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Factors Affecting Program Evaluation Behaviours of Natural Resource
Extension Practitioners in the United States

"The future of Extension depends on its ability to document its impact and demonstrate its
effectiveness” (Warner and Christenson 1984)

ABSTRACT

The systematic process of measuring and reporting on impacts of publicly funded programs,
referred to as “program evalvuation," is receiving increased attention among federal,
provinciél/state, and local organizations throughout North America, including education
programs funded by the U.S. Department 6f Agriculture’s Cooperative State Research and
Extension Education Service (CSREES). Extension proféssionals who deliver these programs
are expected to collect evaluation data that show how programs change knowledge, skills,
attitudes, and behaviours of clientele as well as longer-term impacts of interventions. Despite
the demand for accountability of Extension programs, the frequency and level of program
evaluation conducted by natural resource Extension professionals are highly variable acrossb
individuals and states.

Using a survey, this study investigated motivation, attitude, perceived organizational
commitment, and personal characteristics of natural resource extension professionals (NREPs)
as they related Ato the level of program evaluation conducted. Using Analysis of Variance,
Multiple Linear Regression and Cross tabulations, this study examined program evaluation
behaviours and attitudes of NREPs who work under the CSREES system in the United States in
fields such as watershed stewardship, forest products marketing, land use planning, flood
mitigation, and forestry. The study examined how factors such as position classification,
tenure status, personnel appraisal criteria, perceived organizational commitment, years of
experience, and other factors influence program evaluation behaviour.

The study showed that age, years of experience-in Extension, belief that performance
appraisal is linked to evaluation behaviour, and attitude about prograrﬁ evaluation influence
the level of evaluation conducted by NREPs. Position classification (i.e tenure-track/non-
tenure track), access to evaluation specialists, perceived organizational commitment to
evaluation, access to evaluation specialists, and confidence levels in conducting evaluation
also may be linked with level of evaluation conducted but results are less conclusive for those
variables. Recommendations are offered to improve the amount and quality of program
evaluation. The results will contribute to the body of knowledge that will enhance the
evaluation capacity within organizations, especially Extension, and ultimately lead to more
effective, efficient, and well-funded natural resource Ektension programming.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose
For the past 90 years, citizens and residents in the United States have participated in
education programs through state land-grant universities that have a mandate to provide’
educational outreach to citizens. Organized by a national organization now called the
Cooperative State Research and Extension Education Service (CSREES), the system employs
outreach educators who provide non-formal education programs in fields such as agriculture,
natural resources, home econbmics, and youth development in every state and U.S. territory.
Like other government-supported organizationé, managers of these programs are coming
. under increasing pressure to demonstrate impacts on indicators of quality of life, health,
economic prosperity and environmental protection. Extension educators are expected not only
to coﬁduct high-quality programs,' but also to evaluate them and report their impacts.
As I worked as an Extension professional in Oregon during the 1990s and more
recently as a natural resource Extension professional (NREP) in Canada, I have been' expected
to evaluate my programs. Through the years} I have observed many colleagues who have
regularly conducted program evaluation, but also knew those who did little or no evaluation of
their programs. 1 did not have formal training in program evaluation; my attempts at
evaluation of programs beyond the “end-of-event” questionnaires have historically been weak.
In launching this study, I was interested in identifying what makes Extension practitioners in
the U.S. system “tick” when it comes to evaluation. Why do some Extension professionalé do
evaluations and others do few? What can administrators do to induce more frequent and .
"higher-level evaluations, if anything? Is it a matter of personal attitude, perceived
commitment of the organization to evaluation, or promotion and tenure? Does it matter
whether an Extension professional has a tenure-track position? Does it matter whether an
Extension professional’s salary is funded by grant dollars?
Given these questions, the purpose of this study was to investigate the factors
influencing the level of program evaluation conducted by field and campus-based natural
resource Extension practitioners in the U.S.A. The study assessed:
e attitude toward program evaluation;
s perceived organizational commitm‘ent to evaluation;
o level of evaluation normally conducted by individual NREPs, as measured on
Bennett’s Hierarchy; and

« NREP characteristics including age, years in the profession, funding source for
pbsition (grant/core-funded), position classification (tenure track/non-tenure
track), job classification (campus-based specialist, county/region-based agent,
proféssidnal staff), tenure status, and the relationship of these factors to the level

of evaluation conducted.
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A secondary purpose of the research was to identify and describe knowledge gaps, and
perceived barriers regarding program evaluation among NREPs to help administrators reduce
barriers.

In Oregon, my position was 100% grant-funded and I was a non-tenure-track faculty
member with the Oregon State University (OSU) Extension Service. The federal agency (U.S.
Department of Agriculture) that funded my program required regular program evaluation
results, and my OSU personnel appraisal also included criteria related to program evaluation, .

This study also asks how land-grant universities that employ NREPs can increase their
evaluation capacity overall. How can this study advance the emerging field of Evaluation
Capacity Building (ECB) by identifying individual motivation and behaviours as structures

within a framework of ECB?

1.2 Definitions
In this study, the following definitions apply:

a. Core competency: Knowledge, skills or abilities required of the job (Cooper and Graham
2001).

b. Evaluation Capacity Building (ECB): The intentional work to continuously create and
sustain overall organizational processes that make quality evaluation and its use routine
(Compton et al. 2002)

c. Extension: A non-formal educational process that involves a two-way information flow
between knowledge centres (in this case, universities) and knowledge users (in this case,
private forest land owners and other publics). This definition differs from its counterpart,
“technology transfer” in that users of information are not passive receivers of information, but
are active in defining and communicating their information needs to knowiedge centres. The
term, as used in this thesis, also refers to a profession, a university major (usually a graduate
degree), and an organization (the word is short for “Cooperative State Research and Extension
Education Service” in the U.S.).

d. Land grant universities: Universities in the U.S. established through the Morrill Act of
1862 by a land grant from the federal government to each state. Land was given with a
directive to establish a college to extend research-based, practical methodologies outside the
campus to develop an “informed, vigorous citizenry” (Sanderson 1988). Today, each state has
a land grant university that offers research, teaching, and Extension services. The universities
(for example, Washington State University, and the University of Wyoming) serve as the home
for the Extension Service in each state. Some land grant universities (e.g. Oregon State
University and Pennsylvania State University) have large natural resource Exten5|on programs
and faculty.

e. Natural resource Extension practitioner (NREP): Person employed as a full-time or
part time Extension faculty or staff member by land grant universities whose mandate is to
provide non-formal, research-based education regarding natural resources to various
audiences and to communicate information gaps to researchers. In Colorado, the Extension
function has been transferred by agreement to state forestry departments, so this definition
includes those staff members.

f. Tenure-track NREP position: Type of Extension position established by some land grant
universities in which the Extension professional is considered a regular faculty member of the
university subject to the same academic expectations and privileges as other faculty members.
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In some states, however, Extension practitioner positions are considered as “rion-tenure-
track” positions.

g. Program evaluation: the systematic collection of information about the activities,
characteristics, and outcomes of programs to make judgments about a program, improve
effectiveness, and/or inform decisions about future programming (Patton 1997):

Factors Affecting Program Evaluation Behaviours of NREPs in the United States




2.0 EXTENSION ACTIVITIES AND THEIR EVALUATION

In this chapter, I provide background on Extension as profession in the U.S. and discuss how
demand for evaluation has increased in the profession. I will contrast this with a description of
Extension and evaluation practices in Europe and British Columbia. I will describe previous
studies that examined attitudes and behaviours of American Extension professionals towards
évaluation and show where there are gaps in knowledge about their attitudes and behaviours.
I will introduce the literature on “evaluation capacity building” (building organizational
processes to ensure high-quality evaluations within an organization) as well as describe a
planning and evaluation tool used in Extension (Bennett’s Hierarchy) that I will use in my
analysis later in the thesis. Finally, I introduce models of human and work motivation that

serve as a theoretical foundation for my hypotheses.

2.1 Background on Extension in the United States
Extension in the U.S. owes its beginning to the philosophies of early American presidents
George Washington (1789-1797) and Thomas Jefferson (1801-1809), who believed that
strengthening agriculture was a key to developing the nation state. They expressed a desire to
bring education to “common people, whose lives would be spent in .the nation’s businesses and
trades,” and who were largely rural and agrarian at the time (Sanderson 1988). The 1862
Morrill Act led to the establishment of the land-grant university system that featured
agricultural research and education. One so-called “land-grant university” was estainshed in
each state; each included a mandate to extend research-based information to rural people to
promote progress, prosperity, and democracy, in addition to teaching and research.
Congressional district agriculture schools in Virginia were established in 1908 to train
secondary students in agriculture and home economics and are cited for their foundational role
in the work of the Extension Service in that state (Sutphin and Hillison 1999). The ‘1914 Smith
Lever Act led to the creation of what is now known as the Cooperative State Research and
Extension Education Service (CSREES), a unique partnership between county, state, and
federal governments to extend research-based information to citizens. The term “cooperative”
referred to the shared funding relationship between county, state, and federal governments.
The Extension “movement” was given a boost when Professor Seaman Knapp from
Iowa State University enlisted thousands of farmers to establish démonstration fal;ms in the
early 1900s to exhibit advanced farming methods; the events were credited with the control of
the otherwise devastating cotton boll weevil in the southern U.S. in 1904. The establishment
of the Cooperative Extension Service followed, with its system of agricultural agents located in
rural communities across the country. During World War II, the pressure to increase
.agricultural productivity led to the organization growing to over 11,000 staff members, with

agents in nearly every county in the country. .
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While serving farmers was originally at the heart of the original Cooperative Extension
Service, it has since broadened to include other audiences such as homemakers, youth,
community leaders, sawmill owners, private forestland owners, and the public. In 1997, the
CSREES system employed approximately 14,890 full time equivalents or FTEs (i.e. the
equivalent of 14,890 full time positions) nationwide (Ahearn et al. 2003). Extension agents
located in county and campus-based offices provided non-formal education programs in home
econorhics, agriculture, rural economic dévelopment, fisheries, 4-H/Youth, and natural '
resources. '

Table 2-1 is a list of 76 Land-Grant institutions in the U.S. and U.S. Territories.

Table 2-1 Land-Grant institutions in the U.S. and U.S. Territories

(source: National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges. Available at
http://www.nasulgc.org/about Nasulgc/members land grant.htm).

