and values.  

These recent discussions highlighted the need for changes in evaluation methodology.  Not only 

in the way evaluation is framed, but also how evaluation is executed in a given context.    
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Collaborative and participant-oriented approaches embrace stakeholder participation 

and take into account the views of program participants and others involved in the evaluative 

process.  In order to completely engage stakeholders as is needed in participant-oriented 

approaches, evaluators must fully comprehend the depth of the program’s culture.  Culture and 

cultural context is important not only to the program, but also to the evaluation.  The culture of 

the program, its participants, staff, and other stakeholders must be well understood in order to 

fully and effectively evaluate a program.   

Evaluation researchers have called for more inclusive practices in scholarly and 

evaluative inquiry.  The changing demographics of our society underscore the demand for 

culturally sensitive epistemologies in evaluation.  Culturally competent and culturally responsive 

evaluation meets this demand.  Acknowledging the greater role that culture plays in 

understanding the programs and services we evaluate is one of the most important aspects in 

defining cultural context in evaluation.  This study intends to contribute to a deeper 

understanding of the terms cultural competence and cultural responsiveness and their impact 

on evaluation practice.   

Blacks in Evaluation 

Blacks in evaluation have been an untapped research resource.  The experiences, skills, 

or perspectives of evaluators of color, specifically Black evaluators, have received little 

coverage in the evaluation research literature.  Despite the fact that their professional and 

personal experiences help to add another dimension to the evaluation field, their educational 

experiences show that they are credentialed and experienced in a variety of areas, including 

education and psychology.  Black evaluators’ voices on cultural competence and cultural 

responsiveness in evaluation are those that lead the discussion in the field.  Their scholarship 

creates a base from which to draw what we know about culture in evaluation.   

Training and evaluation expertise.  Frierson’s (2003) identification of the social 

sciences and education as fields where professional evaluators are likely to emerge was 

reinforced by the findings of this study. The majority of participants received their exposure to 

evaluation during their graduate training while focused in areas such as psychology, education, 

and social work.   

Participants identified their graduate coursework as most helpful in their evaluation 

practice.  Study participants discussed the importance of the opportunity to practice their 

newfound skills during their graduate training.  Forty-one percent conducted evaluations during 

graduate school, while the majority of evaluators surveyed conducted their first evaluation after 



 96

graduate school, supporting Stevens’ (2000) argument of the combination of graduate school 

and on-the-job training that is important to an evaluator’s practice.   

Most of the Black evaluators surveyed were currently employed in education, human 

services, medicine/health/public health, and research/statistics.  The trend of evaluators in these 

fields traditionally known as helping professions further substantiates Cheatham’s (1990) notion 

that Blacks represented in the social and behavioral sciences signifies their internalization of 

Africentric values. Cheatham espouses that Blacks enter these fields because of the emphasis 

on interdependence, communalism, and mutuality in the Black community.   

The premise that one does all they can to impact the collective community in a positive 

way was further evidenced by comments from one case study.  Dr. Symonette spoke about her 

decision to pursue advanced training in statistical methods as a way of helping her to 

knowledgably address areas of concern in her community, as well as to become a better 

consumer of research literature.  The idea that one can give back to the community through 

their life’s work is evidenced by the respondents’ career emphases.  

Professional activities.  Continued involvement in professional activities is important to 

help foster and improve evaluation competence, as noted in the following statement from the 

Guiding Principles for Evaluators: 

Evaluators should continually seek to maintain and improve their competencies, in order 

to provide the highest level of performance in their evaluations. This continuing 

professional development might include formal coursework and workshops, self-study, 

evaluations of one's own practice, and working with other evaluators to learn from their 

skills and expertise (American Evaluation Association, 2004, para. 12d). 

Black evaluators reflect this commitment through their professional activities and membership in 

professional associations.  The high numbers of members in both the American Evaluation 

Association (63%) and the American Educational Research Association (49%), as well as 

local/regional evaluation associations indicate this clearly.  Membership in the chosen 

associations also reflects the evaluators’ career choices with a large emphasis in education.      

 Academic practitioners.  Frierson (2003) identified the need for evaluators who can 

serve as both practitioners and academicians.  The participants in this study meet this need. 

Forty percent of the participants in this study are employed in a college or university setting, with 

the majority of this number tenured or in tenure track positions.  These evaluators have not 

been sequestered in academic towers, they have been practicing their craft.  Ninety-two percent 

of them have served as an evaluator in a funded research or evaluation project; 85% have 
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presented at conferences, and 51% have published in academic/professional journals.  This 

finding serves as further confirmation that Black evaluators are fulfilling the roles of both 

practitioners and academicians.  Those not employed in an academic setting work in research 

or consulting organizations.   

Given the practical nature of evaluation, teachers of evaluation should also be 

practitioners as well.  Academic practitioners can provide hands on experiences for the 

development of evaluation skills by involving students in their evaluation work.    These 

evaluators have the capacity to not only teach evaluation theory, but also provide the 

professional socialization that actualizes by engaging in evaluation practice.   

Mentoring Experiences 

Developing competence, learning technical knowledge, and assistance in learning the 

organizational structure are all benefits of a mentoring relationship (Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 

1992; Hunt & Michael, 1983; Kram & Isabella, 1985).  In their mentoring relationships with other 

evaluators, emphasis was placed on career development.  In addition, participants identified 

development of evaluation skills, support for personal development, and assistance/advice for 

work-related issues as topics of discussion.  This finding supports the mentoring literature 

regarding the benefits of a mentoring relationship.  In this study mentoring relationships were 

examined across three dimensions, (1) graduate school mentoring, (2) non-evaluator mentor, 

and (3) on the job mentoring.   

