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Abstract

Psychological theory suggests that evaluators’ individual values and traits play a fundamental role in

evaluation practice, though few empirical studies have explored those constructs in evaluators. This

paper describes an empirical study on evaluators’ individual, work, and political values, as well as

their personality traits to predict evaluation practice and methodological orientation. The results

suggest evaluators value benevolence, achievement, and universalism; they lean socially liberal but

are slightly more conservative on fiscal issues; and they tend to be conscientious, agreeable, and

open to new experiences. In the workplace, evaluators value competence and opportunities for

growth, as well as status and independence. These constructs did not statistically predict evaluation

practice, though some workplace values and individual values predicted quantitative methodological

orientation. We conclude by discussing strengths, limitations, and next steps for this line of

research.
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Findings From an Empirical Exploration of Evaluators’ Values
Evaluation practice and its attendant descriptions have commonly involved language around making
systematic judgments about the merit, value, significance, credibility, and utility of whatever is being
evaluated (e.g., Patton, 2008; Scriven, 1991), often with a focus on programs, policies, and interven-
tions, while sometimes extending into arenas such as the evaluation of personnel, portfolios, and
products. Values, value statements, and values-driven decisions are omnipresent in evaluation
(House, 2015), and although they are often alluded to by practitioners and scholars, they are not
always attended to with care and diligence, or explicitly reflected in practice. Julnes even goes so
far as to suggest, “evaluators have often been unreflective, and even sloppy, in their approaches to
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valuing” (2012, p. 4), which may be indicative of the fields’ lack of understanding about evaluators’
individual values and the ways those values lead to either valuing behaviors or other aspects of eval-
uation practice.

The difficulty of conscientiously incorporating values in practice is understandable. It is challeng-
ing to identify and articulate one’s own values and valuing processes, as well as discuss them with
others that may not share the same set of values. Scholars have long argued for understanding the role
individual values should play in evaluation and advocated for their explicit consideration in practice
(e.g., Greene, 1997, 2005; House, 2015; Schwandt, 1997; Scriven, 1991; Shadish, 1998; Smith,
1980). Additional scholars have also called for a deeper understanding of group and cultural
values and how they influence evaluation practice (e.g., Hood, Hopson, & Frierson, 2015;
Kawakami, Aton, Cram, Lai, & Porima, 2008; Kirkhart, 2010). The observations by these and
other prominent evaluators often appear alongside nuanced, deliberate discussions and prescriptions
about valuing in evaluation, with a specific focus on justifying who, how, and when evaluators or
stakeholders ought to render value judgments.

Prescriptions about the processes and importance of valuing, while important to discuss, neglect
the importance of understanding the individual values held by evaluators and the ways in which those
values might indeed influence evaluation practice. After all, not all evaluators prioritize the valuing
aspect of evaluation in their practice, and indeed some prioritize use, learning, social justice, and
methodology (Christie & Alkin, 2013). But, all evaluators do carry with them individual worldviews,
values, and personality traits. Embedded, but perhaps not explicit in the aforementioned works, is a
call for understanding who we are as individual evaluators and what values we collectively represent
as a group of professionals. Shadish (1998) suggested evaluation theory is who we are, and that may
indeed be largely accurate, but evaluator values may represent the why of who they are, and the per-
sonality traits of evaluators may explain how those values are expressed (Parks-Leduc, Feldman, &
Bardi, 2015). Because of this, more empirical attention must be paid to broadly describe evaluator
values and individual characteristics and exploring the links between those characteristics and the
decision they make in their evaluation practice.

Values Development
Schwartz (1994) described values as a set of goals that transcend situations and contexts and serve as
a guiding group of principles in the life of a person or group. Schwartz theorized that values constitute
a coherent system that underpins decision-making, attitudes, and ultimately, behavior (Schwartz
et al., 2012). Research on values suggests a range of origins and transmission mechanisms including
parents (e.g., Barni, Ranieri, Scabini, & Rosnati, 2011), peers (e.g., Wetherill, Neal, & Fromme,
2010), educational institutions (e.g., DePoy & Merrill, 1988), religious institutions (e.g., Kim,
2008), cultural groups (e.g., Brown, 2002), and entry into a workforce or organization (Church,
Burke, & Van Eynde, 1994). These conceptualizations leave open the idea that values can be both
intrinsic in a person as well as acquired and modified through experience. Because values vary
across individuals, groups, and sub-groups, it is possible that within any given population, there
will be differences in values based on demographic characteristics such as sex, race, national
origin, education level, political affiliation, and first-generation to college (e.g., Schwartz &
Rubel-Lifschitz, 2009).

In the field of evaluation, Smith (1980, 1981) has long posited that individual and group values
influence many aspects of evaluation practice, including the way in which an evaluation is perceived.
That is, the same study could conceivably be considered exceptional, trivial, or even unethical
depending on one’s perspective (Smith, 1980). In his argument, Smith detailed three main sources
of values influencing evaluation practice including: (1) the evaluation context itself, (2) the political
aspects of evaluation, and (3) organizational influences. Smith later expanded this perspective to
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include other sources, such as organizational micro-cultures (Smith, 2007), ethics (Smith, 1998),
social enterprises (Smith, 1995), and cultures (Smith, Chircop, & Mukherjee, 1993). He also sug-
gested evaluation practice is, by its nature, a values-driven construct, and how even “neutral” eval-
uation approaches actually reflect value positions (Smith, 2007); thereby concluding that all
evaluation approaches must be implemented purposefully, thoughtfully, and with awareness of the
value positions they represent. Many of these sentiments are echoed in Schwandt’s (2008) discus-
sions of evaluation as “something more” than the technocratic application of inquiry methodology,
suggesting that because evaluation is a human endeavor, it must be influenced by human values,
ethics, and worldviews. Schwandt (1997) not only argued for understanding evaluator values in
terms of applied ethics, suggesting that they must be viewed in light of stakeholders’ perspectives,
but also in the ways both values and ethics influence how evaluations are proposed, developed,
and applied. Others (e.g., Gullickson & Hannum, 2019) have suggested ways in which evaluators’
values might be included in evaluator education programs to help nascent evaluators be more explicit
in how they render value judgments in practice.

As Mark (2008) pointed out, discussions about evaluator values are limited in that they are pri-
marily prescriptive (i.e., “these are the values that should guide your practice”), they focus on indi-
vidual reflections about practice (i.e., “this is what I did and what I learned”), or focus on
values-based inquiry (i.e., “tell me about your values and how they influence your practice”).
Individual values are a difficult construct to study empirically for many reasons, not the least of
which is the intensely personal nature of values, which leads to many people having difficulty dis-
cussing them. House (2015) summed this challenge up succinctly when he quasi-jokingly wrote,
“I’ve been tempted to write about how personal values affect the work of evaluators I know…
[but] I can’t afford to alienate those remaining [friends]” (p. 3). However, the lack of data on eval-
uators’ values is a limitation for the field; especially if House (2015), Schwandt (1997, 2008), Smith
(1980, 1981), and others are correct in their assertions that evaluators’ values guide all facets of eval-
uation practice and are influenced by multiple sources. Building from Smith’s assertion that many
kinds of values influence evaluation and evaluators, we propose an empirical investigation of eval-
uators’ individual values, workplace values, career commitment values, political values, evaluation
practice values, and personality traits.