ALABAMA MISSOURI
Alabama A&M University ' ] Lincoln University
Auburn University University of Missouri System
Tuskegee University
MONTANA
AMERICAN SAMOA Montana State University
American Samoa Community College
‘ NEBRASKA
ARKANSAS University of Nebraska
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville '
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff NEVADA , _
: University of Nevada, Reno
ALASKA
University of Alaska System NEW HAMPSHIRE
University of New Hampshire
ARIZONA
University of Arizona NEW JERSEY
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey
CALIFORNIA
University of California NEW MEXICO
' New Mexico State University
COLORADO
Colorado State University - NEW YORK
Cornell University
CONNECTICUT
Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station NORTH CAROLINA
University of Connecticut North Carolina A&T State University
North Carolina State University
DELAWARE .
Delaware State University NORTH DAKOTA
University of Delaware . North Dakota State University
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA - OHIO
University of the District of Columbia The Ohio State University
FLORIDA OKLAHOMA
Florida A&M University Langston University
University of Florida Oklahoma State University
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GEORGIA _
Fort Valley State University
University of Georgia

GUAM
University of Guam

HAWAII
University of Hawaii

IDAHO
University of Idaho

ILLINOIS
University of Iilinois

INDIANA
Purdue University

IOWA
Iowa State University

KANSAS
Kansas State University

KENTUCKY
Kentucky State University
University of Kentucky

LOUISIANA
Louisiana State University System
Southern University and A&M College

MAINE
University of Maine

MARYLAND
University of Maryland Eastern Shore
University of Maryland, College Park

MASSACHUSETTS
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
University of Massachusetts, Amherst

MICHIGAN
Michigan State University

MINNESOTA
University of Minnesota

MISSISSIPPI
Alcorn State University
Mississippi State University

OREGON
Oregon State University

PENNSYLVANIA
The Pennsylvania State University

PUERTO RICO
University of Puerto Rico Mayaguez

RHODE ISLAND
University of Rhode Island

SOUTH CAROLINA
Clemson University
South Carolina State University

SOUTH DAKOTA
South Dakota State University

TENNESSEE
Tennessee State University
University of Tennessee

TEXAS
Prairie View A&M University
Texas A&M University

UTAH
Utah State University

VERMONT
University of Vermont

VIRGIN ISLANDS
University of the Virgin Islands

VIRGINIA

American Indian Higher Education Consortium
Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State
University

Virginia State University

WASHINGTON
Washington State University

WEST VIRGINIA
Waest Virginia University
West Virginia State University

WISCONSIN
University of Wisconsin-Madison

WYOMING
University of Wyoming
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Social and economic change during the 1980s led the Cooperative Extension Service to
broaden its mission and programs to more issue-based public education on a wider range of

topics, particularly issues related to water (Ahearn et al. 2003). Major societal shifts such as

_ globalization, the changing urban/rural interface, changing family structures, and increased

information and communications technology led the Extension system to re-examine its
mission and focus more on helping communities and citizens manage change (Kellogg
Commission ‘2001).

The “Extension in the 1980s” report recommended that Extension “provide educational

' programs for improved decision making in the management of our natural resources and

environment” {(Sanderson 1988). Four Rural Development Centers were established by a
Rural Dévelopment Act to link research with rural resource-based commiunities to focus on
rural development issues during this era. By the mid-1990s, nearly a quarter of Extension
positions were devoted to national initiatives that included a focus on water quality,
sustainable agriculture, and communities in transition. In 1998 there were approximately 268
FTE natural resources Extension positions in the Extension system nationwide (Hamilton and
Biles 1998). That number increased over the next five years as the definition of natural
resources expanded to include areas such as water, wildlife, and other non-timber resources.
-Historically called “agents” (some states are no longer using that title), county/region-
based NREPs are employed by land grant universities (except in Colorado where natural
resource Extension practitioners are linked to the state forestry agency) and are traditionally
housed in county government offices to provide close links with citizens (Hamilton and Biles
1598). The classic model shows campus-based Extension “specialists” linking local Extension
agents“with university research. Campus-based specialists often have some portion of their
position in research and teaching in addition to their Extension functions. Through linkages
between citizens, county-based Extension agents, campus-based Extension specialists, and
university researchers, citizens are tied to information that is “relevant and timely to put
practical knowledge to work,” as shown in Figure 2-1 (Hamilton‘and Biles 1998). Extension
practitioners are responsible for planning and implementing educational programs, assessing
local knowledge gaps, setting educational priorities, and feeding research needs back to '
university research installations and researchers. In rriany states, county governments - v
contribute office sbace and funds for program assistant and clerical staff salaries. In some

cases, Extension specialists link directly to citizens, depending on the topic and the audience.
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Station research
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Figure 2-1 Classic Extension model showing linkages between university research, campus-

based specialists, county/region-based agents, and citizens.

Much of the funding for natural resource Extension comes through the federal
Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978 (RREA 1978). Under the act, federal funds are
provided for programs to address the needs of private forest and range land in the areas of
rural and urban forest management, forest producté marketing and utilization, range, wildlife,

and fisheries management, outdoor recreation, and continuing education. Funds are allocated

-to states using a formula that considers the area of private forest and range land, wood

industry employment, total state population, and urban population. Hamilton and Biles (1998)
estimated that natural resource Extension budgets constituted approximately two percent or
$28 million of the total annual CSREES budget. Agriculture and Natural Resources is the
largest program area in the land-grant system. In some states such as Oregon, NREPs are

. considered tenure-track faculty, while in other states such as Washington they are considered

non-tenure track faculty. Some funds for positions come from grants (“soft funds”), while
other positions are core—funded, depending on the state.

!
2.2 The mandate for program evaluation
Several authors (Wandersman et al. 2003, Milstein et al. 2002, and Forest et al. 1989) refer to
increasing federal and state legislative requirements for evaluation and accountability in the
U.S.. The CSREES is among an increasing number of organizations expected to demonstrate
the impacts of its programs (Taylor-Powell 2002, Forest et al. 1989). Despite its [engthy 90-
year history, however, the CSREES has had a patchy history of program evaluation (Warner
and Christenson 1984). The national CSREES office in Washington D.C. has recognized the
need for improvement and has urged program evaluation at every level of the organization.
During the winter and spring of 2002, members of the Extension Education Evaluation Topical

Interest Group of the American Evaluation Association discussed how to induce an “evaluation
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‘ culture” within the CSREES at all levels of the organization, asserting that the responsibility for

accountability rests with local-level practitioners as well as with hi’gher—level administrators.

" Many state Extension offices have begun discussions and initiatives to increase the

enculturation of evaluation in their organizations as a resuit of these discussions and other
factors.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and land-grant institutions have been
required to focus more closely on accountability, as required by the federal Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993 (Ahearn et al. 2003 and AREERA 1998). As a result of
the Act, the USDA created five goal areas and asked states to report on performance on these
goals: a safe, secure food and fibre system, a healthy, well-nourished population, greater
harmony between agriculture and the environment, enhanced economic opportunity, and
quality of life. The Agriculture Research, Extension and Education Reform Act of 1998
(AREERA) required development of performance-based management and indicators related to
outcomes such as changes in behaviours that resuit in an improvement in quality of life,
guality of the environment, and level of stakeholder involvement in planning and evaluation.
USDA programs such as the Sustainable Agriculture Research and Extension Project (SARE)
have sparked new frameworks for evaluating complex sets of indicators (Suvedi et al. 2003).

In 2002, the CSREES created a Planning and Accountability Unit at the national
headquarters in Washington D.C. to meet the agency’s increasing demand for evaluation and
planning resulting from recent federal legislation. The unit houses 11 staff members, including
an economist, evaluation and program specialists, social science analysts, and program '
assistants. The unit’s staff works with leaders of land-grant universities to meet planning and
accountability requirements outlined by the Government Performance and Resuits Act, the
AREERA and the President’s Management Agenda (PMA), announced'in 2001. Staff of this unit
provides national guidelines for strategic planning and evaluation for state land-grant
universities. ' ‘ , '

A 1982 study of 13,000 U.S. Extension faculty and staff, cited by Forest et al.
(1989), showed that over 60% of Extension staff and administrators believed that Extension
needed to be mdre accountable and provide more impacf data. Between 63 and 84 percent
(depending on the category) of respondents said that the organization should “do more” to
measure program impact, report to major organizations, and inform politicians and the public.
However, only 39% of staff said th'at there should be a formal state and national accountability
system. '

i Forest et al. (1989) recommended that Extension practitioners become more pro-
active in providing impact data, develop measurable outcome-based objectives for their
programs, accept that systematic data collection on impacts is part of the accountability
process, involve stakeholders in analysing evaluation data, and use evaluation data)to improve

_existing programs. Despite these recommendations, evaluation capacity continues to be

lacking among Extension personnel and training is believed to be one mechanism to bring
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Extension personnel up to an acceptable level of competency in program evaluation (Taylor-
Powell 2002). Current national guidelines of the CSREES cal! for improved continuing
education for Extension staff on “methods and procedures essential for evaluating Extension
programs.” The guidelines state that Extension practitioners neéd educational experiences to
assist them in “improving personal competencies in program analysis, interpretation, and
accountability” (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2001) in order to improve the level of
accountability of the Extension Service overall.

Bush et al. (1995) urged Extension professionals to not only collect impact data, but to
examine the processes occurring between Extension activities and inputs and outcomes to
understand why certain interventions are effective, not just that they “are.” The Kellogg
Commission cited the need to examine faculty promotion and tenure guildeiines to ensure they
recognize and reward faculty accountability (Kellogg Commission 2001). National guidelines .
presented by the Extension Committee on Organization and Policy recommended that in-
service education for Extension professionals include training to increase skills in program
development and analysis and accountability (ECOP(a) 2000 and ECOP(b) 2000).

Developing evaluation capacity within organizations has become a focus of many
evaluation professionals outside as well as inside the CSREES. The theme of the 2001
American Evaluation Association annual conference,"‘Mainstreaming Evaluation,” highlighted

this trend. Literature such as Building Evaluation Capacity: 72 Activities for Teaching and

Training by Preskill and Russ-Eft (2004 ), Building Evaluation Capacity: Lessons from Practice

by Doyie and Lemaire (1999) and “The Mainstreaming of Evaluation” edited by Barnette and

Sanders (2003) is surfacing. Some Extension evaluation specialists believe that increasing
“evaluative thinking” (a conscioys willingness to incorporate concepts of evaluation in
programs and projects at multiple levels within an organization) is needed (Taylor-Powell
2002). , .

Extension administrators in the U.S. use a range of methods to encourage Extension
practitioners to conduct evaluations of their programs, including training, hiring campus-based
evaluation specialists to advise and assist practitioners, using program evaluation experience
as a hiring criterion, and using program evaluation practices as a criterion in‘annual
performance appraisals. However, many organizations have limited capacity for conducting
program evaluations, lacking in-house skills, resources, and employee incentives for reliable,
meaningful evaluations of their programs (Doyle and Lemaire 1999). If evaluation is to
become a ‘part of doing business’ among practitioners within Extension (Decker 1990), then
understanding what leads Extension faculty and staff to conduct - or not conduct - evaluations

is a critical step.

2.3 Accountability in British Columbia
Government and other organizations in British Columbia have been subject to similar growing

pressures for accountability as in the U.S., particularly since the mid-1990s (McDavid 2001).

Factors Affecting Program Evaluation Behaviours of NREPs in the United States 10



The British Columbia Budget Transparency and Accountability Act of 2000 requires provincial
"agencies to establish evaluation and reporting systems to ensure accountability (BTAA 2000).
The “New Era of Sustainable Forestry” introduced by the Liberal government in 2001 included
provisions to increase accountability of forest licensees through a revised Forest and Range
Practices Act in'British Columbia (Hoberg 2002, Ministry of Forests 2004a). The new Act
required the establishment of monitoring and evaluation systems to determine whether or not-
the desired results of the Act have been reached. In 2003, the Forest Practices Branch of the
provincial Ministry of Forests launched an evaluation training pilot and released an evaluation
plan for the revised Forest Practices and Range Act (Ministry of Forests 2004b). '

The terms “results-based” and “accountability” have become part of the daily lexicon
of many government and government-funded organizational leaders in British Columbia and
elsewhere (Suvedi and Morford 2003). Interviews with provincial agency representatives in
2001 revealed that there is a strong belief that strategic planning and performance

“measurement have become a permanent feature of the administrative and political landscape
in B.C. (McDavid 2001).