Graduate school mentoring.  The majority of the evaluators in this research received 

their evaluation training as part of a graduate degree program. Induction into a profession 

begins at the graduate school level and continues throughout one’s professional career.  One of 

the ways this is accomplished is by networking with professionals in the field.  The importance 

of mentoring by professionals in the field during the graduate school experience and its 

contribution to socialization into the profession has been documented in the literature.   

The majority of respondents indicated having had more than one mentoring relationship 

since they began their career in evaluation.  Sixty-eight percent of respondents had developed 

mentoring relationships with other evaluators, while 32% had not.  Despite this fact, most of 

these mentoring relationships were developed after graduate school. Intentional networking with 

professionals in the field is designed to help develop competence.  Without this other and (the 

combined experiences mentioned) evaluators are often missing crucial knowledge.   

Non-evaluator as mentor. Almost half of the survey respondents indicated receiving 

mentoring by faculty members while in graduate school.  However, these relationships were not 
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with evaluation faculty.  This finding brings to mind research in the mentoring literature.  If a 

mentor is not found in the academic community, Black students find them in the community at 

large, at other institutions, or create community with other Blacks (Ellis, 2001 and Love, 1993).  

One explanation can be attributed to limited access to the formal and informal networks 

that exist in many professions and disciplines.  This lack of access causes Blacks to miss out on 

opportunities to participate in research and other professional activities often compromising their 

professional success.  The fact that these evaluators began their relationships with other 

evaluators after graduate school has implications for a delayed socialization into the evaluation 

field.   

On the job mentoring.  Research literature indicates that mentors choose protégés who 

they can identify with.  This research supported that assertion.  The majority, 63%, of the 

mentoring relationships consisted of Black mentors and Black protégés.  Slightly more males 

(54%) indicated having mentors, compared with females (46%). Participants identified the daily 

work setting as a major influence on the development of these relationships.  Other influences 

included participation in professional association meetings/conferences and professional 

development workshops.  This finding helps to identify potential spaces to assist with the 

development of mentoring relationships.  The most successful in to the field are more likely to 

mentor (Hunt & Michael, 1993) and more likely to attend these meetings.  Combining this 

knowledge with the study findings has potential for creating intentional ways to cultivate young 

evaluators, particularly evaluators of color.  This has implications for the structure of 

professional association conferences and the role professional associations can play in 

encouraging socialization.   

Specifically, these findings are important for the American Evaluation Association in 

designing ways to assist evaluators of color in developing mentoring relationships with existing 

evaluators.  Sixty percent of those surveyed indicated they served as a mentor to other 

evaluation professionals, 90% of the protégé’s were identified as Black women.  This finding 

supports the assertion in mentoring literature that protégés are likely to mentor (Busch, 1985; 

Hunt & Michael, 1983; Wright & Wright, 1987).   

Understanding Cultural Competence and Cultural Responsiveness 

A review of the recent evaluation literature discloses several terms used when 

discussing the role of culture in evaluation.  Those terms include: multicultural validity (Kirkhart, 

1995), culturally responsive evaluation (Frierson, Hood, & Hughes, 2002), multicultural/culturally 

competent evaluation (Hopson, 2003), and cultural competence in evaluation (SenGupta, 
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Hopson & Thompson, 2004).  Despite the field’s lack of agreement on the terms used to identify 

the role of culture in evaluation, the researcher adopted the use of cultural competence. In all 

survey and interview materials, cultural competence was the chosen terminology.  Cultural 

competence was chosen for its position of prominence within the field.  The recent special 

edition of the New Directions for Evaluation journal entitled, “In Search of Cultural Competence 

in Evaluation” seemed to signify am acceptance in the evaluation field.  However, after 

conducting the interviews, the researcher realized that the selected term was inadequate.  

Culturally competent should not be confused with being culturally responsive.  The feedback 

from the interview participants regarding the variation between the two terms highlighted the 

need for further analysis and discussion.   

During analysis it became apparent that the field uses the two terms cultural 

responsiveness and cultural competence interchangeably.  In addition to the difference in 

semantics, there are also a variety of assumptions that are implicit in the overall meanings of 

the two terms.   These differences will be explored along six dimensions, including: (1) 

Definition, (2) Epistemological Roots, (3) Assumptions, (4) Role of Context, (5) Role of 

Evaluator, and (6) Role of Stakeholders.  Table 9 below highlights five of the six dimensions.   

Table 9.  Cultural Competence vs. Cultural Responsiveness 

 
Dimension 

 
Cultural Competence 

 
Cultural Responsiveness 

Epistemological Roots 1. Logical 
2. Positivist View 

1. Phenomenological 
2. Shared, lived experience 

Assumptions 1. Evaluator achieves “skill” 
2. Minimum standard 
3. Fixed cultural knowledge 

 

1. Relies on tacit knowledge 
2. Reflexivity in evaluation practice 

Role of Context 1. Generalizability across contexts 
2. Context independent 

 

1. Context Specific  
2. Context Dependent  

Role of Evaluator  1. Technical assistance 
2. Expert 

 

1. Collaborative  
2. Learner 

Role of Stakeholders 1. Recipients of knowledge 
2. Minimal engagement 

3. Role in defining questions 
4. Full engagement 

 

Cultural competence.  Competence can be defined as a state of proficiency in a 

particular content area.  Once one obtains a certain level of education in a particular area and 

demonstrates required skills, knowledge and behaviors, then he/she is said to be competent in 

that area.  Every so often, there may even be re-certifications that occur to ensure that one 



 100

continues to remain proficient.  This notion of competence is not new to the field of evaluation.  