Individual Values
According to Schwartz (1994), values represent personal concepts and beliefs, promote specific
behaviors, transcend situations, and tend to be ordered by relative importance. In other words,
values are guiding principles that influence attitudes and behaviors. In addition, Schwartz proposed
a model of values based on a set of three universal human needs or motivations: (1) needs of indi-
viduals as biological organisms, (2) requirements of coordinated social interactions, and (3) survival
needs of groups. Cross-cultural research supports Bardi and Schwartz’s (1996) conceptualization that
10 value types represent basic human motivations and goals: self-direction (pursuing independent
thought and action), stimulation (having excitement, novelty, and challenges in one’s life), hedonism
(pursuing pleasure and sensuous gratification), achievement (finding personal success through dem-
onstrating competence according to social standards), power (obtaining social status and prestige,
control or dominance over people and resources), security (safety, harmony, and stability of
society, of relationships, and of self), conformity (restraining action, inclinations, and impulses
likely to upset others and violate social expectations or norms), tradition (respecting and accepting
customs and ideas that traditional culture or religion provide), benevolence (preservation and
enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contact), and universal-
ism (understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and nature).
Individual values (power, national security, influential, equality, social justice, obedience, or social
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power) nested within these value types derive meaning from the motivations they represent to the
individual. For instance, freedom and independence are both self-direction values, with the motiva-
tion of encouraging the pursuit of independent thought and action.

Additionally, this model specifies relationships between the 10 value types (Schwartz, 1994). The
importance placed on particular values results in certain value types being compatible with one
another while other value types are more opposed to one another. Plotting the correlations
between the values, Schwartz (1994) identified a two-dimensional structure defined by orthogonal
axes. One axis contrasts conservation values (e.g., social order, family security, national security)
with openness values (e.g., creativity, freedom, independence). The second axis contrasts self-
enhancement values (e.g., authority, wealth, power) with self-transcendence values (e.g., helpfulness,
honesty, loyalty). Placing greater importance on conservation values is associated with less personal
importance on openness values. Likewise, placing greater importance on self-transcendence values is
related to less importance on self-enhancement values. Thus, knowing the importance placed on the
values within each of these domains should help to not only understand the organization of values but
also which values, or which value dimension, may influence attitudes and behaviors. Schwartz et al.
(2012) later expanded the taxonomy to include 19 dimensions, though many of the additions were
sub-constructs of the original Schwartz taxonomy.

The theoretical framework proposed by Schwartz (1994; see Table 1) allows for the study of
values that moves beyond simply considering the role and influence of individual values.
Specifically, this approach focuses on the broader motivational domains that values serve.
Particular domains in which to test this framework are career and work decisions. Understanding
the broader domains, and not focusing exclusively on the influence of a few individual values,
may provide greater insight into evaluators as individuals and as a professional group, as well as
the activities in which evaluators engage in their practice.

Work Values
Many people spend a lot of their time at work or working, and so it makes sense that they would want to
work for an organization whose values and priorities match their own (Leuty & Hansen, 2011). In indus-
trial/organizational psychology, this is broadly described as the person-job fit, and researchers have sug-
gested aligning the person with the job is critical for understanding job satisfaction (Dawis & Lofquist,

Table 1. Operational Definitions of Schwartz’s Theory of Basic Individual Values.

Value Operational Definition

Universalism Understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and protection for the welfare for all people and nature

Benevolence Preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal

contact

Conformity Restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or harm others or violate social

expectations or norms

Tradition Respect, commitment, and acceptance of the customs and ideas that traditional culture or

religion provides

Security Safety, harmony, and stability of society, of relationships, and of self

Power Social status and prestige, control or dominance over people and resources

Achievement Personal success through demonstrating competence according to social standards

Hedonism Pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself

Stimulation Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life

Self-Direction Independent thought and action; choosing, creating, exploring

Note. Operational definitions adapted from Schwartz (1994).
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1984) and organizational commitment (Meyer, Irving, & Allen, 1998). Although meta-analyses have not
found a linear relationship between the constructs (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), some believe the personal
values-career commitment relationship is mediated by a person’s workplace values (Meyer et al., 1998).
Scholars have noted a remarkable similarity between the tools used to measure person-job fit (Berings
et al., 2004; Rounds & Armstrong, 2005). For example, Manhardt (1972) constructed a tool to assess
person-job fit by presenting participants with a series of prompts and asking them how important it
was that a job have those characteristics. Meyer et al., later refined Manhardt’s measure into three
major constructs: comfort and security (regular routine, job security, and comfortable working condi-
tions), competence and growth (intellectually stimulating, work makes a social contribution, and encour-
ages continued development of knowledge and skills), and status and independence (permits working
independently, is respected by others, and is respected by other people).

Political Values
The political nature of evaluation has been discussed by scholars such as Azzam (2010), Azzam and
Levine (2014), House (2015), and Weiss (e.g., 1987, 1998). These discussions have often focused
on the political ways in which evaluations are conceptualized, developed, implemented, reported,
and used (e.g., Palumbo, 1987). Even more fundamental to the discussion, however, is the fact that pol-
itics and political decisions originate in both individuals and groups, necessitating an understanding of
individuals’ perspectives on both social and fiscal issues. Congruence theory, when applied to political
decision-making or attending to weighing arguments (e.g., Taber, Cann, & Kucsova, 2009), suggests
that when groups of people make decisions, the process is smoother when their perspectives on social
programming and fiscal responsibility are similar. It is reasonable to believe that a similar phenomenon
might take place in the space between evaluators and their stakeholders. However, little data exists
about evaluators’ personal political values. Given evaluation’s roots in the United States in social pro-
gramming and accountability (Christie & Alkin, 2013; Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 1991), and that most
evaluators work in contexts trying to help individuals and groups “do better” or “perform better” or
“work together better,” we might assume that evaluators tend toward being socially liberal and fiscally
conservative, but data does not yet exist to test this assumption.