2.4 Extension and evaluation capacity in European and other
countries :

There is considerable literature related to forestry and natural resource Extension in Western
Europe where there is a long history of extending information to private non-industrial forest
land owners through a wide range of public and private organizations (Andersen 1997, G.
Struhkamp, European Evaluation Association member, pers. comm., Nov. 2002). Forestry
Extension services in the Nordic countries of Finland, Dénmark, Sweden and Norway are
provided through forestry societies (such as the Danish and Norwegian forestry societies), '
county forestry boards (in Sweden), and forest owner associations (particularly in Norway and
Finland). Publicly funded and private forestry Extension services often work side-by-side and
landowners ha\we choices of services and approaches. In France, Extension services are
provided by regional Centres of Forest Ownership (public organizations administered by
elected representatives of private forest owners), a Forest Development Institute, local
chambers of agriculture and private consultants (FAO 1997). In Bavaria, there are
approximately 173 forest owner associations (FAO 1997). \ '
In Great Britain, forestry ownership is characterized by small farm woodlands and a
gradual change from predominantly state ownership to private ownership. The change from
timber production to recreational uses has enabled Extension groups such as the Farming and
Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG), the Forestry Authority, and Game Conservancy Trust to have
more significant roles with landowners and farmers. Extension foresters with FWAG provide
farmers, landowners and other clients with the opportunities for environmental gain through
cost effective, quality solutions to environmental issues. The FWAG extension staff provides

farmers and landowners with technical advice on farm operation modifications and farm
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feature enhancement to support wildlife, landscape, archaeology, access and other
conservation values (FWAG 2004). The Game Conservancy Trust (GCT) provides advisory
services for farmers and landowners on improving wildlife habitat. The GCT website describes
services s\uch as designing and enhancing woodlands, trout stream restoration, hedgerow and
field boundary management, and designing seed crops for wintering birds (GCT 2004).

A Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQ) survey in 1997
inventoried forestry Extension capacities in nine countries of Central and Eastern Europe (FAO
1997). Prompted by the increasing number of private forest owners due to tenure reform,
education of new priva‘te forest land owners has become a priority for the governments of
Armenia, the Czech Republic, Poland, Latvia, Croatia, Hungary, Romania, Slovakia-and
Slovenia. Latvia, for example, experiénced an increase in private forest land ownership from
0% to 18% of the total forest land over a 10-year period between 1985 ahd 1995. However,
as of 1997, staff of the State Forest Service had received no formal training in the provision of
forestry Extension to private forest land owners. The survey indicated that the State Forest
Service in Latvia planned to design and implement a comprehensive Extension system in the
future. ' ' '

Responsibility for forestry Extension in most Central and Eastern European countries
is held by state agriculture or forestry organizations and the audience in most countries
(except for Croatia, Poland and Slovenia where private forest ownership had previously
- existed) have not had exposure to forestry. Many are absentee owners who live in urban
areas. Landowner associations are rare in Central and Eastern Europe (FAO 1997). The
‘ survey revealed that no formal Extension evaluation mechanisms or criteria had been
established in Armenia but evaluation questions had been identified. Other country profiles in
the study did not discuss Extension evaluation.

Evaluation has been described as a “young field” in Europe by comparison to North
~America (G. Struhkamp, European Evaluation Association member, pers. comm., Nov. 2002).
» For example the European Evaluation Association was formed in 1994 and the German Society
for Evaluation was founded in 1997, compared with the American Evaluation Association in
1986 and the Canadian Evaluation Society in 1981>. The American Evaluation Association
website lists 22 national evaluation associations, including those as diverse as the Nigerian
Network of Monitoring and Evaluation, thé African Evaluation Association (Afrea 2004), the
Israeli Association for Program Evaluation (IAPE 2004), and the Russian International Project
Evaluation Society (IPEN 2004). The website of the International Energy Program Evaluation
conference lists contacts for 27 additional evaluation associations from countries such as
Zimbabwe, Thailand, Egypt, Nepal and Brazil (IEPEC 2004). The International Organisation for
Cooperation in Evaluation was launched in 2003 as an umbrella organization involving
evaluation bodies from Australasia, North America, Europe, and Latin America (IOCE 2004).
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Table 2-2 Websites of international evaluation associations

Internatidnal Evaluation

Associations 2004 Web Sites

International Organization for Cooperation

http://www.internationalevaluation.com/

in Evaluation
African Evaluation Association http://www.afrea.org
Australasian Evaluation Society http://www.parklane.com.au/aes/

Canada--Association pour le
Développement des Méthodologies http://www.uottawa.ca/associations/admee/
d'Evaluation en Education

Canadian Evaluation Society http://www.evaluationcanada.ca/

Europe--Association pour le
Développement des Méthodologies http://www.irdp.ch/admee/
d‘EvaIuation en Education- in French

.| European Evaluation Society . | http://www.europeanevaluation.org/

French Evaluation Association http://www.sfe.asso.fr/

German Center for Evaluation in German | http://www.uni-koeln.de/ew-fak/Wiso/

italian Evaluation Society in Italian http://www.valutazione.it/

Russian International Project Evaluation
Network (IPEN) in Russian

http://ipen21.org/ipen/

Swiss Evaluation Society in Swiss http://www.seval.ch/de/index.cfm

UK Evaluation Society: Evaluators' Web http://www.evaluation.org.uk/

The International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS) was founded in 2002 in
response to an acknowledged need to improve the practice of evaluation among internatio.nal
development organizations and developing countries (IDEAS 2004). The Overseas
Development Institute, headquartered in the U.K., launched the Ne'uchétel Initiative to bring
together an informal group of bilateral and multilateral donor agencies in 1995 to develop a
shared vision on how to address challenges and changes facing agricultural Extension in sub-
Saharan Africa. The initiative included creation of evaluation guidelines, outlined in a
publication called “Guide for Monitoring, Evaluation and Joint Analyses of Pluralistic Extension
Support” (ODI 2004). While there is a significant literature on natural resource Extension as
well as evaluation networks and organizations in industrialized and emerging countries in
Europe, there is considerably less written about Extension evaluation per se. Correspondence
with forestry Extension colleagues |n Slovenia and Denmark reveals that there are few
processes or policies that have been established to systematically evaluate forestry Extension
services in those countries and most evaluations simply involve end-o_f-event guestionnaires
designed to improve teaching performance (J. Begus, Slovenia Forest Service, pers. comm,,
June 2004). Discussion with an Extension academic and practitioner in Bavaria, Germany

reinforced the view that most forestry Extension services in Western Europe are demand-
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driven (driven by the demand of the éudience) and that there is a lack of pro-active planning
and development of measurable objectives or even identification of the target audience. R.
Beck (Lehrstuhl fur Forstpolitik und Forstgeschichte, Technical University of Munich, Germany,
pers. comm., June 2004) describes evaluation in forestry Extension in Western Europe as a
matter of record keeping of money spent, labour invested, and number and type of courses,
number of attendees and number of visits rather than documentation of impacts on the
audience. He believes that this trend has been shifting over the past seven years as budgets
for forestry Extension decrease and governments require more accountability for funds spent
on Extension. Beck argues that accountability lies with administrators rather than
.practitioners, but he expects this to change in the next 5-10 years. Beck also .perceives that,
in Central Europe, as in many other parts of the world, there is a problem with the dual roles
that forestry Extension staff are asked to play as both forest law regulator and educator and
that this dichotomy makes evaluation difficuit. Beck expects that the current emphasis on
“quality management” that exists within the Bavarian Forest Service at all levels (internal
e'valuation) will eventually make outcome evaluation more acceptable by practitioners.
Evaluation at the Forest Research Extension Partnership in Western Canéda consists of
periodic corporate-level evaluations conducted by third party evaluators, needs assessment
studies, and end-of-event surveys that measure perceptions of impact among participants,
and tactical planning that includes evaluation criteria and measurements (FORREX 2004).
Some Extension programs, such as the Master Tree Grower Program in Australia, have
included evaluation as an on-going part of their programming (Reid and Stephens 2002).
Generally, published documents refer to evaluations that are independent academic studies
such as those on attitudes of Danish forest owners towards Extension s.ervices (Boon 2003),

rather than being conducted internally as part of operations.

- 2.5 Definitions of program evaluation
Guba and Lincoln (1989) argue that there is no “right” way to define program evaluation.
Patton (1997) describes three primary uses of program evaluation: to judge merit or worth of
‘a program (such as audits), to improve programs (such as through adaptive management), or
to generate knowledge. Summative evaluations are conducted at the end of programs to help
decision makers decide a program'’s future or assess its impact. Formative evaluations are
conducted during the life of a program to identify its strengths or weaknesses and improve its
quality and effectiveness (Sanders 1994). Evaluations conducted to generate knowledge are
usually conductéd by académics examining trends or causal links across programs (Patton
1997).

Process evaluation, in contrast to program evaluation, is aimed at understanding the

4

internal dynamics of program operations, not the outcomes (Patton 1987). Process evaluation
addresses three major questions: what is the program intended to be, what is delivered in
reality, and why are there gaps between program plans and program delivery (Scheirer 1994).
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It verifies what the program is and whether or not it delivered as intended to the targeted
recipients. Progranﬁ evaluation, on the other hand, focuses on the “difference programs
make.” There is considerable confusion between process and program evaluation, with the
former often being favoured because it is relatively easy to conduct and document. However,
program evaluation provides the most useful information on the effectiveness and value of a
program. _ '

Program evaluation is related to policy evaluation, however programs typically include
human resources and infrastructure while policies are more likely to be regulations or
standards with or without infrastructure. Many policy evaluations are synonymous with
process evaluations. The term “audit” is sometimes erroneously used synonymously with
evaluation, however audits generally refer to financial assessments conducted to ensure -that a
standard set of accounting norms is followed. An exceptibn occurs with forest management
certification, where audits refer to an assessment of the practices of a mahager against an
agreed set of management standards, Generally, skills required for program evaluation are

considerably broader than financial system appraisals.

2.6 Program evaluation competency
Several academics have investigated core competency requirements for Extension personnel,
and most have discussed competencies related to program evaluation in particular (Beeman et
al. 1979, Ritsos and Miller 1985, Summerhill and Taylor 1986). Most studies are limited to one
state, however, and no study has targeted Extension practitioners within a single discipline »
such as natural resources across all states. Some categorize evaluation competencies with
research competencies, while others categorize evaluation competencies with planning
competencies, making it difficult to analyse evaluation as a stand-alone competency. Beeman -
et al. (1979) found that both county and campus-based Extension pérsonnel in Florida rated
program evaluation among the “least important” core competency categories fdr themselves.
Another study (Ritsos and Miller, ‘1985) showed that competencies in research and evaluation
received the lowest priority rating by urban Extension practitioners in Ohio. In a more recent
study, however, Cooper and Graham (2001) studied perceptions of Extension practitioners and
their supervisors in Arkansas and found that perceptions .regarding'competencies for
evaluation received .a “very important” rating for most county-based practitioners. This
suggests that a major change may have occurred in the way that Extension practitioners view
evaluation activities. However, it is difficult to draw conclusions from these studies as they
might relate to NREPs across the U.S.. Some studies have examined competencies acroés
disciplines within one state, while others categorize Extension practitiéners with other county
employees. In still others, evaluation is not separated from planning or research.