Discussions have often centered on providing certification of evaluation competence, various 

aspects of evaluation training.   

Adding culture to the competency discussion only serves to relegate cultural 

competence as a measurable and assessable outcome of evaluation training.  This narrow 

focus implies a behavioral skill set that can be tangibly observed.  As Dr. Shepard, one of the 

case study participants, pointed out, what would be the minimum standard of cultural 

competency?  How would we know it if we saw it?  This dependence on external characteristics 

also implies generalizability across all cultural settings, rejecting the notion that culture is 

dynamic. Additionally, the organic state of culture, and intercultural variety, in a program setting 

is what allows each program to be unique and context bound.  Dr. Mekondjo’s words describe 

the concept best: 

Cultural competence is like trying to be a native speaker of language not yours is a 

journey.  One can be native-like in speech, but their intonations, reflections, and 

grammar would still not be native.  Such as it is with cultural competence.  It’s a journey 

and one would not be Culturally Competent (with a capital C). 

Cultural responsiveness.  Responsiveness, in contrast to competence is a state of 

awareness.  The evaluator constantly seeks ways to be inclusive of stakeholder values and 

opinions and the cultural context of the program.  Despite the broad construct of culture, the 

evaluator understands that this notion is context specific.  If the context is unfamiliar to the 

evaluator he/she makes a conscious effort to take steps to ensure that the context is given 

adequate treatment.  Emphasis is placed first on the evaluator as self.  Stake’s notion of human 

observers as the best instruments and Symonette’s (2004) idea of self as instrument help to 

further support these ideas.  The evaluator takes steps to become more intuitive, reflexive, and 

self-aware. Cultural responsiveness in evaluation is also bound by praxis. Cultural 

responsiveness is directly linked to the ideas of Stake’s (1975) responsive evaluation.  Stake’s 

notions of interaction with stakeholders, taking note of stakeholder issues, and developing a 

greater understanding of the program all have places of central location in culturally responsive 

evaluation.  As Dr. Roberts suggested, the search for truth is key to cultural responsiveness.  

He stated:  

…actually when we talk about culturally responsive evaluation, the bottom line is always 

seeking truth and understanding.  You know.  To get the understanding that you’re 

looking into it for a discovery of truth.  And not necessarily your truth, but the truth within 
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that particular community. 

Impact on the Evaluation Field 

The survey participants were asked to define cultural competence.  However, the 

interview participants made specific references to cultural responsiveness.  The agreement of 

both the survey respondents and the interviewees in identifying essential components of cultural 

responsiveness and cultural competence, despite the use of different terms, indicates the 

impact of the interchangeable nature of the two terms.  The inconsistency in the field signals not 

only the lack of consistency among evaluators and researchers, but also serves to weaken the 

overarching argument of the importance of culture in evaluation.  This researcher contends that 

the terms cultural responsive evaluation and cultural responsiveness be adopted and used 

when referencing the incorporation of cultural context in evaluation.  Clear distinctions between 

cultural competence and responsiveness should be used and enforced.  The survey 

respondents and interviewees both included the knowledge of the evaluator (personal and 

cultural), as well as technical evaluation skills, in identifying the defining principles of culturally 

responsive evaluation.  These principles overlap with and help to support the existing literature 

on culturally responsive evaluation.  

Defining Characteristics of Culturally Responsive Evaluation  

This study continued to support the literature by distinguishing aspects that are critical to 

the practice of culturally responsive evaluation.  Both the survey results and the interview 

responses identified general knowledge of evaluation that is required in order to practice 

culturally responsive evaluation.  Evaluators in both the questionnaire results and the interviews 

highlight the need for an evaluator to be competent in evaluation methodology before they can 

adequately practice culturally responsive evaluation.  There are three main components that 

prove to be key in practicing culturally responsive evaluation.  Those components include: (1) 

Context, (2) Methodology, and (3) Evaluator.    

  Context.  Context can be described as the professional’s understanding and 

identification of the critical cultural values that are important both to the evaluator and to the 

client.  Each set of stakeholders possesses their own cultural beliefs that add to the greater 

understanding of the inner workings of the program.  Acquiring knowledge of how the cultural 

systems affect the program’s environment leads to a better understanding of the program 

context.  The evaluator must be willing to establish a rapport and trust with stakeholders in the 

evaluation setting to develop this greater understanding of the context.  They must be willing to 

be immersed in the culture of the program.   
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In order to be responsive and provide more methodologically sound evaluations, we 

must take the entire context into account (Frierson, Hood & Hughes, 2002; Hopson, 2003; 

SenGupta, Hopson & Thompson-Robinson; 2004).  To accomplish this, culture must be placed 

at the center of the evaluation.  This is part of an evaluator’s duty to responsible practice.   