Personality Traits
Although personality traits and values are conceptually similar, there are some important differences.
The most significant difference being that traits are descriptive whereas values are motivational (see
Parks-Leduc et al., 2015). Further, personality traits are traditionally defined in terms of “habitual
patterns of cognition, affect, and behavior” (Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998,
p. 232); particularly overt, observable behavior, but research has expanded the descriptions to
include the importance of covert cognitive and affective responses as well (Zillig, Hemenover, &
Dienstbier, 2002). McCrae and Costa (1987, 1997, 1999) proposed a robust and well-researched
taxonomy of personality traits called the Big 5. The Big 5 are sometimes referred to by the
acronym OCEAN: Openness to new experiences (inventive/curious), Conscientiousness (efficient/
organized), Extraversion1 (outgoing/energetic), Agreeableness (friendly/compassionate), and
Neuroticism (sensitive/nervous). It is important to note that while all people have aspects of each per-
sonality trait, they are not intended to render value judgment about the worth of the person or the
behavior (e.g., the neuroticism trait has negative connotations). In addition to being psychometrically
sound, the Big 5 has the advantage of reducing hundreds of personality characteristics into five major
domains, and when researchers discuss them, the disagreements tend to focus on nuanced interpre-
tation of the model instead of the quality of the model itself (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Parks-Leduc
et al., 2015; Zillig et al., 2002).
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Previous research has suggested positive relationships between specific values and personality
traits, such as between benevolence and tradition (values) with agreeableness (trait), self-direction
and universalism (values) with openness (trait), and achievement and conformity (values) with con-
scientiousness (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz, & Knafo, 2002). In the case of evaluators, understanding
their personality traits may help contextualize the motivations that guide why and how evaluators
express their values through their overt behavior. For example, an evaluator that scores highly on
the agreeableness scale might be motivated by the different values and mechanisms, such as a benev-
olent worldview or a value set that prioritizes tradition. Furthermore, understanding the values that
motivate the behavior may (1) help an evaluator explain the rationale for their behavior, (2) help
others understand that evaluators’ behavior better, and (3) help the field understand the ways in
which evaluators’ values and traits are developed.

Evaluation Practice and Practice Values
Evaluation practice is difficult to assess with empirical data, partially because of the prevalence of
prescriptive evaluation theories of practice and the broad absence of descriptive evaluation theory
(Shadish et al., 1991). That is, evaluative scholars and theorists prescribe activities and considerations
they believe they and others should incorporate into their practice (e.g., Key Evaluation Checklist,
Scriven, 2007, p. 17 Steps to Utilization-Focused Evaluation, Patton, 2013), but it is not clear
how well those prescriptions translate into on-the-ground practice for working evaluators.
Recognizing this challenge, described as the theory-practice gap in evaluation, Christie (2003) devel-
oped a tool to broadly describe evaluation practice across two dimensions: stakeholder involvement
(“the degree to which the stakeholder process is directed by stakeholders,” p. 16), and methodolog-
ical proclivity (“the degree to which the evaluation is guided by a prescribed technical approach,”
p. 20). Christie analyzed these constructs using multidimensional scaling to understand how the con-
structs related to each other using nonlinear analysis. Furthermore, Christie mapped the behavior of a
number of prominent evaluation theorists to those constructs and showed the degree to which the
theorists’ prescriptive behaviors mapped onto practitioner behavior.

Purpose of the Study
A limitation of the previous scholarship on evaluators’ values is that it is either prescriptive (i.e.,
“these are the values you should have”) or reflective (i.e., “these are my values and here is how I
think about them in my practice”). To the best of our knowledge, none of the previous scholarship
on values has actually described evaluators’ values or traits, or used the data to predict practice. The
purpose of this study was to get a broad understanding of the values and personality traits of evalu-
ators, and explore how those constructs relate to their practice. Specifically, we sought to address four
main questions. First, how do evaluators’ values map onto Schwartz’s taxonomy of Basic Human
Values, workplace values, and political values? Second, how do the personality traits of evaluators
map onto the Big 5 personality traits? Third, are the values and traits different based on respondent’s
sex, race, generation status, or highest degree earned? Fourth, to what degree do evaluators’ values
and personality traits predict evaluation practice?

Method

Protection of Human Subjects
This study was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board at both the lead and partner
institutions.
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Participants
An invitation to participate via an online survey link was emailed to a simple random sample of 1,000
American Evaluation Association members. Of the 1,000 people in the sample, 330 individuals
opened the invitation, equating to a 33% initial response rate. Two hundred forty-four people
reached the end of the survey. Two hundred eight participants completed at least 80% of the total
items, resulting in a usable response rate of 20.8%.

Table 2 shows the participants’ demographics. The respondents’ racial and sex demographics
were consistent with the data available from the 2008 AEA member scan, which reported that
67% of AEA members were female and 73% were Caucasian. In terms of education level, the
study respondents were slightly different from the member scan. Respondents with a master’s
degree were more prevalent in the study compared with the 2008 member scan (44.6% vs.
42%), and individuals with doctoral degrees were less prevalent in the current study (48.98%
vs. 52%).

Survey Procedure
The survey was programmed using the Qualtrics survey platform. Participants were first instructed to
reflect on their individual values as well as their typical evaluation practice. Participants then
responded to a series of validated scales composed of Likert-type items and open-ended questions

Table 2. Participant Demographics.

Demographic variable n % or M (SD)

Gender

Female 143 68.8

Male 59 28.4

Other 3 1.4

Declined to state 3 1.4

Ethnicity

Asian American/Asian 15 7.2

Black/African American 7 3.4

Decline to state 7 3.4

First Nations Peoples (or, Native American/Alaskan Native 2 1.0

Hispanic (or, of Spanish Origin) 9 4.3

Hispanic or Latino 9 4.3

Other 12 5.8

White/Caucasian 156 75.0

Age 190 42.46 (12.15)

Educational attainment

Bachelor 12 5.7

Master 95 45.5

Advanced graduate work or PhD 102 48.8

Graduate student

Yes 39 18.7

No 170 81.3

First generation

Yes 60 28.8

No 148 71.2

Note. Not all participants responded to each question, so the section totals may not sum to 208.
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(e.g., advice for colleagues, advice for educators). The instruments were ordered randomly for each
participant to minimize the chance of order effects and fatigue effects. Participants were not directly
compensated for their participation, but the researchers made a $5 donation to the American
Evaluation Association Student Travel Fund for each usable survey. Participants received two invi-
tations to complete the survey before the study was closed to new responses.

Instruments
Schwartz values inventory (SVI). Schwartz and colleagues’ (2012) long-form instrument was utilized
for the current study. The SVI measure instructed respondents to indicate the degree to which 58
items were personally important in their life using a 7-point Likert scale anchored with the terms
“not at all important” and “very important.” All items began with a root concept in capital letters,
followed by a short explanation in parentheses. Example items include “EQUALITY (equal oppor-
tunity for all),” “FREEDOM (freedom of action and thought),” “MEANING IN LIFE (a purpose in
life),” and “WEALTH (material possessions, money).” The questions map onto the ten constructs
listed in Table 1. The version of the SVI used in the current study had construct alpha values
ranging from .74 to .89 (Stern, Dietz, & Guagnano, 1998).