Several state Extension offices, such as Michigan, have developed core competency
guidelines for their personnel relating to evaluation and other skills deemed essential to

Extension work (Levine 2001). The evaluation competencies vary among three categories of
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employees: “introductory career stage, early career stage and continuing career stage”
employees. In other words, the longer the employee’s length of service, the more advanced
the levels they are expected to d_emonstrate in evaluation and other skills. Michigan State
University Extension (MSUE) established a “"Core Competency Assessment Program,” a
computerized, self-administered professional development tool for MSE Extension practitioners
in 1994 (Levine 2001). The tool helps staff members identify théir own strengths and v
weaknesses in program evaluation and other areas. MSUE also developed an on-line library
designed to assist staff members in increasing their competency levels.

‘ " Radhakrishna and Martin (1999) examined training needs among iExtension agents
regarding program evaluation and research methodology. The study cited previous work that
described barriers affecting frequency and level of program evaluation conducted by Extension
agentsL Barriers included lack of time, lack of resources, and limited expertise in evaluation
methodology. The study showed that a substantial percentage of respondents want more
training in program evaluation (Radhikrishna and Martin 1999). More than half indicated a
moderate to very high need for training in topics such as developing evaluation plans and
designing questionnaires. Only nine percent of'survey respondents were in the natural
resources discipline.

A study conducted by the Florida State University Extension Service in 1986 examined
acceptance and adoption levels of program evaluation among Extension agents in Florida
(Summerhill and Taylor 1986). Fifty percent of survey respondents indicated that they had
done a greater number of evaluations in the most recent two years as compared to previous
years, but respondents were not asked why. The percentage that reported using program
evaluation results varied among number of years employed by the university (the more years,
the more likely to have conducted evaluation in the previous two years). The study showed
that participation in program evaluation training greatly enhanced the likelihood of Extension
agents to conduct evaluation. Sixty percent of respondents that reported using formal
evaluations in the previous two years did so to assess changes in knowledge, opinions
(attitudes), skills, and aspirations (KOSAs, aléo called KASAs) in the target audience, while
35% assessed higher-level impacts such as changes in behaviour in the target audience. The
report does not indicate whether natural resourée Extension agents were included in the
survey. The study also does not reveal the nature of training received, nor the details of
evaluations conducted.

A study condu.cted by Mohamed (1998) to determine perceptions of Extension agents
in Ohio about performance appraisals showed that prbgram evaluation and impact
documentation criteria received the lowest mean score for current and future use among
performance appraisal criteria. Jha (2001) concluded that Extension educators do not like to
do evaluation, have inadequate training to do so, perceive it as something separate from
programming, and face time constraints.
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Douglah et al. (2003) conceptualized evaluation competency as an overlapping set of
evaluation skills, knowledge, and positive attitude toward evaluation (i.e. motivation and
commitment to use evaluation for self-improvement and accountability). They describe how”
the quality of evaluation decisions and actions can be the result of an individual’s ability to
integrate these components. The survey conducted by Douglah et al. (2003) of 354 Extension
county-based faculty and staff in Wisconsin showed that 36% of respondents cited lack of time
as the reason why more evaluation was not being conducted. Twenty percent said that they
would perform more evaluations if they believed it was valued by supervisors or feit it
. influenced program decisions. Twenty perceﬁt said their reason for not conducting more
evaluation was because they doubted its value. Seventeen percent cited lack of tools such as
templates, and 16 percent cited lack of knowledge, skills, or confidence.

Although limited in scope, these studies provide insight regarding the potential
influence of training, incentives, and other factors in increasing level of program evaluations
among Extension professionals. These studies show that both characteristics of the individual
(such as length of years in the profession) and characteristics of the working environment are

associated with the level of evaluation conducted.

2.7 Evaluation mainstreaming and related concepts
Several authors have recentiy described the integration of evaluation into everyday operations
of organizations as shown in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3 Evaluation concepts related to mainstreaming

Evaluation Concept Authors/organization
Mainstreaming Barnette and Sanders 2003
Evaluation Capacity Building W.B. Compton et al. 2002,
(ECB) World Bank 2002

Internal evaluation Sonnichson 2000
Evaluative Inquiry or Torres and Preskill 2001,
Learning Organizations Senge 1990

Enculturation Toulemonde 1999

New Public Management Ferlie et al. 1996

Barnette and Sanders (2003) defined mainstreaming as the “process of making-
evaluation-an integral bart of an organization’s everyday operations.” Their definition includes
the integration of evaluation in work ethics, culture, and job responsibilities at all levels of an
organization. Barnette and Sanders proposed several indicators of successful mainstreaming in
an organization: .

» when the Chief Executive Officer of an organization distributes a list of
organizational values that includes evaluation;
e when orientation for new embloyees includes information on their role in

evaluation;
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e when consumers of programs ask for evaluation data; and
e when evaluation appears on “every agenda”.

Barnette and Sanders (2003) explored barriers to ma_instreaming evaluatipn, citing a -
lack of leadership, lack of consultants who focus on evaluation capacity-building, lack of
utilization of evaluation results in decision making, lack of acceptance. of the cost of evaluation
as a normal cost of doing business, and lack of awareness of benefits. They recommend
identifying and working with allies such as foundations, professional evaluation associations,
businesses, and education, government, and human services organizations. They recommend
compiling and publishing case studies of organizations that have successfully mainstreamed
evaluation to allow others to learn from their experience, and supporting and recognizing
organizations that are trying to mainstream evaluation into their organizations. The 2001
American Evaluation Association conference thefne was “Mainstreaming Evaluation” and
resulted in several influential papers, compiled by Barnette and Sanders (2003).

Willliams and Hawkes (2003) describe the task of leadership in mainstreaming as a
balancing act between requiring and inspiring employees to conduct and use evaluation. They
refer to capitalizing on existing access points such as encouraging more donor organizations to
make evaluation a part of their funding requirements as well as including evaluation
experience as a hiring criterion. Williams and Hawkes (2003) also recommend more user-
friendly evaluation reports, evaluation celrtification as a way of helping people in the
mainstream recognize and accept evaluation, and building a common language. Overall, the
authors agree that evaluators need to be more customer-focused in order for evaluation to
become part of organizational culture. Sonnichsen (2000) believes that when evaluation
activities are Iegitimized as routine and results are used in decision-making, mainstr_eaming
has been accomplished. The process of mainstreaming is not a linear process, but a staged,
iterative process that does not happen overnight. Evaluation capacity building, defined as the
intentional work to continuously create and sustain overal! organizational processes that make
quality evaluation and its use routine, is discussed separately in the next section'(Compton et
al. 2002).

Sonnichsen (2000) defined “internal evaluation” as the process of reviewing
administrative, operational and environmental activities ‘by employees who are trained and
mandated to gather independent empirical information to aid in organizational improvements.”
He states that three factors have led to an increased need for internal evaluation capacity: the
demand for improved performaﬁce and service delivery of organizations, the availability of
information technology for processing large volumes of data, and the increased éomplexity of
organizations. He believes that with senior-level management commitment to continuous
examination of operations, internal evaluators (those who work inside an orga‘nization) can
provide important information crucial for high-level decision-making. Internal evaluators can
serve as catalysts for organizational learning in ways that external evaluators who are not

linked to. strategic planning and budgeting cannot. To be successful, the internal evaluation
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function must be fully integrated with other critical organizational functions. Evaluators must
be more than data collectors and' analysers; they must also be advocates of the application of
evaluation findings. Sceptics question internal evaluators’ abilities tb be independent,'
objective, or adequately scientifically rigorous, but advocates see internal evaluation as more
useful and relevant to decision making, ‘while still possessing the ability to have adequate
independence and relevance if their autonomy is protected by top-level administrators and if
they are posi.tioned appropriately in the organization (Sonnichson 2000). The practice of
internal evaluation can serve as the basis of organizational learning, enhancing an
organization’s ability to continually expand its capacity to create its future (Senge 1990).

A body of literature has developed in the past twenty years that reflects the
assumption that cultivating a workplace that is committed to learning and which engages in
reflective practice leads to more productivity and higher level of accomplishment of desired
goals. Torres and Preskill (2001) assert that the “evaluative inquiry” appfoach shares several
attributes with Barnette and Sander;;’ mainstreaming approach but it focuses specifically on
structures within organizations relating to their ability to incorporate evaluation as a practice.
Evaluative inquiry is des‘cribed as a continual pro-active process of internal investigation
regarding organizational processes that is routinely conducted by the organizations’ members.
Torres and Preskill (2001) contrast this approach with ‘more traditional evaluation methods
that involve independent, third-party audits of organizational functions. In evaluative inquiry,
leaders focus on developing the ability, interest, and involvement of organizational members
to critically examine the organization’s processes using evaluation methodology.

Torres and Preskill (2001) argue that an organization’s communication systems,
leadership approach, team structure, reporting structure, and willingness to reward risk-taking
provide the foundation for evaluative inquiry. They believe that support for evaluative inquiry
must come from the top of the organization as well as mid-level leaders. How information is
communicated down the line is a key determinant of the extent an organization is likely to
succeed with evaluative inquiry.