Methodology.  Evaluation methodology is one of the key aspects of an evaluation.  The 

methodology chosen should be responsive to the context of the program and stakeholders 

perspectives.  Taking into account the culture of the program, as well as that of the 

stakeholders, the evaluator’s task is to match evaluation techniques and models that will 

produce the richest data while complementing the cultural values of the participant and 

incorporating those into the evaluation.  The evaluator should incorporate rigorous methods and 

approaches relevant to the context.  

Evaluators should use methods that will ensure the most participation as well as provide 

the richest data from which to develop the vicarious experience Dr. Roberts discussed in the 

previous chapter.  Involving the program participant in the evaluation so that both the evaluator 

and the participant grow from the evaluation experience is also important.  As participants in this 

study identified, this can be done by involving other evaluators who have experience with this 

context or culture, or employing other validity measures, like member-checking.  This supports 

the literature on culturally responsive evaluation (Frierson, Hood & Hughes, 2002).     

Evaluator.  An in-depth look into the literature about cultural competence and cultural 

responsiveness in evaluation highlights discussions about defining who the evaluator is (Boyd 

Cowles, 2005; Hopson, 2003).  The evaluator must assess their own technical ability, as well as 

have an understanding of their social location and interpersonal skills.  Once an evaluator is 

able to adequately assess themselves, they can begin to draw a complete picture of how their 

own abilities may match up in the given context.  Evaluators in this study felt that asking difficult 

questions about one’s own social location is important to the ability to demonstrate cultural 

responsiveness in evaluation.  The ability of the evaluator to assess the situation is also a 

critical component of culturally responsive evaluation practice. 

Implications and Recommendations for Evaluation Training 

Training other evaluators to be culturally responsive.  The changing demographics 

of our society call for a workforce that is reflective and capable of working with the various 

cultures that make up our world, especially given the programs evaluators are often called to 

assist.   The evaluators surveyed identified this diversity in our world as one of the reasons why 
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evaluators should be trained in culturally responsive evaluation.  The refusal to consider culture 

in the evaluation context indicates blatant disregard for a critical aspect of any program. 

The survey respondents all agreed that there is a need to train evaluators to be culturally 

responsive.  Respondents remarked that training would “ensure better, more rigorous 

evaluations” and help make certain that “the right questions get asked in the first place, so that 

multiple ways of substantiating findings can be respected.“  Additional training may result in 

“more culturally appropriate evaluation measures and approaches,” reasoned one respondent.   

Frierson (2003) argues for the inclusion of cultural context in evaluation training 

programs. Formal instruction in culturally responsive evaluation would help to ensure the proper 

inclusion of the cultural context in evaluation.  Additionally, the emphasis on developing 

individuals with not only evaluation competency, but the skills to navigate various cultural 

settings ensures the continued and improved quality of evaluation and new evaluation 

practitioners.   

Culture is not concrete.  Tillman’s (2002) notion that culture is defined differently by 

different people is true in this instance.  A checklist approach to practicing culturally responsive 

evaluation would be inadequate given the complexity of culture.  In addition, intercultural 

variation is also a significant factor to consider.  Since checklists are not available to ensure that 

participants are incorporating salient features of culture into evaluations, how do we ensure that 

those who have discerned their lack of cultural awareness adequately address culture in their 

evaluations?  The literature provides suggestions of aspects to consider when practicing 

culturally responsive evaluation.  The next section offers a few suggestions.   

Formal training opportunities for new and practicing evaluators. Forty-one percent 

of those surveyed in this study conducted their first evaluation after their graduate school 

tenure. This finding supports Stevens’ (2000) argument that formal training opportunities are 

needed for evaluators who have honed their craft on the job. For example, the National Science 

Foundation/Howard University (NSF/HU) Evaluation Institute was helpful in providing 

experienced evaluators additional training to expand their skill sets, as well as introduce them to 

the concept of cultural context in evaluation.  This training of practicing evaluators should be 

expanded and taken on by both evaluation graduate programs and American Evaluation 

Association in order to ensure that evaluators are adequately trained.  The AEA/Duquesne 

University Internship Program, described in chapter two, is also a good start.  However, given 

the findings of this research, more intentional opportunities should be created.   
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More faculty of color.  Cultivating new evaluators of color, specifically Black evaluators, 

influences the diversity of the evaluation field.  These new colleagues require an extensive and 

deliberate socialization into the evaluation profession.  An individual’s first experiences as a new 

and developing professional influence their future actions professionally.  The initial 

indoctrination into the field, especially while in graduate school, is important to new evaluation 

professionals.  Understanding the role that graduate school plays in developing professionals is 

key to exploring this initial stage of learning professional behavior.   

Research literature indicates minority faculty members are needed to produce more 

graduate students of color (Ayers, 1983; Blackwell, 1983; Brown, 1991; Pruitt & Isaac, 1985).   

For the development of future evaluators of color, evaluation programs should tap into current 

evaluators of color as faculty in these programs.  These practitioners provide a breadth of 

practical knowledge to the classroom.  This is greatly needed in a practical field like evaluation.   

Obtaining academic credentials is one of the first steps to accessing faculty positions.  

The findings of this study indicate that Black evaluators are equipped with the academic 

credentials needed to gain entrance into academia. These Black academic practitioners can 

then serve as recruiters of more students of color for evaluation.   

More students of color.  Research literature indicates that student enrollment 

increased when more grants and scholarships were available (Stampen & Fenske, 1988).   