Workplace values inventory (WVI). Meyer et al.’s (1998) measure of workplace values asks partici-
pants to respond to twenty-one Likert questions on how important specific aspects of the workplace
are important to them (“not at all important” to “very important”). The questions group into
three factors: Comfort and Security, Competence and Growth, and Status and Independence.
Sample items began with the preface, “Please use the scale to rate how important each of the follow-
ing values is as a guiding principle in your work.” Example statements included “permits a regular
routine in time and place of work,” “has clear-cut rules and procedures to follow,” and “permits you
to develop your own methods of doing tasks.” This version of the WVI has alphas ranging from .68 to
.8 for each of the constructs (Fields, 2013). Our Cronbach alpha values were .73 (n= 213) for
Comfort and Security, .80 (n= 211) for Competence and Growth, and .71 (n= 213) for Status and
Independence.

Political values (PV). We used a very general measure of respondents’ political values (Malsch, 2005).
The scale consists of three questions asking respondents to respond to a 7-point Likert scale (very
liberal to very conservative) to indicate their perceived political values (1) in general, (2) on social
issues, and (3) on fiscal issues. Our Cronbach’s alpha for the combined three items was .85 (n= 213).

Big 5 inventory (BFI). The Big 5 Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999) is made of 44 Likert items that
ask respondents to indicate their level of agreement questions that tap into the OCEAN framework.
Sample questions include “I remain calm in tense situations,” “I have an assertive personality,” and “I
value artistic, aesthetic, experiences.” The alpha value for each construct ranges from .81 to .87 (John
& Srivastava, 1999). Our alpha levels were close or within this range with an alpha of .78 (n= 211)
for Openness, .82 (n= 212) for Conscientiousness, .87 (n= 210) for Extraversion, .76 (n= 212) for
Agreeableness, and .82 (n= 212) for Neuroticism.

Christie evaluation practice scale. We used Christie’s (2003) measure of evaluation practice to examine
evaluators’ practice. The original scale suggested that evaluation practice could be mapped across
two major dimensions using multidimensional scaling. The first dimension was the degree to
which the evaluator includes stakeholders in the evaluation process, and the second dimension
was the evaluators’methodological proclivity and adherence to positivist, post-positivist, pragmatist,
and constructivist epistemological perspectives. The participants responded to 17 items using a
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5-point Likert scale. Example questions include “I believe that evaluation conclusions are a mixture
of facts and values,” “When I conduct an evaluation, the primary users help conceptualize and decide
upon the evaluation questions,” and “My evaluation approach intends to create changes in the culture
of the organization (agency) where the evaluation is being conducted.” The scales’ psychometric
values are described in the Results section.

Analytical Procedures
The current study collected both quantitative and qualitative (i.e., open-ended questions) data. There
was an emphasis on the quantitative data with qualitative data acting as a supplement (QUAN+
qual). The data were not mixed to answer the research questions, and the qualitative data, which
focused on advice for evaluator educators, will be reported in future projects.

Quantitative analysis. SPSS v.25 was used to analyze the quantitative data. First, the scales were
examined using basic descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and confidence
intervals. Second, because the majority of measures had already been validated on other populations,
we used the previously proposed model structures to scale our study variables with the exception of
Christie’s (2003) Evaluation Practice Scale. Christie’s scale had not been validated through ongoing
research; thus, we checked Cronbach’s alpha for Christie’s two factors and conducted an exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) of our own using Principal Axis Factoring (PAF). Third, we tested the models
for between-group differences. Fourth, we used the model structures to predict evaluation practice as
the dependent measure. We used confidence intervals to inform our interpretation of the data because
they are better at estimation about the population (see Cumming, 2014; Cumming & Finch, 2005;
Lindsay, 2015) and lead to a better understanding about meaningful (i.e., practical) inferences in
the data. More specifically, confidence intervals are built so that interpretation can be directly con-
nected to the scale and how meaningful a 1-point difference might practically mean. Confidence
intervals also inform how precise a measurement was from a specific sample.

Power analysis. An a priori power analysis was conducted using G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner,
& Lang, 2009) to determine the sample size needed to conduct a regression analysis. All 19 con-
structs from the SVI, WVI, PV, and Big 5 measures were entered as the number of tested and
total predictors in the analysis with an alpha-level of .05, a moderate effect size ( f2= .15), and a
power of .80, which resulted in a total required sample size of 153. Our obtained power for each
model is provided in the results section.

Results
The purpose of this study was to provide empirical data on evaluators’ values, test to see if the values
differ based on respondent characteristics, and explore the relationship between values and practice.
We first report the results of each scale individually, followed by demographic analysis, and conclude
with exploratory multiple regression predicting evaluation practice. For all analyses, cases were
excluded using a pairwise method so that small amounts of missing data in one scale would not
exclude participant data from being used in other scales and analyses (George & Mallery, 2008).
See Table 3 for a summary of all constructs in the study, including a number of respondents,
means, standard deviations, and the upper and lower limits for 95% confidence intervals.
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Schwartz Values Inventory
The SVI maps the respondents onto 10 major constructs: Achievement, Benevolence, Conformity,
Hedonism, Power, Security, Self-direction, Stimulation, Tradition, and Universalism. The scale
ranges from 1 to 7, with low scores indicating less importance and higher scores indicating
greater importance. Descriptive statistics illustrated the data were distributed normally without sig-
nificant skew or kurtosis. Especially important are the confidence interval ranges: they are precise
(i.e., narrow) and show that people in the field of evaluation are more similar than different in
their values. Our data suggest that the values evaluators espouse most are Self-direction,
Universalism, Achievement, and Benevolence. Power was the least important construct with
Tradition also receiving a lower score (see Table 3). Figure 1 shows a visual of evaluators’ values
on the Schwartz scale by illustrating how the average score on each construct maps onto the
overall taxonomy. For example, evaluators scored highly on Universalism, and as such the data
point is plotted close to the edge of the radar map. Conversely, Power was not as important of a
value; thus, it was closer to the center of the figure.

Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Confidence Intervals for All Measures.

n M SD

95% CI

LL UL

Schwartz values inventory

Achievement 210 5.84 0.71 5.74 5.94

Benevolence 208 5.84 0.71 5.74 5.93

Conformity 210 4.90 0.71 4.74 5.04

Hedonism 210 4.84 1.05 4.70 4.98

Power 211 3.74 1.06 3.60 3.89

Security 206 5.14 0.78 5.03 5.25

Self-direction 211 5.94 0.76 5.84 6.04

Stimulation 212 4.81 1.12 4.66 4.96

Tradition 212 4.09 0.99 3.95 4.22

Universalism 208 5.93 0.72 5.83 6.03

Workplace values inventory

Comfort and security 212 3.47 0.76 3.36 3.57

Competence and growth 211 4.24 0.52 4.17 4.31

Status and independence 213 3.53 0.62 3.45 3.62

Political values

General view 210 2.24 1.21 2.07 2.40

Social issues 210 1.93 1.19 1.77 2.09

Fiscal issues 210 2.91 1.58 2.69 3.12

Overall average 209 2.36 1.17 2.20 2.52

Big 5 inventory

Agreeableness 212 3.99 0.52 3.91 4.06

Conscientiousness 212 4.05 0.58 3.97 4.13

Extraversion 210 3.20 0.86 3.09 3.32

Neuroticism 212 2.64 0.68 2.55 2.73

Openness 211 3.89 0.55 3.82 3.97

Christie evaluation practice scale

Evaluation processes 208 4.13 0.66 4.04 4.22

Quantitative methodological orientation 207 2.99 0.82 2.87 3.10

Note. Sample sizes differ across constructs due to using Pairwise Method. CI= confidence interval; LL= lower limit; UL= upper