Several authors have linked development of evaluation ca'pacity and culture with the
cultivation of a “learning organization” (Douglah et al. 2003, Senge 1990). Others describe
how evaluation in public agencies in the 1960s and 1970s emphasized formal “top-down”
external evaluation procedures for the purposes of accountability, the results of which were
largely unused by organizations for self-improvement (Torres and Preskill 2001). Douglah.et
al. (2003) describe how more recent participatory evaluation approaches (involving all levels
of an organization) over a sustained time perilod can be empowering, USefuI, applicable, and -
lead to greater productivity and individual growth. Douglah et al.’s (2003) model for the
development of a learning culture includes a) cultivation of evaluation skills, b) policies that
promote evaluation, and c) the presence of a shared vision of evaluation that is accepted: by
all members of the organization. Douglah et al. (2003) believe that previous attempts to

increase skills have been insufficient. In addition, they believe that:
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¢ individuals and groups within organizations must believe that evaluation is
valued'by the organization by observing that the organization takes action on
its verbal commitment to evaluation;
¢ regular dialogue about evaluation W|th|n the organization is encouraged not
JUSt to communicate, but to examine topics in depth; and
e leaders are willing to cherish both successes and failures as Iearning
opportunities
Douglah et al. (2003) assert that not all members of an organization need to be
evaluation experts, and that a bell-shaped curve, with percent of employees on the vertical
axis and evaluation knowledge, skills, and attitudes on the horizontal axis, illustrates an ideal
" evaluation competency within an orcjanization. A small number of doubters and proctors lie at
the far left of the curve (those who believe evaluation is a waste of time and those who would
cooperate with evaluation but not initiate it themselves), and a smali cadre of .~
specialists/consultants and scholars lies on the far right hand side of the bell curve. In the
middle, the IargeSt group is considered evaluation practitioners. Douglah et al. (2003)
recommend that organizations strive to decrease the percentage of doubters and proctors and
increase the proportion of staff members who are evaluation practitioners, specialists, and
- scholars. ldeally, operational staff members.serve as the evaluation practitio'ners and they
use a mixture of evaluation methods to assess their own programs, have positive attitudes
towards the role of evaluation in their work, and believe that their organization positively
rewards them for conducting evaluation. . ‘ o
- Toulemonde (1999) studied ways that administrators create incentives and constraints
to encourage employees to conduct program evaluation. Throdgh a series of case studies, he
concluded that a combination of “sticks” (constraints) “carrots” (incentives) a'nd
“enculturation” (making evaluation part of the work culture) offered the most effective formula
for inducing evaluation among practitioners. According to Toulemonde, the combination of
requiring practitioners to establish an evaluation 'work plan and conducting a systematic
quality assessment (sticks), and earmarking funds for evaluation, granting local control for
evaluation data, conducting systematic involvement of stakeholders, and d_ecentralizing' the
evaluation process (carrots) provide a crucial blend of incentives for inducing evaluation.
Toulemonde found that increasing practitioner knowledge about evaluation alone had no .
significant impact on the likelihood of staff members to conduct evaluation. Cornpulsory
evaluation was ineffective where there was a lack of skilled professionals to assist practitioners
in conducting evaluations. .
Toulernonde also considers “building an evaluation culture" within an organization as
a third important factor affecting the likelihood of practitioners to conduct evaluation. He -
believes that deeply rooting evaluation in administrative values and norms leads practitioners
to overcome reluctance even when the evaluation results are likely to contradict their self— :
interest. Toulemonde suggests that the success of establishing an evaluation culture depends
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.on the quality of communications about evaluations; he suggests communicating through
workshops, newsletters, journals, training courses, demonstration, projects, prizes, and
awards. As a result of the enculturation process, people feel that they belong to a community
of people that trusts that evaluation is part of sound management. He argues that clever
administrators use both carrots and sticks, but acknowledges that only enculturation can
overcome resistance to evaluation. Toulemonde does not detail a formula for enculturation,
mainstreaming, or evaluation capacity-building but leaves the discussion to later authors such
as Barnette and Sanders (2003), Duigan (2003), and Compton et al. (2002).

There is trend towards the restructuring of some public agencies, notably in the United
Kingdom and U.S., as well as recently in B.C. (such as with the transfer of health service
responsibility to regional health authorities) into what can be considered more private-sector
ideology (Ferlie and Hartley 20'03, McDavid 2001). Labelled “The New Public Management”
(NPM), it is an emergin.g organizational phenomenon in the literature. Advocates argue fhat
NPM leads to a new brand of market-based accountability where consumers of governmeht
programs and services have greater choices among suppliers and producers, and level of
demand for products and services becomes the indicator of success. Critics suggest that
accountability is more difficult under a system influenced by private sector approaches
because publicly produced products and services such as education and programs for Iow;
income seniors are often linked social values that work outside the rational approaches of
supply and demand (Ferlie et al. 1996). Nonetheless, structural reorganization under NPM is
accompanied by a needbto establish new indicators of success, new mechanism to measure
indicators, and new players to be accountable for measuring impacts. Ferlie et al. (1996)
assert that public management reform is a global phenomenon, and the principies have been
argued as being relevant to public—séctor research in countries such as Switzerland and
Germany (Schedler 1995). The concept has found favour with groups such as the Advisory
Council of the Swiss Institutes of Technology, and attempts were made to introduce it into
forestry research and extension in Switzerland in the 1990s (J. Innes, Professor of Forestry,

University of British Columbia, B.C. pers. comm., July 2004)

2.8 Evaluation Capacity Building (ECB)

The concept of evaluation capacity building (ECB) is favoured by some scholars as an
emerging field of practice because of its link to organizational development. Compton et al.
(2002) refers to the concept as the intentional work to continuously create and sustain overall
organizational processes that make quality evaluation and its use routine. While relatively
little has been published that uses ECB terminology and that focuses on ECB as a distinct field
from program evaluation, several authors (e.g., Mckay 2002, King 2002, Compton et al. 2002)
urge the acceptance of ECB as a legitimate focus within the evaluation community because it
requires a unique set of skills, tasks, and responsibilities and behaviours. ECB is most.often
linked to social and economic development, and the concept is particularly used by
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international development organizations. Barnette and Sanders (2003) believed that it is
possible - and desirable - to build evaluation capacity without making evaluation part of an
explicit business within an organization; it simply becomes integrated into ptanning and
programming as a way of doing business. Duigan (2003) believes the term mainstreaming
means “trying to put evaluation in cénter stage” or possibly an attempt by evaluators to raise
the profile of evaluation as a profession. He believes that ‘giving evaluation away’ by sharing
approaches without necessarily being called evaluation by those who use them is the essence
of ECB. In other words, the more profile that evaluation has within an organization, the less it
is fully mainstreamed.

Duigan (2003) suggests that building evaluation capacity depends on a) selecting an
appropriate evaluation model for the organization, b) developing skills at every level in the
organization, and c) identifying strategic high-priority evaluation questions by the highest
levels within an organization. He suggdests that selectin‘g among the many evaluation
approaches, such as goals-free (as described by Scriven 1991), utilization-focused (described
by Patton 1997), and empowerment evaluation {(described by Fetterman 2000), that best fit
the culture of the organization is an important first step in building evaluation capacity. Duigan
asserts that training sessions and manuals aré key to developing staff evaluation skills; he
provides examples ranging from brief evaluation presentations for staff merﬁbers to week-long
workshops for managers and service providers. Finally, he believes that too often leaders state
that “every program needs an evaluation” without determining which program is highest
priority and for what purpose. He recommends expending resources on the highest priorities
within an brganization.

A world leader in international development and development financing, the World
Bank has a long history of developing evaluation capacity among public institutions in
borrower countries as an integral part of its development agenda (World Bank 2002, Compton
et al. 200_2). Since 1994, the World Bank has been developing and implementing a strategy.
for evaluation capacity building with the goal of helping countries build and use internal
monitoring and evaluation (M & E) systems. The World Bank aims to help countries use M & E
information to inform government decisions, enhance transparency and accountability of
government investments, and ultimately maximize government performance. The support
.includes evaluation training, assistance in developing performance indicators, assisting in
developing and improving national statistical systems, and financial management and auditing
systems, as well as helping encourage a demand for information generated through M & E
activities. The World Bank has a number of publications to guide development of M & E
capacity, such as checklists and toolboxes.

The Canadian International Development and Research Center (IDRC), _
headquartered in Otfawa, provides a model of a research and development organization that
has developed internal capacity and infrastructure for evaluation (Horton et al. 2003). IDRC is
a public corporation created by the Canadian Parliament in 1970 to provide assistance to
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developing countries to address social, economic, and environmental problems. IDRC's
Evaluation Unit was started in 1992 and currently has seven evaluation staff members who
promote evaluation as a planning and management tool, help build evaluation capacity among
its country partners, and assess the impacts of research for developmeht. Evaluation at IDRC
is considered as “decentralized” with individual program and project managers holding
responsibility for evaluation while the Evaluation Unit staff members provide coordination and
support. All IDRC programs are expected to have evaluation plans and the program staff is
expected to include evaluation results in reporting. IDRC's evaluation system involves -
guidelines indicating who has responsibilities for what kind of monitoring, and defines
purposes of various types of evaluation. The Evaluation Unit provides guiding principles as
well as evaluation tools for program and project staff. The guiding principles state that
evaluations should leave an increased capacity to use/evalu_ation findings and shouid enlist the
participation of relevant stakeholders. The IDRC evaluation strategies include working in
partnership with other donbr organizations to build the evaluation capacity of its developing
country partners. -
Milstein and Cotton (2000) identify five basic elements of ECB within an organization:

- motivation forces (provided by the administration to motivate employees)

- organizational environment (structures within an organization that lend themselves to
evaluation) '

- workforce and professional development (courses, workshops, and mentoring)

- resources and supports (written material websites available to help staff with
evaluation); and ' "

- and reporting on lessons learned from experience (communication about evaluation

successes and challenges).

2.8.1 Case studies of Evaluation Capacity Building
1) United Way of Toronto. One example of an evaluation capacity-building initiative is a
five-year project led by the United Way organization of Greater Toronto, Canada (2000-2004)
to improve the community-based social services provided by nbn-profit agencies funded by
the United Way (United Way 2003). Called the Program Effectiveness Organizational _
Development (PEOD) projéct, it has included free evaluation workshops, short-term evaluation
consultihg upon request, distribution of wfitten evaluation resources, and a web-based
clearinghouse for 250 non-profit community-based agencies in Toronto. The program began
with a survey of agency leaders to determine the level of evaluation skills and activities. The
survey identified gaps in capacity (“outcome measurement,” “setting indicators,” and ‘;using
appropriate measurement tools”). Based on the results of the survey, United Way of Torontor
developed their own desired outcomes, such as:

- agencies increase knowledge and skills in outcome measurement and use of logic

models;
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-agencies identify enablers and constraints to implementation of evaluation; and
-agencies integrate program.effectiveness processes into management and strategic:
development throughout the organization.

Indicators included the percentage of ﬁembers demonstrating new knowledge, the
percentage of agencies developing logic models, and the percentage of agencies reporting
integration of program effectivenéss processes into management and strategic development
throughout the organization. Through site visits, interviews, a survey mailed to agencies one
year after attending the first workshops, and by analysing funding submissions from the
agencies, United Way determined that the initiative was successful in raising the level of .
knowledge and skills in evaluation and changed the behaviour of organizations. The survey
showed that 81% of agencies exposed to the program had taken steps' to establish an
organizational structure to coordinate outcome measurement work, including creating a
committee or assigning the task to an existing committee or staff and 86% had drafted or
were in the process.of drafting a program logic model (evaluation tool).