Fellowships and assistantships help to reduce the financial burden for graduate students, 

especially Black graduate students (Blackwell, 1983; Nettles, 1990).  In addition, graduate 

students with fellowships and assistantships have more interaction with faculty and develop 

stronger personal relationships (Nettles, 1990).  Unfortunately, fewer Blacks receive teaching or 

research assistantships compared to other groups (Blackwell, 1977, 1983; Duncan, 1976; Hall & 

Allen, 1983; Nettles, 1990; Turner & Thompson, 1993).  These facts highlight the need for more 

programs that assist with the financial obligations of graduate training.  Researchers also report 

that graduate student persistence and graduation depend largely on academic and socially 

constructive relationships, professional development, financial support, and mentoring 

(Hagedorn & Nora, 1996).  

Developing creative ways to provide funding for advanced training for graduate students 

of color, especially Black students, should be the priority of evaluation training programs.  

Designing intentional opportunities to receive evaluation training, mentoring, and funding for 

graduate school would indicate a sure commitment to creating an evaluation community that is 

reflective of our society at large.     



 105

Implications and Recommendations for Evaluation Practice 

“You say toe-may-toe, I say toe-mah-toe.”  The researcher urges the evaluation 

profession to agree on specific terminology. The ambivalence of the terms creates further 

confusion and only serves to convolute the arguments of various evaluators. As discussed 

earlier the differences of the terms lie not only in semantics, but in epistemological assumptions 

of each concept.  The researcher maintains that culturally responsive is the appropriate term for 

the practice of taking into account cultural context in evaluation.  

More evaluator self-assessment.  Often times, developing evaluation competency is 

thought of as enough to conduct evaluation.  However, evaluation competency is only the first 

step.  This research contends, in order to conduct responsive evaluation, specifically responsive 

to cultural context, you must advance beyond evaluation competency.  Once evaluation 

competency is determined, the evaluator must also have a keen understanding of themselves.  

Truly acknowledging their strengths and weaknesses, as both a person and an evaluator, allows 

them to be better equipped to carry out a thorough evaluation.   

The evaluation field has acknowledged the role of the evaluator in literature; however, 

there are few opportunities for evaluators to conduct self-assessments.  Despite the mention of 

self-study in the Guiding Principles, few evaluators in this research, 26% of the participants 

reported they “rarely” engaged in self study.  This researcher would venture that the proportions 

of this study would mirror those in the general evaluation population.  More tools and 

opportunities to engage in and support this behavior could have an impact on evaluator self-

identification.  Thus impacting the way an evaluator identifies his/her social location.   

Multi-ethnic evaluation teams.  Evaluation researchers urge other evaluators to have 

some knowledge of the culture(s) they evaluate.  Having direct experience with the many 

dynamic cultures in our world, make cultural competency an unattainable utopia.  Developing 

multi-cultural evaluation teams is one way to solve this dilemma.  However, tokenism, the 

inclusion of one person designed to represent an entire group, is unproductive and unrealistic.  

The Black evaluator respondents in this study referenced the important role that culture must 

play in the evaluation design, implementation, and data analysis of the entire evaluation.  Also, 

inclusion of a token member in only one phase of the evaluation not only strips the evaluator of 

valuable contributions, but more importantly the program participants and other key 

stakeholders perspectives may not be accurately represented, resulting in inaccurate evaluation 

findings.      
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Same race and multi-ethnic mentoring relationships.  This research highlights the 

importance of mentoring relationships on new evaluator socialization and development of 

competence.  However, this is true for the practicing or established evaluator.  Mentors and 

protégés learn from each other.  Acknowledging that learning in mentoring relationships is 

reciprocal, intentional mentoring pairs can be created to ensure an exchange of knowledge.  

Pairing evaluators of color with majority evaluators provides both parties with a variety of 

potential experiences.   

The NSF/HU model of exposing current evaluators to the top evaluation researchers and 

contributors can be used as a basis for also creating a mentoring program for new evaluators. 

Evaluators, and participants in this study, argue that increasing the numbers of Black evaluators 

is not just the responsibility of Black evaluators.  If the field is indeed sincere about its desire to 

be reflective and understanding of our current society, then all evaluators have a vested interest 

in ensuring the development of evaluators of color.  As such, mentoring Black evaluators is not 

just the responsibility of Black evaluators.  The American Evaluation Association, as the largest 

professional association for evaluators should lead the way and use the association’s meetings 

as a place to introduce evaluators of color with other evaluators of color, as well as majority 

evaluators.  Creating spaces for interaction to occur and relationships to develop should be one 

of the focuses of the annual conference.    

Areas for Further Inquiry 

 While this study focused on one ethnic group, Blacks, the same inquiry could be made 

for others such as, Latinos, Native Americans, and Asian Americans, who are often excluded as 

well.  The voices of these evaluators are not reflected in the evaluation literature.  Their 

experiences play a role in developing a greater understanding of the role of culture in 

evaluation.  In addition, the experiences of other evaluators who practice cross culturally would 

provide data to compare the experiences, opinions, strategies, and techniques of those 

evaluators with those in this study.  The combination of everyone’s experiences can only serve 

to strengthen evaluation methodology, theory, and practice.   

 Proponents of culturally responsive evaluation claim this approach helps to produce 

more comprehensive evaluation.  Studying the impact of culturally responsive evaluation, 

especially impressions of stakeholders regarding the process should be another inquiry.  