limit.
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Workplace Values Inventory
The WVI (Meyer et al., 1998) breaks down into three factors (Comfort and Security; Competence
and Growth; Status and Independence) that scale from 1 (not very important) to 5 (very important).
Evaluators responded that Competence and Opportunities for growth are most important in their
workplace. Status and Independence and Security and Comfort were equally ranked second
behind Competence and Opportunities. Similar to the constructs in the Schwartz Values
Inventory, the confidence intervals for the WVI constructs are quite narrow suggesting precision
in representing the hypothetical “true” score across the population of evaluators.

Political Values
As previously stated, we used a general measure of respondents’ political values. Participants
responded to three items on a 7-point Likert scale (1= very liberal to 7= very conservative) about
their political values in general, social issues, and fiscal issues. The data suggest that evaluators’
values skew toward liberal. Respondents’ average score on the general political view indicated
that 73.3% were either “very liberal” or “liberal.” Evaluators’ view on social issues was even
more liberal with 82.4% of the respondents being “very liberal” or “liberal.” In contrast, only
49.3% of evaluators were “very liberal” or “liberal” when considering fiscal issues. Confidence inter-
vals for each item were still quite precise, but showed a little more range compared to the other scales.
We were surprised by the large percent difference between social issues and fiscal issues and checked
the confidence intervals for the mean difference, MDiff= 0.98, SD= 1.38, 95% CI [0.79, 1.16]
compared to the mean difference between social issues and general political views, MDiff= 0.31,
SD= 0.70, 95% CI [0.21, 0.41] and between general political views and fiscal issues, MDiff= 0.67,
SD= 1.15, 95% CI [0.51, 0.82].

Figure 1. Evaluators average scores mapped into Schwartz Taxonomy of Basic Individual Values.
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Big 5 personality traits
The Big 5 personality traits map onto five major constructs: Openness, Conscientiousness,
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism. The scales range from 1 to 5, with a low score sug-
gesting the trait does not represent the evaluator well, and a high score indicating the trait is illustra-
tive of evaluators. Confidence intervals for all traits were narrow, again, suggesting with reasonable
precision that evaluators, overall, have low Neuroticism, moderate Extraversion, and high
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Openness (see Table 3 for descriptives and Figure 2 for a
radar map).

Christie Evaluator Practice Scale
Christie’s (2003) research used multidimensional scaling (MDS) to develop item groupings that
broadly map onto two major factors: Stakeholder Involvement and Methodological Proclivity.
Because Christie’s scales had not yet been replicated and validated by ongoing research, we con-
ducted an exploratory analysis to ascertain the degree to which the items in the scales group together.
In our sample, the initial Cronbach alpha values were somewhat acceptable for Stakeholder
Involvement (α= .67) and unacceptable for Methodological Proclivity (α= .30). Due to these low-
reliability scores, we elected to refine the items into scales that were more amenable to regression
analysis.

We conducted an EFA using the following methods based on Costello and Osborne’s (2005) best
practices guidelines. PAF with oblique rotation was used to identify latent factors for the initial
17-item scale with the goal of refining Christie’s (2003) scale into discrete constructs with high inter-
nal consistency. The factor extraction was guided by analysis of a scree plot, factors with eigenvalues
greater than one, and expertise with theoretical and applied evaluation practice. Items with high
cross-loadings (i.e., > .40) on other hypothesized factors, or low factor loadings on its specific
factor (i.e., < .32; Devellis, 2012; Yong & Pearce, 2013) were removed. Only items loading onto
one factor and possessing high loadings (> .40) were retained, resulting in a two-factor solution.
Factor one, which we are describing as Evaluation Processes, is composed of nine items with a

Figure 2. Evaluators average scores mapped into Big 5 personality traits.
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Cronbach’s alpha of .83, and an eigenvalue of 4.00, explained 28.56% of the variance. Factor two,
which we describe as Quantitative Methodological Orientation, is comprised of five items with a
Cronbach’s alpha of .69 with an eigenvalue of 2.40, explained 17.11% of the variance; together,
the two-factor solution explains 45.66% of the variance in the data (see Table 4 for items and load-
ings). Both scales range from 1 to 5 with a low score illustrating a low value of that particular char-
acteristic, and a high score illustrating a high value or commitment. The data from the resulting scales
suggest evaluators lean towards consistent evaluation processes in their work (M= 4.13, SD= 0.66),
but are neutral regarding their inquiry technique such that a low score indicates a preference for qual-
itative techniques and a higher score indicates a preference for quantitative techniques (M= 2.99, SD
= 0.82, see Table 4 for all means and standard deviations).

Table 4. Revised Factor Loadings for Christie’s (2003) Scale.

Item

Evaluation

processes

Quantitative methodological

orientation

I believe that during the final stage of the evaluation, an important

role of the evaluator is to work with the primary users to help

determine the next steps.

.78 −.08

When I conduct an evaluation, if while the evaluation is underway

the plan is not working, corrections can be made and new

strategies can be identified and implemented.

.74 −.05

When I conduct an evaluation, the primary users help conceptualize

and decide upon the evaluation questions.

.70 −.08

When I conduct an evaluation, the primary users help interpret the

meaning of the evaluation’s data.
.68 −.10

Using my evaluation approach, stakeholders’ assumptions about a

program are integrated into the evaluation process in order to

ensure its relevance and usefulness.

.53 .001

In my evaluation approach, the application of research method(s) in

an evaluation is most effective when it is guided by the program’s
conceptual framework, model, or theory.

.51 .18

I believe the ultimate purpose of program evaluation is to enhance

knowledge and strategies for designing and implementing

programs.

.50 .30

I believe that evaluation conclusions are a mixture of facts and

values.

.48 −.17

My evaluation approach intends to create changes in the culture of

the organization (agency) where the evaluation is being

conducted.

.45 −.07

My approach as an evaluator is to assess objectively the evaluation’s
quality against validated technical standards.

.04 .74

When conducting an evaluation, I believe it is critical to understand

the main question and then use all scientifically-tested

instruments available to answer it.

−.03 .60

I believe that the evaluator’s interpretation of the findings and

conclusions can be unbiased.

−.21 .57

My primary method choice for answering evaluation questions is

quantitative.

−.17 .44

I believe the ultimate purpose of program evaluation is to assess the

effectiveness of programs.