United Way’s assessment of their initiative also identified challenges expressed by the

agencies in integrating evaluation .into their regular routines, including:

- lack of mechanisms for stimulating “buy-in” by staff;

- lack of skills and time to develop organizational structures, processes, and policies
for evaluation;

- minimal administrative infrastructure to collect, process and analyse evaluation daté;
and

- service delivery models that limited their ability to capture data on or fllom transient
or anonymous clientele.- |

United Way of Toronto concluded that integration of evaluation into organizational
structures and cultures of non-profit agencies requires considerable time, effort, guidance
from leadership, access to technical support, and patience to move from awareness to
behavioural change but concluded that the investment in evaluation capacity building by
funders yields better service outcomes. v

2) Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Milstein et al. (2002) describe evaluation
capacity building of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) headquartered in
Atlanta, Georgia. The CDC has a $2.8 billion budget and is funded by a wide variety of public
. and private granting partners. It employs over 8,000 people in 13 centers in an effort to
improve public health and preveht disease worldwide. Coincident with the passage of the U.S.
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA 1993), CDC leaders attempted to enhance
the organization’s 'capacity in evaluation over a four year period between 1997 and 2000
(Milstein et al. 2002). Requirements of the GPRA as well as changes in health indicators (i.e. a:

recognition that health is linked to larger community and environmental conditions and
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systems, not just individual behaviours and conditions) led to increased attention being paid to
. strategic plénning and evaluation as wéll as a new awareness of evaluation capacity gaps
throughout all levels of the organization. Through a comprehensive assessment involving
listening sessions, workshops, interviews, the CDC concluded that it needed to:

- develop a working definition of evaluation within the organization and health sector;

- formulate an evaluation framework;

- create a focal point for leadership on evaluation within the organization;

- build an evaluation-literate workforce;

- nurture a culture of accountability; and

- share evaluation information across the agency.

The assessment revealed that evaluation was being done with significant variability
across units in the organization, a reflection of the wide diversity of partners, funding
arrangements, and health topics. Evaluations were often conducted by subcontractors
independently of program staff and leaders. The CDC established an Evaluation Workihg
Group (www.cdc.gov/eval) to solicit recommendations from staff and partners and develop
plans for building evaluation capacity. The working group, comprised of representativés from
every center, institute or office and open to all interested parties, established an evaluation
framework and continues to provide evaluation leadership and consultation to program staff
and stakeholders (CDC 2004).

The first tasks of the working group included setting up an evaluation website to serve
as a focal point, Iisteriing to input through extensive workshops and interviews, and
conducting a literature review of organizatio.nal evaluation frameworks. After six months to
compile recommendations and ideas, a national satellite training program was used to-
introduce the draft framework to about 10,000 staff members and partners. The working-
group logged over 200 observations and recommendations and sorted them. The input led to
a set of 12 recommendations relating to evaluation practice and institutional changes needed
to enhance evaluation. The recommendations were:

- designate coordinators and staff dedicated to evaluation;

- dedicate funds to evaluation;

- create logic models that link work of all levels of the organization;

- create technical assistance directories for staff assistance with evaluation;

create incentives systems for evaluation practices;

- designate an organizational lead or champion for evaluation;

- develop an evaluation consultation corps for staff assistance;

- train staff in evaluation methodology to establish a common vocabulary and
understanding of evaluation; '

)

- produce materials to support practice and share findings with stakeholders; and

- sustain leadership over time, not just in the early months and years of the initiative.
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The authors cite the CDC’s transparent, neutral process for the broad support it
received across the organization for the evaluation framework. The “listening sessions” (such
as brown bag sessions, group interviews) and meetings involving whole branches or divisions
were cited for their role in the success.

Recurring themes arising from the process were: -

- a need for a common evaluation language;

- a need for clearer communications of program goals and expectations from the top

down; '

" - reframing the organizational culture to that of a learning organization where failures
are an expected and accepted as part of management, so evaluation is not
resisted but seen as a part of sound management; and

- capacity building efforts cannot proceed in isolation of other forces affecting change

in the organization, and that evaluation strategies should align with those changes
(changes such as increasing community involvement in heaith activities and

improved information and data management systems).

The working group operated under several key principles: 1) evaluation is best when
considered at the program level and integrated in program operations; 2) agency-wide
coordination is essential; 3) adequate resources are néeded tov conduct sound evaluatidns; 4)
greater capacity is needed for internal evaluation at all organizational levels; 5) support is
needed for partners to participate; and 6) leadership, incentives, and long-term culture
change are necessary. '

Field testing of the framework was done in 1998-1999 and interest throughout the
organization was high. The framework was revised using consultations with staff and partners.
The final framework was disseminated in over 60,000 copies worldwide by email or mail.
Numerous adaptations have been published by various units of CDC and its partners using the
framework as a guide. Other spin-offs such as revisions to staff training and orientation have
utilized the new framework. ,

The CDC is now seen as an important source of information and expertise in program
evaluation by other institutions. The Evaluation Working Group remains a viable force within
the CDC, with a continuing mandate to provide products and services related to improvement
of evaluation and institutional support for evaluation. The working group affirmed that the
process of evaluation capacity building is a perfnanent and on-going task, not a one-time
initiative. The CDC received the President’s Prize at the annual meeting of the American
Evaluation Association in 1999 in recognition of the framework and the process of developing
it. '

CDC organizational leaders learned some important lessons that provide insight to

other organizations seeking to improve their evaluation capacity: 1) people and organizations
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learn about evaluation by doing it. Taking time to reflect on lessons by comparing against
-program evaluation standards such as the Joint Committee on Standards for Education
Evaluation is also a key to effectivé capacity building. 2) Resistance to evaluation can be
overcome if leaders can circﬁmvent the natural instinct of their staff to avoid criticism by
emphasizing the learning aspect of evaluation, by depersonalizing results, and sharing results
of evaluations of their own work even when it may report negative findings. 3) Building
evaluation capacity change is-incremental and gradual, and leaders should take advantage of
“teachable moments” such as reorganizations to introduce changes. 4) Knowing the
organization’s culture is one of the most valuable assets in developing an evaluation culture.

Further, the case study showed that evaluations’ special role is to draw together the
processes that are usually fragmented in organizations such as planning, research,
infrastructure building, policy setting, marketing, decision making and leadership. All these
systems are necessary in the process of building capacity for evaluation within organizations.
2.9 Bennett’'s Hierarchy .

In his report, “Analyzing Impact of Extension Programs,” national CSREES Extension leader
Claude Bennett introduced an evaluation model that has become a standard tool for planning
and assessing impacts of Extension programs (Bennett 1976). “Bennett’s Hierarchy of
Evidence” describes a series of staircase levels of evidence of program impacts, beginning at
the bottom step with “inputs” (allocation of resources to a program) and progressing to the
top step, the “end result” (measuring impacts of a program on long-term goals or conditions).
Evidence of program impact at each ascending step is progressively more substantia! albeit
more difficult, costly, and time-consuming to measure. According to Bennett, higher-level
evaluations provide stronger evidence of impact than “lower level” evaluations.

At the lowest level on the Hierarchy, an Extension practitioner measures and reports
on the amount of dollars allocated to a project as an indicator of program success (level 1:
Inputs, as shown in Figure 2-2). While these data are easy to obtain, they do not say much
about “what difference” the program makes. Higher in the Hierarchy, however, Extension
practitioners measure changes in knowledge, opinions (also called attitude), skills and
aspirations of the target audience as a result of their program (level 5, "KASA”). This kind of
evidence shows that the program leads to more substantive change than lower points on the
Hierarchy. '

The highest level of Bennett’s Hierarchy shows process toward a long-term objective
such as increased species diversity in areas where species loss has occurred (level 7: End
Results). In most cases, the attainment of Level 7 is only theoretical since it is usually
impossible to isolate other factors that may influence the end result (for example, changes in
regulations could also lead to increased number of species). '

Bennett also asserted that the “harder” the data available at each step, the more an

evaluation can be relied upon for decision making.'Examples of hard data include direct
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observations of changed behaviour and results of “pre” and “post” skills tests. “Soft data” by
contrast, include information such as retrospective reports by farmers regarding their changes
in practice or perceptions of skills gained. Furthermore, evaluations using controlled
experiments provide stronger evidence than naturalistic studies, or in other words, surveys

provide weaker evidence than methods used in experimental research.

Level 7 -
End results Impacts on long-term goais or conditions
Level 6 Behavioural changes
Practice

Level 5 Changes in Knowledge, Attitudes, Skills, and
KASA Aspirations .

Level 4

Reactions How participants reacted to the program

Level 3

Participation Who participated and how many

Level 2

Activities Activities participants were involved in

Level 1 Resources dedicated to the program, such as money/time
Inputs

Figure 2-2 Bennett’s Hierarchy of Extension Program Evaluation. Source: Bennett, Claude F.

1977. Analyzing Impacts of Extension Programs. Washington D.C. U.S. Department of
Agriculture Extension Service. ‘

While Bennett’s Hierarchy is still currently widely used by Extension organizations for
evaluation, some scholars, including Bennett himself, have modified the Hierarchy to reflect ‘
the increasing complexity of extension program goals (such as achievement of sustainable
agriculture) (Suvedi et al. 2003)) and recognition of the links between program plann.ing and
evaluation. Bennett and Rockwell (1995) developed and tested a modified version of the
Hierarchy called the “Targeting Outcomes of Programs” (TOP) model that is used by some
Extension organizations to integrate program planning and evaluation (Bennett and Rockwell
2004). The TOP model is similar to Bennett’'s Hierarchy except that it includes an additional
component to show the how the seven levels are alse appropriate in program planning. The
right-hand side of TOP’s “"V” shape is the original Hierarchy; the addition of a left-hand side of
the “V” depicts the seven levels in reverse order to show levels of planning. In other words,

the levels of program planning are shown by the seven levels in descending order on the left-
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hand side of the “V,” while evaluation is depicted by ascending the modél on the right-hand
side of the “V.” v ‘

Suvedi et al. (2003) integrated Bennett’s Hierarchy with a model often used by
international development organizations in evaluating interventions directed at sustainable
developvmer'lt, called the “Driving Force-State-Response” Model. They proposéd this hybrid
framework for assessing the two highest levels of the Hierarchy (practice changes and impacts
on long-term goals - levels 6 and 7) for extension programs such as those aimed at complex
constructs such as sustainable agriculture, for which there are social, environmental, and
economic indicators of success. Examples of driving force, state, and response indicators are

. policy changes, increased networking levels among farmers, and increased investments in
research and education; these are indirect forces that influence longer-term outcomes.

Despite these modified versions of Bennett’s Hierarchy, the original model remains a

common tool among Extension organizations for evaluation (Bennett and Rockwell 2004).

2.10 Theories of motivation

Methods for studying NREP program evaluation behaviour among NREPs are grounded in
several motivation theories that developed in the fields of psychology in the early and mid-20'™"
century. Some of these have beeh used for several decades as the basis for employee
incentive programs in corporations throughout North America. Motivation has been defined as
“the complex of forces, drives, needs, tensions, states or other internal psychological
mechanisms that start and maintain activity toward the achievement of personal goals” (Hoy
and Miskel 1978); Luthans (1995) defined motivation as “a process that starts with a
physiological or psychological deficiency or need that activates behaviour or a drive that is
aimed at a goal or incentive.” Work motivation is considered a “set of energetic forces that
originate both within as well as beyond an individual’s being to initiate work-related behaviour,
and to determine its form, duration, and intensity” (Pinder 1984). Katzell and Thompson
(1990) define work motivation as “a broad construct pertaining to the conditions and
processes that account for the arousal, direction, magnitude, and maintenance of effort in a -
person’s job.” For this thesis, I will assume that work motivation is an interactive set of forces
derived both externally and internally that influence work behaviours.