Developing a better understanding of how evaluation professionals are trained and socialized 

will assist in the future development of more evaluators.  Research in this area would provide 

the profession with practical ideas that can be incorporated into evaluation training programs.  
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This research focused on identifying the defining characteristics of cultural responsiveness, 

future research should focus on how the characteristics and skills identified in this research are 

actualized in practice.    

Conclusion 

The evaluation community’s discussion of the role of race and culture in evaluation has 

continued for the last decade. The Building Diversity Initiative (BDI), developed in 2000, was a 

mechanism to proactively address issues of culture and the development of more evaluators of 

color.  Since that time, initiatives created as a result of the BDI are on target.  Although there is 

no formal report of the current status of the initiatives, it is apparent that some action has been 

taken.  But almost six years after the plan was adopted, there has been little progress, as 

evidenced by the duplication of many of this researcher’s recommendations with those of the 

BDI.  The American Evaluation Association has to assume a larger active role in ensuring the 

diversity of the evaluation profession.  The evaluation community has existing structures in 

place to support the development of more evaluators of color.  

This research has enriched the literature about the experiences of Black program 

evaluators, as well as provided additional support of the existing literature on the role of culture 

in evaluation.  It also identifies areas for future inquiry.  Exploration of evaluation through the 

eyes of the evaluator is a powerful notion, given the practical nature of the profession.  Learning 

about the field from those that practice in it gives credence to personal experience, helps to 

inform future practice, and additionally provides a whole new avenue of testing theory.  The 

experiences, opinions, and accounts given by the participants in this study enhance the 

theoretical framework of the role of culture in evaluation. The interview findings helped to 

supplement and further expound upon the findings from the questionnaires by adding individual 

experiences and personal accounts by Black evaluation professionals.  These personal 

accounts provide further confirmation of the importance of documenting the evaluator’s 

experience in order to better understand evaluation from a Black perspective.   

Understanding the factors that encourage the development of competency among Black 

evaluation professionals will help to provide recommendations for developing intentional 

interventions to assist more Blacks in developing evaluation competency.  To further develop 

intentional interventions designed to increase the numbers of evaluators of color, specifically 

Black evaluators, research on evaluator experiences is imperative.  In order to provide greater 

access and generate greater awareness of evaluation, one must explore the experiences of 

those who are not a part of the system.  The researcher hopes that the findings from this 
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research provided a wealth of knowledge about Blacks in evaluation, as well as added to the 

discussion of culture in evaluation.  Specifically, the research can be used to as a source for 

exploring the educational and professional experiences of Black evaluators, as well as 

identifying ways to socialize new evaluators, specifically Black evaluators. 
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BLACK EVALUATION PROFESSIONAL SURVEY 
  

This survey is for persons of African descent who currently or previously worked in the evaluation 

field.  Due to the focus of this research, respondents must have completed a graduate degree.     

 

 

SECTION I: SELECTION OF PROGRAM EVALUATION AS A CAREER CHOICE  

 

1. How did you learn about evaluation?  

           Major field of study  

           Coursework at graduate level 

           Continuing education/professional development course 
           Internship 

           On the job training 

           Professional Association/Conferences 
           Mentor/Supervisor 

           Volunteer Activities  

           Other (please specify)________________________________________________ 
 

2. When did you conduct your first evaluation?_______________________ 

a. Was this ? 

           During graduate school             After graduate school, while on the job   
 

 

3. Before deciding on program evaluation did you ever consider or try another career? 
           Yes                No  

  

a. If yes, what other career did you choose?________________________________ 
 

 

b. If yes, in what setting?  

           Agriculture/Environment 
           Anthropology 

           Business/Commerce 

           Economics 
           Education 

           History  

           Human Services 

           Medicine/Health/Public Health  
           Philosophy  

           Political Science 

           Psychology 
           Research or Statistical Methods 

           Other (please specify)____________________________________________
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SECTION II: PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 

 

4. Please indicate the primary area(s)/field(s) in which you have previously conducted 

evaluations.  Choose all that apply. 

           Agriculture/Environment 

           Anthropology 
           Business/Commerce 

           Economics 

           Education 
           History  

           Human Services 

           Medicine/Health/Public Health  
           Philosophy  

           Political Science 

           Psychology 

           Research or Statistical Methods 
           Other (please specify)________________________________________________ 

 

 

5. Please indicate the primary evaluation area(s)/field(s) in which you are currently employed.  

Choose all that apply. 

           Agriculture/Environment 
           Anthropology 

           Business/Commerce 

           Economics 

           Education 
           History  

           Human Services 

           Medicine/Health/Public Health  
           Philosophy 

           Political Science 

           Psychology 

           Research or Statistical Methods 
           Other (please specify)________________________________________________ 

 

6. At your current employment is evaluation your primary responsibility?  

           Yes             No 

 

 

7. In a week, how much of your time is spent on evaluation? 

           ¼              ½              ¾               all week 
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8. In which of the following settings are you currently employed? Choose all that apply. 