.16 .43

Note. N = 213. The extraction method was principal axis factoring with an oblique rotation. Factor Loadings above .32 are in

bold.
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Differences Between Groups
We used a series of tests, strictly for exploratory purposes, to test the average difference in each of the
measures based on participant’s sex, whether they were a first-generation college student or not,
whether they were a graduate student or postgraduate, and whether they were in the United States
or International. We were not able to run any comparative analysis based on race or type of
degree because each demographic had three or more levels with a large difference in sample sizes
in each level (see Table 2). This led to a total of 88 comparison tests (i.e., four demographic variables
and 22 dependent variables). Here, we report only significant differences, and it is important to note
that any significant differences reported may simply be due to chance when running a large number of
comparisons. We emphasize that the following results are strictly for descriptive purposes.

To start, there were no statistically significant differences found for the status of first-generation college
graduates versus not first-generation on any of the variables (i.e., 22 non-significant comparisons). For par-
ticipant’s sex, independent-samples t-tests revealed differences in three variables (i.e., 13.64% of the var-
iables). First, a small average difference in conscientiousness between men (M=3.9, SD=0.62) and
women (M=4.12, SD=0.54), t(199)=2.54, p= .01, d=0.39, MDiff=0.22, 95% CI [0.05, 0.40]. We
also found that females had slightly higher scores (M=4.28, SD=0.50) on Competence and Growth com-
pared to men (M=4.11, SD=0.56), t(198)=2.18, p= .03, d=0.33, MDiff=0.18, 95% CI [0.02, 0.34].
Lastly, females had slightly lower scores (M=2.27, SD=1.12) on the political scale compared to men
(M=2.65, SD=1.28), t(198)=2.11, p= .04, d= .32, MDiff= .38, 95% CI [0.02, 0.74].

When comparing the United States and international evaluators, only two differences appeared
(i.e., 9.09% of the variables). First, international evaluators had higher scores on Conformity
(M = 5.28, SD= 0.97) than U.S. evaluators (M= 4.80, SD= 1.10), t(205)= 2.50, p= .01, d= 0.47,
MDiff= 0.48, 95% CI [0.10, 0.86]. Second, international evaluators had higher scores on Power
(M = 4.38, SD= 1.08) than U.S. evaluators (M= 3.60, SD= 0.99), t(205)= 4.33, p < .001, d=
0.75, MDiff= .78, 95% CI [0.43, 1.14].

There was a difference between graduate students and postgraduates on five variables (i.e.,
22.73% of the variables). First, graduate students had slightly higher scores on Status and
Independence (M= 3.76, SD= 0.72) than postgraduates (M= 3.48, SD= 0.58), t(207)= 2.62,
p = .009, d= 0.47, MDiff= 0.28, 95% CI [0.07, 0.50]. Second, postgraduates had higher scores on
Career Commitment (M= 2.67, SD= 1.05) than graduate students (M= 2.20, SD= 0.87), t(204)=
2.61, p= .01, d= 0.49, MDiff= 0.18, 95% CI [0.12, 0.83]. Third, graduate students had higher
scores on Achievement (M= 6.15, SD= 0.65) than postgraduates (M= 5.77, SD= 0.70), t(205)=
3.11, p= .002, d= 0.57, MDiff= 0.39, 95% CI [0.14, 0.63]. Fourth, graduate students had higher
scores on Conformity (M= 5.21, SD= 0.92) than graduate students (M= 4.82, SD= 1.11), t(205)
= 2.03, p= .04, d= 0.39, MDiff= 0.39, 95% CI [0.01, 0.78]. Lastly, graduate students had higher
scores on Power (M= 4.11, SD= 1.19) than postgraduates (M= 3.66, SD= 1.00), t(206)= 2.42,
p = .02, d= 0.41, MDiff= 0.45, 95% CI [0.08, 0.81].

As previously stated, the results of these between-group analyses should be interpreted cautiously
for a few different reasons. First, only 10 out of the 88 (i.e., 11.36%) of comparisons were significant
and likely due to chance. Second, even though the analyses achieved statistical significance, the effect
sizes were small, and the confidence intervals of the mean differences approached zero; thus, the prac-
tical meaningfulness is minimal. Third, the purpose of comparing the groups was strictly for explor-
atory and descriptive reasons (i.e., we had no a priori hypotheses for any of the comparisons).

Predicting Evaluation Practice
We analyzed each factor we obtained from Christie’s (2003) scale, individually, as the dependent
variables in separate analyses. If one of the factors in a scale appeared to be an adequate predictor,
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we included it in an overall regression model. None of the variables examined in this study statisti-
cally significantly predicted Evaluation Processes. An identical analysis revealed, in the final model,
that Competence and Growth (WVI), Status and Independence (WVI), and Benevolence (SVI),
Conformity (SVI), and Security (SVI), significantly predicted Quantitative Methodological
Orientation, F(3, 183)= 9.20, p < .001, f2= .43, 95% CI [.25, .68] (see Table 5). Competence and
Growth (WVI) and Benevolence (SVI) negatively predicted Quantitative Methodological
Orientation while Status and Independence (WVI), Conformity (SVI), and Security (SVI) had a pos-
itive predictive relationship (see Table 5).

Discussion
Values, much like evaluation itself, are a loaded construct. Embedded within those six letters are
implicit concepts of rightness and wrongness, decisions and anticipated consequences, worldviews,
and more. Values are difficult to measure and interpret, and so we must ask, “What have we learned
from this process?” First, the study established that evaluators’ values and traits data are normally
distributed without significant skew or kurtosis, except for political values which skewed liberal.
The data are within the normal range for all constructs, map well onto the theoretical constructs pro-
posed by researchers, and are contained within tight confidence intervals, suggesting a level of homo-
geneity in the respondents and perhaps in the field itself. Future comparative research will need to
explore if these narrow confidence intervals are unique to evaluators or if other professions share
this characteristic within their membership.

Second, we learned that evaluation practice or, even practice values, is subtle, complex and that
predicting its totality or even its elements is difficult. We were surprised by the lack of predictive
power in the regression analysis for Evaluation Practice given the comprehensive nature of the wide
range of values typologies and measures included in the study. A key to understanding this may be
found in the items themselves in the refined Evaluation Practice measure (see Table 4), which
retained questions that address topics such as helping primary users determine next steps,
making adjustments to a plan that is not working well, and including primary users in making deci-
sions about the key evaluation questions, as well as including them in interpreting meaning from
the data. These are similar to the tenets espoused in many contemporary evaluation approaches,
including Utilization-Focused Evaluation (Patton, 2008), Transformative Evaluation (Mertens,
2009), and Empowerment Evaluation (Fetterman & Wandersman, 2005), Participatory
Evaluation (Cousins & Earl, 1992), and Culturally Responsive evaluation (Hood et al., 2015).
We wonder if this means that there wasn’t enough variance in the Evaluation Practice measure
for any of the other measured variables to predict it. Further, given the flexibility in contemporary
evaluation practice, we could imagine respondents agreeing to the items on the scale while actually
implementing them differently in practice. For example, evaluators in the midst of a project under-
going major redirection might find themselves needing to wholly revisit the key evaluation ques-
tions and methods, whereas a project undergoing minor change might only see subtle changes
related to data collection or analysis. These data should be interpreted cautiously, but could
there be much more similarities than differences in how AEA evaluators practice even though
their reasons for engaging in these constant practices may indeed differ? Future research will
need to delve more deeply into this question.