Motivation theories are widely used in the education and organizatidnal development
fields to help educators and managers understand what leads students and employees to
certain behaviours (Lawton and Rose 1994; Ka.tzell and Thompson 1990). Managers desire to
know what factors motivate employees to exhibit certain behaviours so that they can .create a
work environment that leads to higher work productivity (Pardee 1990). The purpose of
motivation theory is to explain how behaviour is initiated, sustained, directed, and stopped. It
is assumed that a highly motivated individual will perform better than oné with low levels of

motivation.
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There is no single unifying theory of human motivation in the literature and the
divergent theories represent varying worldviews (O'Neill and Drillings 1994). Contrasting
theories provide the basis for debate between “work environment” or an “individual’s
characteristics” as the explanatory factors behind work motivation and behaviour. Three

categories of motivational theories considered in this study include 1) non-cognitive theories

such as reinforcement theory (Skinner 1953 and Pavlov 1960) and life-course theory

(Featherm'an 1983); 2) cognitive theories such as personal investment’theory (Maehr and

Bréskamp 1986), goal theory. (Sims and Lorenzi 1992) and self-efficacy theory (Bandura
1977); and 3) hygiené theory (Herzberg 1991) (see Table 2-4). Cognitive theories emphasize
conscious goal setting, while non-cognitive theories emphasize stimulus/response factors.
Hygiene theory relates to factors in a work environment that influence job satisfaction and
dissatisfaction. Motivatiénal factors have been categorized as either exogeneous (focused on
variables that can be manipulated by external agents)bor endogenous (variables such as
attitude and other personal attributes inherent in the individual or that change indirectly in
response to external variables) (Katzell and Thompson 1990).

Table 2-4 Theories related to work motivation
Theory category Theory name Author/Researcher
. associated with theory
Non-cognitive Reinforcement Skinner 1953, Pavlov 1960
Life-course theory Elder 1985 '
Cognitive theory Personal investment theory Maeher and Braskamp 1986
) : Goal theory Sims and Lorenzi 1992
Self-efficacy theory Bandura 1977
Hygiene theory ) Herzberg 1991

2.10.1 Non-cognitive theories: reinforcement theory and life-course theory
Sometimes called operant or learning theory, the reinforcement theory is-based on the work of

Paviov (1960), who developed the theory of conditioned reflexes in the late 19" century and
Skinner (1953), whose theories about the influential nature of consequences on behaviour
dominated the psychology literature for many years (Locke and Latham 1994). Reinforcement
- theories assert that behaviours are controlled by the existence of stimuli that induce a learned
response in an individual. Actions taken by an individual in a given situation are influenced by
the consequences of behaviours from the same or similar stimuli in the past (e.g., “I was
rewarded for a given behaviour in the bast, so I will do it again”). Managers apply
reinforcement strategies (rewards and disincentives) to increase or maintain desirable
behaviours and decrease or eliminate undesirable behaviours. This framework began to enter
organizational literature and teaching texts in the 1970s, and was especially focused on
manager-employee relationships. It attempted to explain how managers inf4l.uence behaviour

of employees by structuring rewards (also called incentives) and disincentives and has formed
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the basis of many business leadership programs (Sims and Lorenzi 1992). Behaviourist
theories underlie many common incenti\}e programs such as sales commissions and employees
of the month recognition programs (Kohn 1993). Behaviourist préctices' are still widely used in
the work environment, although there is belief by some that these practices do not lead to
true motivation (Kohn 1993, Locke and Lantham 1994).

Sims and Lorenzi (1992) believe that rewards and disincentives are used by
organizations in fivé categories:‘ material, symbolic, social, task, and self-administered.
Material incentives constitute a direct or indirect financial reward to the employee. Symbolic
refers to psychological rewards and can be either tangible or intangible. Social reward}s are
interpersonal. Task rewards include those directly related to the design of job tasks, such as

levels of autonomy or scheduling flexibility. Examples of the categories are in Table 2-5.

Table 2-5 Examples of organizational rewards and disincentives
Rewards Examples
Material Wages
Symbolic Plaques, awards, promotions
Social Praise, feedback, recognition, positive verbal and non-verbal
communications
Task | Enriched job, preferred task assignments, new ]Ob respon5|b|I|t|es
- : flexible work hours
Self-Administered Self recognition, self-praise, sense of accomplishment

Disincentives

Material ' Dismissal from job, loss of opportunity for promotion/tenure, not
rehired for future programs

Symbolic Involuntary transfer to another location

Social Non-verbal disapproval, social isofation, lack of feedback

Task ’ Boring, repetitive work, close supervision or control

Self-Administered Sense of failure, guilt, shame, sense of “letting the group -down”

(adapted from Sims and Lorenzi 1992)

The assumptions underlying the behaviourist approach to employee motivation are
debated in the literature (Locke and Lantham 1994, Kohn 1993, Brody 1983). Kohn (1993)
asserts that while the majority of U.S. corporations use inceﬁtives to motivate employees, a
growing collection of evidence shows that incentives do not motivate employees to perform
their work, they only motivate employees to receive the reward (Kohn 1993). She asserts

that behaviourism is fundamentally flawed because the assumptions behind them are flawed.

_ Critics believe that while incentives may modify behaviours in the short term, they do not lead

to sustained changes in attitudes and behaviour over time. Incentives do not create
commitment to an action. A meta-analysis of 98 studies about incentives (Guzzo et al. 1985)

showed that goal setting had far greater impact on productivity than salary incentives. Kohn
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believes that incentives are used because they are easy to implement and typically provide
immediate results, but that they provide only temporary compliance, not motivation.

The life-course theory éays that personal goals vary with age and stage of career
(Elder 1985). Elder defines life course as the interconnected trajectories that a person has as
he or she ages through life. He believes that each career stage and age has a distinct set of -
pressures that lead individuals to behave in certain ways. He also states that interventions
are most effective if they are sensitive to the developmental needs and capabilities of‘
particular age periods in the life span (Elder 1985). In the context of Extension evaluation,
this theory would assert that that the variation in evaluation attitudes and behaviours of

NREPs could be explained by a person’s age and stage of life.

2.10.2 Cognitive theories: goal theory, personal investment theory, and self-
efficacy theory

Cognitive theories assume that people make behavioural decisions through conscious
(cognitive) intentions and assessing potential gains and losses of their choices of behaviour.
Goal theory as described by Sims and Lorenzi (1992) and Katzell and Thompson {1990) is
based on the premise that the process of developing clear, specific and challenging but
attainable goals is a major motivationa! force in individuals. While reinforcement theorists
believe that learned response is the key motivational factor, goal theorists claim that one’s
personal goals are the most critical precursor to behaviour. This theory says that an
individual’s motivation to perform is associated with their sense of freedom and expectation to
set their own goals. In a work context, this theory asserts that a management style that relies
on employee initiative in setting and meeting goals is more effective in motivéting employees
to perform than reinforcement. Employees with goals perform at higher levels than do people
without goals. More challenging goals lead to higher performance than easier goals (Sims and
Lorenzi 1992).

Extension adminis&rators who apply the goal theory of motivation are more likely to
work with employees to establish goals relating to their programs and evaluation efforts than
to rely on rewards and disincentives to affect evaluation behaviour.

With personal investment fheory (Maehr and Braskamp 1986), it is argued that
motivation to perform a task depends on the value or meaning that an individual places on the
task and that one’s estimates of personal control over a situation, self-competence, and
desired outcomes are determinants of behaviour. This theory considers both individual and
contextual (environmental) factors. ’

In self-efficacy theory, work behaviour is determined by an individual’s assessment of
their ability to accomplish a task (Bandura 1977). In other words, the level of engagement in
the fask is associated with confidence in one’s ability to meet outcomes. Self-efficacy is not a
stagnant or “stand alone” concept; it is dynamic and influenced by the nature of the task, the

level of desirability of the outcome, perceptions about access to resources, sense of control,
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and past successes with the task. Unlike self-esteem, which is a more global concept, self-
efficacy refers to confidencev‘in accomplishing specific tasks.

Socialization theory suggests that individuals develop attitudes and patterns of
behaviour through early socialization. Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) use this theory in their
study on university faculty motivation, predicting that faculty attitudes towards conducting and
publishing research are acquired during professional training. Socialization theory, therefore,
would predict that NREPs who are educated in institutions where program evaluation is an
explicit value and program emphasis will be more likely to value and use evaluation than those

who attended institutions that did not emphasize this.

2.10.3 Herzberg’'s hygiene theory
Frederick Herzberg (1923-2000) devised a motivation framework during the 1950s and 1960s

for factors that he believed affected work attitudes and behaviours that built on the cognitive
and non-cognitive traditions. He found that certain factors directly related to their work
environment tended to'causg a worker to feel satisfied or dissatisfied with his or her

job. Herzberg’s premise was that certain factors such as company policy, supervision,
interpersonal relations, working cdnditions, and salary are “hygiene factors” rather than
motivators. The absence of these factors can lead to job dissatisfaction but their presence
does not necessarily lead to job motivation. He offered six factors he considered motivators or
“satisfiers”: 1) achievement, 2) recognition, 3) the work itself, 4) responsibility, 5)
advancement, and 6) growth, as described by Pardee (1990).

Herzberg attempted to distill what he considers as the myths of incentives and
disincentives (HerzBerg 1991). He distinguished between “motivation” and "movement,”
saying that both incentives and disincentives may lead to movement but not necessarily to
motivation. ‘He reviewed several common personnel practices that are designed by
management to motivate employees and describes how these practices may lead to short-
term movement but not sustained /motivation. He uses an analogy of a battery-charged
generator: ‘ |

"7 éan charge a person’s battery, and then recharge it, and recharge it again. Butitis
only when one has a generator of one’s own that we can talk about motivation. One
then needs no outside stimulation. One wants to do it. "

Accordin‘g to Herzberg'’s theory, for a worker to be happy and productive, certai‘n
environmental factors must not cause discomfort. Although the elimination of thése
environmental discomforts may make a worker less dissatisfied, it will not necessarily
motivate them. Herzberg believed that workers get motivated through feeling responsible for

and connected to their work, not through rewards. In highly motivated individuals, the work
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itself is rewarding. Managers who wish to apply this theory can give employees more authority
over the job and offer direct individual feedback.

' Herzberg argued that while underpaying an employee can serve as a dissatisfier, it _
does not mean that more money will increase job satisfaction or increased motivation (Kohn
1993). Kohn (1993) agrees: “Very few things threaten an organization as much as a hoard of
incentive-driven individuals trying to curry favour with the incentive dispenser.” Incentive

systems can also mask underlying systemic organizational issues and stifle creativity since

" people are less inclined to take risks or explore possibilities because they are more concerned

with what they will get for con"‘lpleting a task. Rewards are the enemy of exploration, according
to Kohn (1993). Kohn (1993) says that over 70 studies show that rewards and disincentives
are not only ineffective in the long-run, but are counterproductive. She believes this is .
because rewards distract from the natural tendency to learn, achieve, and satisfy natural
curiousity (Maddock and Fulton 1998). ' _

Katzell and Thompson (1990) have synthesized a vast body of research and theory
regarding work motivation and have distilled the findings into seven “motivation imperatives:”
a) Make sure that workers’ motive-s and values are appropriate for the jobs on which they are
placed, b) make jobs attractive to and consistent with workers’ motives and values c) define
work goals that are clear, chailenging, attractive, and attainable, d) provide workers with
personal and. material resources that facilitate their effectiveness, e) create supportive social
environments, f) reinforce performance, and g) harmonize all of these elements into a

consistent focus on quality of work-life.