           College/University 
           State/Local Agency 

           School System 

           Non-Profit Organization 

a)            Service Provider Agency 
b)            Foundation 

           Corporation/Private Sector 

a)            Service Provider Agency 
b)            Foundation 

           Government/Federal Agency 

           Independent Evaluation Consultant 
           Research and Consulting Organization 

           Other (please specify)________________________________________________ 

 

9. Are you currently employed in an academic setting? 
           Yes (proceed to question 10)             No (proceed to question 11) 

 

10. If yes, what is your position? 
           Tenured Professor 

           Tenure-track non tenured Professor 

           Non tenure track Professor 
           Administrator 

           Staff 

           Other (please specify)________________________________________________ 

 

 

11. If no, what is your job title? 

Current job title: ________________________________________________ 
 

12. Are you a member of any professional organization(s) or association(s)? 

           Yes             No 

 
a. If yes, please indicate by choosing below:  

           American Evaluation Association 

           American Educational Research Association  
           American Psychological Association 

           Regional/Other Evaluation Association  

           Other (please specify)______________________________________________ 
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13. Please check all the activities in which you have participated in since receiving your 

graduate degree: 

           Research presentation at a conference (local, regional, national, or international) 

           Research proposal review panel for research funding source 

           Peer reviewer or Editorial Board member for professional journal 
           Participation in interdisciplinary research study 

           Evaluator in a funded research or evaluation project 

           State or national officer/board member in an evaluation professional organization 
           State or national officer/board member in other professional organizations 

           Published in a scholarly venue 

a)            Academic/Professional Journal 
b)            Edited/Co-Edited book, book chapter, or volume 

           Authored or co-authored an evaluation report 

           Other (not listed above)________________________________________________ 

 
 

14. Have you attended professional workshops/seminars since graduate school? 

           Yes             No 
 

a. If yes, please list: 

________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 

 

15. How often do you participate in the following activities?  

Formal evaluation/evaluation methodology coursework 
1   2   3   4  5 

Always  Very Often   Sometimes  Rarely   Never 

 

Self-study 

1   2   3   4  5 

Always  Very Often   Sometimes  Rarely   Never 

 

Work with other evaluators to learn new skills 

1   2   3   4  5 

Always  Very Often   Sometimes  Rarely   Never 
 

Evaluation/Evaluation Methodology workshops sponsored by professional organizations  

1   2   3   4  5 

Always  Very Often   Sometimes  Rarely   Never 

 

 

16. Is there a particular approach or orientation that you use to guide your evaluation 

practice? 
           Yes             No 

 

b. If yes, please describe: 
________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________ 
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SECTION III: CULTURAL COMPETENCE IN EVALUATION 

 

17. What is your definition of cultural competence in evaluation? 

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

18. What skills must an evaluator possess in order to be culturally competent? 

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

19. Are there any specific interpersonal skills you feel are necessary to work with people from a 

different culture in an evaluation setting? 

           Yes             No 

 
If yes, please describe: 

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

20. How does your race play a role in practicing culturally competent evaluation?  

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

21. Is there a need to train more evaluators to be culturally competent evaluators? 
           Yes             No 

 

Why or why not? 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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SECTION IV: GRADUATE SCHOOL MENTORING EXPERIENCES 

When you think about your graduate school experiences, how often did the following events occur? 

1=Very Often    2=Sometimes     3=Do not remember     4=Rarely          5=Did not occur 

 

22. Mentoring (by faculty members) 

1   2  3   4  5 
Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur  

 

23. Advising (by faculty members) 
1   2  3   4  5 

Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 

 

24. Teaching Experience 

1   2  3   4  5 

Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 

 

25. Classroom interactions with faculty members 

1   2  3   4  5 

Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 
 

26. Classroom interactions with peers 

1   2  3   4  5 
Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 

 

27. Conference presentations with faculty members 

1   2  3   4  5 
Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 

 

28. Conference presentations with peers 
1   2  3   4  5 

Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 

 

29. Publications with faculty members 
1   2  3   4  5 

Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 

 

30. Publications with peers 

1   2  3   4  5 

Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 
 

31. Research with faculty members 

1   2  3   4  5 

Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 
 

32. Research with peers 

1   2  3   4  5 
Very Often   Sometimes Do not remember Rarely  Did not occur 
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33. What skill(s) from your graduate training have been most helpful in your evaluation 

practice? 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

34. While in graduate school, how many evaluation courses did you complete? 
           1-2 

           3-4 

           5-6 
           7-8 

           9-10 

           11-12 
 

35. Please indicate the number of courses you completed in the categories below.  

 

           Introduction to Program Evaluation 
           Evaluation or Research Design Course 

           Area Specific Evaluation Course 

           Data Collection Methods Course 
           Measurement Theory 

           Survey Research Methods 

           Qualitative Data Collection 
           Data Analysis  

           Basic Descriptive & Inferential Statistics,  

           Qualitative Data Analysis 

           General Linear Model Application 
           Other (please specify)________________________________________________________ 

 

SECTION IV: EVALUATION MENTORING EXPERIENCES  

36. Have you developed mentoring relationship(s) with other evaluators? 

           Yes                No  

 

37. If yes, how many relationships have you had since you began your career in 

evaluation? 
           1 

           2 
           3 

           4 

           5 or more 
           

38. When did these relationships develop? Choose all that apply.  

            In graduate school               After graduate school  

 

For the next questions, reflect on the mentoring relationship that you feel 

was most beneficial in helping you to develop your competence as an 

evaluator.   
 