When it came to predicting Quantitative Methodological Orientation the model that fit the data
best included variables with negative predictive weights (Competence and Growth [WVI] and
Benevolence [SVI]) as well as variables with positive weights (Status and Independence [WVI],
Conformity [SVI], and Security [SVI]), and the β weights suggest that each variable contributes
a relatively equal amount to predicting an evaluator’s methodological orientation. These data
suggest that evaluators who value Competence and Growth (WVI) and Benevolence (SVI) tend
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to have a qualitative orientation, whereas high scores on Status and Independence (WVI),
Conformity (SVI), and Security (SVI) are more indicative of a quantitative orientation. Although
these data are difficult to interpret in isolation, we are reminded that both Shadish et al. (1991)
and Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) argued that methodological orientations do not exist in isola-
tion, but result from ontological and epistemological intersections. Indeed, these make sense in
light of both Schwartz’s (1994) taxonomy of values and Meyer et al.’s (1998) perspective on
work values given that conformity, security, and status/independence principles broadly align
with positivist/post-positivist/normative perspectives, whereas benevolence and growth broadly

Table 5. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Revised Christie’s Scale (Methodological Technique).

B

95% CI for B

SE B β p R2 ΔR2 df
p
(model)LL UL

Step 1 .05 .04 2,190 .01

Constant 3.11 2.14 4.07 0.49

Conscientiousness 0.12 −0.08 0.32 0.10 0.09 .22

Neuroticism −0.22 −0.39 −0.06 0.08 −0.19 .009

Step 2 .16 .14 3,187 <.001

Constant 3.58 2.20 4.96 0.70

Conscientiousness 0.02 −0.18 0.21 0.10 0.01 .87

Neuroticism −0.23 −0.39 −0.08 0.08 −0.20 .004

Comfort and security

(WVI)

0.15 0.001 0.31 0.08 0.14 .05

Competence and growth

(WVI)

−0.41 −0.66 −0.16 0.13 −0.24 .001

Status and independence

(WVI)

0.34 0.13 0.54 0.11 0.25 .002

Step 3 .19 .17 1,186 .005

Constant 2.91 2.53 3.28 0.19

Conscientiousness 0.02 −0.16 0.21 0.10 0.02 .80

Neuroticism −0.21 −0.37 −0.05 0.08 −0.18 .01

Comfort and security

(WVI)

0.16 0.01 0.31 0.08 0.15 .04

Competence and growth

(WVI)

−0.38 −0.62 −0.13 0.12 −0.22 .003

Status and independence

(WVI)

0.29 0.08 0.50 0.11 0.22 .007

Political values scale 0.13 0.04 0.22 0.05 0.19 .005

Step 4 .30 .27 3,183 <.001

Constant 2.29 1.74 2.83 0.28

Conscientiousness −0.04 −0.21 0.15 0.09 −0.03 .70

Neuroticism −0.13 −0.28 0.02 0.08 −0.11 .10

Comfort and security

(WVI)

0.07 −0.08 0.22 0.08 0.07 .35

Competence and growth

(WVI)

−0.33 −0.56 −0.09 0.12 −0.19 .008

Status and independence

(WVI)

0.23 0.03 0.43 0.10 0.17 .02

Benevolence (Schwartz) −0.28 −0.48 −0.08 0.10 −0.22 .006

Conformity (Schwartz) 0.19 0.05 0.32 0.07 0.24 .006

Security (Schwartz) 0.27 0.09 0.45 0.09 0.25 .004

Note. Enter method used in regression analysis. CI= confidence interval; LL= lower limit; UL= upper limit.
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align with a more constructivist/expansionist/humanistic orientations (Nilsson & Strupp-Levitsky,
2016). That is, the Schwartz and Meyer et al., values that align with the perception of the world
as static and with a mechanical/transactional perspective aligned with higher scores on the quanti-
tative methodology orientation scale and its attendant designs and tools (i.e., there is an objective
truth, and I can measure it, albeit imperfectly). Conversely, values that are synonymous with trust,
development, and multiple interpretations of reality aligned and its attendant tools and techniques
aligned lower scores on the quantitative methodological orientation scale (i.e., there are multiple
interpretations of even a single event, and to understand another person’s truthful interpretation,
one must use multiple interpretative approaches). However, we also note that the average score
on quantitative methodological orientation was 2.99 with a standard deviation of 0.82, which we
take to mean that most evaluators would identify as pragmatists or mixed-methodologists
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998), which is in keeping with a practice that is adaptive and responsive
to stakeholder questions.

These findings about evaluation practice and methodological orientation need to be unpacked and
clarified through future research. An important consideration is that even though these findings are
interesting and intuitive, they are only an initial step in trying to empirically link evaluators’
values to practice. It is possible there are unmeasured or untested mediators (e.g., efficacy,
outcome expectations, stakeholder trust) and moderators (e.g., evaluation context, resources, evalu-
ator demographics) that could help clarify the proposed values-practice relationship, and we hope this
is a relationship that future researchers will explore.

As measured by the Big 5, evaluators are relatively conscientious, agreeable, and open to new
experiences. These data are consistent with the major characteristics of evaluation practice. For
example, Russ-Eft and Preskill (2009) described evaluation as a profession that demands great atten-
tion to detail, and many evaluators would likely agree that being agreeable is a part of the “personal
factor” that is so critical to evaluation practice (Patton, 2008). Low average scores on the neuroticism
construct support this vision of evaluation because evaluators need to be able to tolerate anxiety, fear,
and other negative feelings, even though having these feelings is common in both evaluators and in
the general population (LaVelle, Jones, & Donaldson, 2018). We wonder if this is because of the fluid
and often-changing nature of both internal and external evaluation practice, and individuals that
struggle with managing neurotic tendencies might self-elect towards other professional tracks. We
are intrigued by the high agreeableness score, which is made of traits such as friendliness and com-
passion, and may indeed support previous discussions about the importance of the “personal factor”
in evaluation practice. Further research might explore this finding and the ways in which it is
expressed in practice.

In terms of political values, the data paint a picture consistent with what the authors imagine an
evaluator might look like. That is, evaluators, work with programs, policies, and interventions that
seek to change individuals, groups, and organizations (LaVelle & Dighe, 2020), and supporting pro-
grams that encourage change is a stereotypically liberal perspective. The respondents felt more con-
servative about their economic-political outlook, although they were still quite liberal in their fiscal
outlook, which supports the position that evaluation is rooted in both social programming and
accountability (Christie & Alkin, 2013). Put together, we make sense of evaluators’ political world-
view by suggesting that they are supportive of social programs and policies, but that they want to
know that they are effective. It is not clear what would happen if program stakeholders hold
similar views about social or fiscal issues, or the degree to which such congruence is necessary
for effective evaluator-stakeholder relationships, but hope future research can explore this hypothet-
ical intersection.

The data gathered from evaluators suggest that the most important aspect of their workplace is
competence and opportunities for growth. This is consistent with the idea that evaluators, similar
to other fields dependent on systematic inquiry, value challenges and refining their skills. We
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interpret this to support Skolits, Morrow, and Burr’s (2009) assertion that an attractive facet of eval-
uation to evaluators is that the work is often varied and that evaluators must act in many different
roles throughout the engagement. Much lower in importance is Status and Independence, as well
as Security and Comfort. In tandem, these paint a picture of the evaluator as a person who mainly
values the challenge of evaluation practice instead of the independence and job security it offers.
We are intrigued about the factors and experiences that influence evaluators and their work, such
as the varied influences of individual workplaces, community engagement, and association-wide
stances on sociopolitical movements (e.g., see Donaldson, 2015, for discussion on the AEA
Statement and the Not-AEA Statement on credible evidence).

Finally, we come to the Schwartz Values Inventory, which provides illustrative data on the over-
arching views of evaluators. In some ways, the results from the SVI are not surprising because they
are consistent with the data from the other measures in this study. Evaluators largely value individual
achievement and self-direction, which agrees with the highly technical and procedural aspects of
evaluation practice. They have a strong benevolent worldview that likely translates into treating
people and the environment with kindness and respect. As a group, evaluators place much less
value on power over others, tradition, and stimulation, which agree with the ever-evolving nature
of evaluation practice and the call to “give evaluation away.” Indeed, we believe that a review of
the Presidential Keynotes from associations such as the American Evaluation Association,
Canadian Evaluation Society, European Evaluation Society, African Evaluation Association,
Australasian Evaluation Society, and others would find echoes of these values in the speakers’
views for evaluation into the future.

Although in need of further exploration, the data also may be suggestive of the origins of some
frustrations that evaluators have experienced in practice (Hutchinson, 2019) perhaps because their
worldviews may have been difficult to reconcile with those of their stakeholders or colleagues.
For example, an evaluator who is guided by benevolence/self-direction/universalism, working dili-
gently to build the capacity of a stakeholder team might indeed be frustrated with individual and orga-
nizational conformity and tradition. This suggests the importance of early discussions with
stakeholders about their plans, goals, processes, and of course, their readiness for learning and eval-
uation (e.g., Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009), evaluative thinking (Buckley, Archibald, Hargraves, &
Trochim, 2015), anticipated form(s) of use (Patton, 2008) and conceptual program development
(Donaldson, 2007), and other desirable outcomes from the evaluation process so that the evaluators’
values and stakeholders’ values align as well as their expectations.

The results of this study highlight the need for early discussions about the differences between
monitoring and evaluation, which draw from a similar skill set, but are expressed very differently
in practice, and are likely guided by different value positions. Further research might explore eval-
uators’ value alignment with their preferred evaluative frameworks such as theory-driven evaluation
science, culturally responsive evaluation, participatory evaluation, realist evaluation, building eval-
uation capacity, and the like. Shadish (1998, p. 1) is credited with the phrase “evaluation theory is
who we are,” and though we largely agree, we respectfully suggest that evaluative values and
theory could be aspirational too: evaluation theory is who we aspire to be.

Strengths and Limitations
This study represents the first of its kind, and while we are pleased with the process and the results,
there were some inherent limitations in the study. First, the study relied upon an online-only data col-
lection procedure coupled with the ever-present possibility that respondents’ social desirability
inflated their scores on some items and factors (e.g., Benevolence) and minimized their scores on
others (e.g., Power). It is also possible that some of the survey items challenged respondents’ self-
perception of their personality traits (e.g., Neuroticism), or political ideology. Although the 20.8%
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usable response rate is within an acceptable range given the number of study invitations distributed
(Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014), we would have liked a stronger response rate. We note as well
that the respondents were mainly White, and because the number of respondents from other demo-
graphics groups was small, we believe further studies should look specifically at the values of all
demographic and identity groups so that their voices are not whitewashed in the research process.
Further, given the nature of the incentive ($5 donation to the AEA Student Travel Fund per com-
pleted survey), it is possible that respondents with a particular value set participated at a higher
rate than people that did not see it as compelling compensation. Last, although the study used empir-
ically tested scales and their attendant response categories, it is possible that alternate measures of
these constructs would yield slightly different results. Furthermore, it is possible that the tight con-
fidence intervals on both the predictor and dependent variables may have constrained the size of the
observed relationships in the regression analyses. These limitations are offset, however, by the
quality of the data itself.

The data for each of the constructs closely align to the conceptual models proposed by the original
researchers, and with the exception of political values, the data are normally distributed with few out-
liers. Moreover, the data seem trustworthy because respondents’ demographics generally align with
the membership profile of AEA and because each of the measures was presented randomly to reduce
the possibility of ordering effects. However, because the study looked exclusively at AEA evaluators,
we do not know how these data compare non-AEA evaluators, or with members of other professions.
Indeed, many practicing evaluators in the United States and across the globe are not members of
AEA, and it is possible that non-AEA evaluators’ values and practice will be different from the
people that self-select into being AEA members. Further research will be needed to compare evalu-
ators’ scores against other populations’ data, as well as that of the general population. These future
studies will be especially telling in interpreting the data regarding educational attainment and values,
given that the respondents with baccalaureate degrees had still self-selected to be members of AEA.

One construct still worries us, however, and that is the measure of evaluation practice itself. While
we appreciate the insights offered by Christie’s (2003) original and refined measures, they do not seem
like a comprehensive measure of evaluation practice. Understanding evaluation processes and method-
ological orientations are essential for understanding evaluation, of course, but deeper questions are why
and how those perspectives shape practice, as well as the degrees of actual variance in evaluation prac-
tice. Using Christie’s studies and measure alongside the current study, we envision other scholars and
practitioners of evaluation discussing the depth and nuances of their practice, and finding new and inno-
vative ways of measuring evaluation practice. A particularly fruitful research stream might even go so
far as to develop tools to measure the fidelity of evaluation practice compared with prescribed theory
(evaluation activities) and link them with some of the desired outcomes of evaluation practice (Mark,
2008), such as utilization, empowerment, and social justice. We hope this study and other lines of
inquiry will help evaluation move more fully from a prescriptive discipline onto one that is descriptive
of its values and practice, predictive of the outcomes of that practice on the individuals and communi-
ties we serve, and be both aspirational and inspirational to current and future evaluators.
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