39. Race of mentor  
           Asian/Asian American 
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           Black/African American 

           Caribbean/West Indian 

           Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  

           Latino(a)/Hispanic 

           Middle Easter/Arab/Arab American 

           Native American/American Indian 

           White/European American 

 

40. Gender of mentor  
           Male              Female 

 

41. Length of relationship  

           Less than 1 year  

           1-3 years  

            4-6 years 

           7-9 years   

           10 or more years  

    

42. Does your mentor provide/discuss? Please check all that apply. 
           Career advice 

           Ways to develop evaluation competence  

           Appropriate professional conduct/behavior 

           Support for personal development 

           Evaluation/research opportunities 

           Assistance/Advice for work-related issues  

           Assistance/Advice for social issues  

 

43. Were there any particular events which you feel influenced the development of the 

relationship with your mentor? 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

44. What skills do you feel you have gained as a result of the relationship with your 

mentor? 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

45. In general, how would you summarize how your mentor has contributed to your 

development as an evaluator? 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

For the next questions, reflect on the relationship(s) in which you served as 

the evaluation mentor.  
 

46. Have you served as a mentor for other evaluation professionals? 
           Yes                 No 
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47. Why or why not? 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

48. Race of protégé 
           Asian/Asian American 

           Black/African American 

           Caribbean/West Indian 

           Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  

           Latino(a)/Hispanic 

           Middle Easter/Arab/Arab American 

           Native American/American Indian 

           White/European American 

 

49. Gender of protégé   
           Male              Female 

 

50. Length of relationship  

           Less than 1 year  

           1-3 years  

            4-6 years 

           7-9 years   

           10 or more years  

 

51. Does your mentor provide/discuss? Please check all that apply. 
           Career advice 

           Ways to develop evaluation competence  

           Appropriate professional conduct/behavior 

           Support for personal development 

           Evaluation/research opportunities 

           Assistance/Advice for work-related issues  

           Assistance/Advice for social issues  

 

52. What skills do you feel your protégé has gained as a result of the relationship with 

you?  
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

53. How has the relationship affected you? 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

54. In general, how would you summarize your contribution to your protégé’s  

development as an evaluator? 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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SECTION : DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION  

 

55. Your age  __________________                        

 

56. Your Gender             Male               Female 

 
 

57. Please indicate the degrees you have earned.  Specify the major field of study.  Also indicate 

the year of degree completion and the name of the awarding institution. 
 

Degree Year Received Major Institution 

Baccalaureate 

 
 

 

   

Masters  
 

 

 

   

Doctorate 
 

 

 

   

 

 

58. Please check the region in which you attend school or currently reside: 

South Region    _______  

(AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, VA, Virgin Islands, WV) 

North East Region     _______  

(CT, D.C., DE, MA, MD, ME, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT) 

North Central Region _______  

(IA, IL, IN, KS, MI, MN, MO, NE, ND, OH, SD, WI) 

West Region  _______  

(AK, AZ, CA, CO, HI, ID, MT, NM, NV, OR, UT, WA, WY) 

The next section is provided for any written comments you would like to add regarding your 

experiences as a Black evaluation professional. 

 

 

As the research unfolds, would you be willing to expound further on your experiences? 

           Yes            No 
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If yes, please provide: 

Name_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Address____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Daytime Phone_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
Evening Phone______________________________________________________________________ 

  

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND THOUGHTFUL RESPONSES 

     Please Return Completed Survey:  

Tamara C. Bertrand 

2134 East Park Avenue 

Tallahassee, FL 32301 

tbertrand@admin.fsu.edu 
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Black Evaluation Professional Interview- Guide 
 

Background/Experience 

1. How did you learn about evaluation? 

 

2. What sparked your interest in evaluation? 

 

3. How many years of experience do you have conducting evaluations? 

 

4. What has been your experience as a Black Evaluation Professional? 

 

 

Cultural Competence in Evaluation 

5. How do you define cultural competence in evaluation? 

 

6. What skills must an evaluator possess in order to practice culturally competent 

evaluation?  

 

7. How do you practice culturally competent evaluation? 

 

8. How did you develop these skills? 

 

9. Your research centers on Culturally Responsive/Competent Evaluation.  Has the field 

been receptive to your scholarship on culturally responsive evaluation? If not, why not?   

 

10. Culturally competence or responsiveness in evaluation is a hot topic right now.  Do you 

feel the topic is receiving adequate coverage as it relates to its importance to the field?  If 

not, why not?  What is needed to make this topic more relevant to the mainstream 

evaluation community? 

 

 

11. Please describe a scenario in which you practiced Culturally Responsive/Competent 

Evaluation.   

 

Race in Evaluation 

12. How does being Black impact your ability to practice culturally responsive evaluation?   

 

13. How does your race play a role in your evaluation practice? 

 

14. Do you feel that Black evaluators are better equipped to deal with diversity in evaluation 

settings?  Yes or No.  Provide example(s).   
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Mentoring Initiatives 

15. The American Evaluation Association through the Building Diversity Initiative and 

several other partners, namely the National Science Foundation, American Institutes for 

Research, have all taken steps to provide mentoring or support to evaluators of color.   

a. Are you familiar with these initiatives? Yes or No  

b. If yes, how successful would you view these initiatives? 

 

16. In your opinion, what else would support the development of more Black evaluators?  

 

17. Is there a need to train Black evaluators to be culturally responsive?  

a. Yes or No.   

b. Please explain.   

 

18. Do you mentor other Black evaluators? 

 

19. In your mentoring relationships, what is your focus?   

Skill development,  

Professional involvement/development,  

Career development, etc. 

 

20. How do you feel these relationships help develop future evaluators?  
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