2.10.4 Summary of the motivational theories
Cognitive theories and non-cognitive theories are derived from very distinct views about

human nature. Non-cognitive theories assume that behaviour can be influenced by
manipulating rewards and incentives, while cognitive theories place more emphasis on the
individual’s ability to respond cognitively to stimuli. Yet, this research is not designed to
debate the merits of either theory in influencing évaluation behaviours. In fact, some authors
accept the notion that we can affect change if we apply managerial practices based on both
cognitive and non-cognitive theories. They state that most organizational scholars now agree
that several theories contribute to understanding of what influences the behaviour of an
employee and should be applied in conjunction with each other (Sims and Lorenzi 1992).
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3.0 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Goals for natural l;esource Extension in the United States have been expanding in recent years -
in response to changing public values (S. Reed, Director, Forestry Extension, Oregon State
University, pers. comm., June 2002). In addition to their historic role in educating non-
industrial private forestland owners, Extension natural resource professionals-are also now
focusing on broader public amenities such as watershed protection, wildlife, and other non-
timber forest resources. More new natural resource Extension positions focus on water quality
and other non-timber-related topics than ever before (M. Koelling, Professor of Forestry,
Michigan Statue University, pers. comm., Sept. 2002). The relatively recent national Public
Issues Education Initiative focuses on public education of community and natural resources
(OSU Extension 2001). ' }

The success of natural resource and agriculture Extension programs has historically
been measured using indicators related to changes in knowledge, skills, attitudes, aspirations,
and practices of private land owners for improvements related to the “benefit of themselves
and society,” with an emphasis on income-generation for the landowner (Hamilton and Biles
' 1998). However, as goals of natural resource'Extension expand to reflect broader priorities,
indicators of success have also expanded. Demonstrating success toward goals relating to
public values requires more than accounting for the number of programs, dollars spent,
numbers of participants, and practices and income associated with private land. Some
measure of the protection and enhancement of public values is now an essential part of the '
evaluation equation. Developing indicators of success has been a challenge as these goalé
expand. ‘

However, even before the expansion of goals that made evaluation more complex, the .
Cooperative State Research and Extension Education Service (CSREES) had already identified
a gap between the need to document impacts and the practice of evaluation. An internal
document from 1977 reported that evaluation at all levels of the organization had been “short
on impacts and long on documenting participation and activity levels of programs” (Warner
and Christenson 1984). In other words, reports included information on who participated{ and
what they participated in, rather than the difference that their participation made vis-a-vis
longer-term goais. The National Extension Committee on Organization and the Policy Task
Force on Evaluation pointed to the tendency among managers to take their program’s
. legitimacy for granted and only in crisis to “rally to save the organization” (Warner and
Christenson 1984). The corhmittees recommended that policies be deyeloped to induce more
program evaluation by Extension practitioners for local programs.

Some state-level Extension offices have begun to re-examine performance standards
for theirvemp'loyees in light of increased demand for accountability (Cooper and Graham
2001). The number of core competehcies identified for individual Extension practitioners,

including competencies in program evaluation, has increased over time. Even as early as the
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1970s, Extension evaluation was encouraged at all levels of the organization; local-level
practitiovners were encouraged to gain more knowledge and skills in program evaluation and
demonstrate longer-term impacts through formal data coIIeCtion, not just informal observation
(Bennett 1976). Despite this early discussion, evaluation practibces still remain highly variable
across states. :

Thé effectiveness of any organization depends on the motivational level of its
employees (Lindner 1998). Since demonstration of iong-term impacts of Extension programs
is expected, then high Ievels.of employee motivation to conduct program evaluation is
paramount. According to Geering (1980), there are many interactive factors that explain the
variation in performance level among employees. Intrinsic (personal) factors such as ability,
personality, and background account for some differences. ‘Extrinsic (external) factors such as
organizational structure, the nature of the work, leadership style, and reward systems also
affect employee performance levels. Across the U.S., there are several variations in the nature
of natural resource Extension positions. For example, in some states, NREP positions are
tenure-track while others are not, some NREPs have achieved tenure and some have not, and
some NREP positions are partly or fully funded through grant (“soft”) dollars while others are
core-funded. These variations could be associated with different levels of mbtivation and
behaviours for conducting evaluation. '

No previous stu'dy has been conducted to describe NREP practices in program
evaluation across the U.S. or to identify factors associated with their practice of program
evaluation. Extension administrators have little information to guide them in creating réwards
and disincentives, recruitment, performance standards, and training to enhance program
evaluation conducted by NREPs. If managers create incentives and disincentives and other
,programs to boost evaluation practice in the absence of good information about what makes
NREPs “tick” regarding progrém evaluation, they could be investing in the wrong places for the
wrong reasons. Pardee (1990) suggests: “in order to understand how to motivate their
subordinates, managers need to know what energizes human behaviour.” A better
understanding of what is behind NREPs program evaluation behaviours will help administrators
place the “right” emphases in the “right” places to encourage and empower local-NREPs to

conduct higher level program evaluations.
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4.0 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

Motivational theories lead to a framework for examining the factors that influence program:
evaluation behaviour among NREPs. I hypothesized that the level of program evaluation '
conducted by NREPs is a function of intrinsic and extrinsic factors, and personal characteristics
of NREPs. I surmised that positive attitudes toward program evaluation and perceived
organizational support for evaluation, combined with various personal characteristics such as
evaluation confidence levels, age, and years of experience are associated with levels of

" program evaluation conducted.

My eight research hypotheses are outlined in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1 Research Hypotheses

1) There is a positive linear relationship between “attitude toward program evaluation”
and “level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of the time in the past 12 months.” The
higher the attitude score of NREPs toward program evaluation, the higher the level of
evaluation that has been conducted by NREPs most of the time in the past 12 months.

2) There is a positive linear relationship between “perceived organizational commitment”
and “level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of the time in the past 12 months.” The
higher the perceived commitment of the organization to evaluation, the higher the level of
evaluation that has been conducted by NREPs most of the time in the past 12 months.

3) The level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of the time in the past 12 months differs
by age (older NREPs conduct higher levels of evaluation than younger NREPs).

4) The level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of the time in the past 12 months differs
by years of experience in the Extension profession. (NREPs with more years of experience
conduct higher levels of evaluation than less experienced NREPs).

5) The level of evaluation conducted.by NREPs most of the time in the past 12 months differs
by funding source. (NREPs whose positions have a higher percentage of grant/soft funds
conduct higher levels of evaluation).

6) The level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of the time in the past 12 months differs
by position classification. (NREPs whose positions are considered “tenure track” have
conducted higher-level evaluations in the past 12 months than those whose positions are not
“tenure track”).

7) The level of evaluation conducted by NREPs in the past 12 months differs by tenure
status. NREPs whose positions are “tenure track” but who have not yet achieved tenure
status have conducted higher-level evaluations in the past 12 months than those whose
positions are tenure-track but who have already achieved tenure status.

8) The level of evaluation conducted by NREPs in the past 12 months differs by whether they
believe their personnel performance appraisal is based on the basis of program
evaluation behaviour. (NREPs who believe their personnel performance is based on the level
of program evaluation conducted conduct higher-level evaluations than those who don’t
believe their personnel performance is based on the program evaluation conducted).
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5.0 RESEARCH METHODS

5.1 Research design _ A
This study “described and interpreted conditions and reIationsHips that exist” (Ary et al. 1996).
It was impractical to conduct this study using traditional experimental design techniques
because the variabies occurred in a natural, not a manipulated environment. Independent
variables were not controlled because NREPs were studied in their natural work environment.
I used a web-based survey using a commercial survey tool called “Zoome‘rang”1 using
followed guidelines outlined by Dillman and Salant (1994). The survey included questions
relating to NREP characteristics as well as attitude and behaviour relating to program
evaluation, including sources of motivation for conducting program evaluation. Questions
relating to current and desired skill level in program evaluation and available resources were -
asked. Respondents were also asked in which U.S. state they work, but that variable was not
used in the analysis because of potential breach of confidentiality (some states had only one
or a few respondents) and because state of employment is not a factor related to the
hypotheses. '

Recent literature reveals both limitations and advantages of web-based surveys compared
with mail, telephone or in-person surveys (Schonlau et al. 2002). While they are thought to be
much faster than conventional survey modes, there is at best only marginal improvement in
overall response times. Not all computer programs or computers can support the
commercially available survey tools. Because the technology has the capability of limiting
missing answers by forcing responses on certain key questions, I chose not to make most
questions mandafory because of the risk that respondents would stop completing the survey.
One typical shortcoming of web-based surveys is coverage error because it is expected that
not all respondents have access to computers (Schonlau et al. 2002). In the case of this
survey, however, all respondents had e-mail and web access through their work, but at least
12 individuals indicated difficulty in accessing or submitting the survey because of limitations
in their systems. Five surveys were submitted from respondents by facsimile. Seven surveys
were completed and submitted but were not recorded by Zoomerang. Some respondents who
generally receive high numbers of e-mail messages may have deleted the survey before
responding. Because “snail mail” is now less common in some cases than e-mail, a mail
survey could be less likely to lead to non-response than a web-based survey. To counteract
this, I sent reminders from my personal email address rather than the Zoomerang return
address and addressed each recipient using their first names. Response rate increased

significantly after the reminder was sent.

1 iy . . .
Zoomerang is an on-line survey software created in 1999 by MarketTools, Inc. and can be accessed at
www,zoomerang.com
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5.2 Population and sample

The target population included 523 natural resource Extension practitioners in the 50 states of
the U.S. who work under the Coopera_tive State Research and Extension Education Service
(CSREES). The entire target population received a questionnaire and 224 county/region-
based and campus-based completed and returned the questionnaire. Five respondents who
reported having less than 20% of their work devoted to Extension were not included in the .'
analysis, leaving 219 uséable surveys at a response rate of 42%. Given the small size of the
population, the low cost of sampling, and the ease of obtaining NREP email addresses, it was
reasonable to conduct a census rather than a random sample of the population. The responses
can be considered a random sample for the purposes of running the statistical tests; the risk
of bias from non-responses in my study is the same as for a random sample, as indicated by a
non-respondent survey described in 5.3.

In most states, NREPs included both carhpus-based and ‘county-based personnel. 1
obtained an initial e-mail address list of those identified as working in forestry, urban forestry,
or forest products utilization from the Cooperative State Research Extension Education Service
(CSREES) website and confirmed the list by contacting each state’s Extension administrative
offices and for complete lists.

Given rapid changes in email and web use, it is difficult to determine-a reasonable
response rate for a web-based survey. While one would expect a very high response rate
because of the ease and immediacy of the World Wide Web compared with telephone.or mail
surveys, it could be lower because of email overload, fears about viruses, and increased
competition for respondents’ attention due to increased email traffic. Changes in email and
web culture and use occur rapidly, affecting the likelihood of response (such as “smarter”
viruses that lead to greater caution by potential respondents in opening email messages from
unfamiliar email addresses). For these réasons, there is not a widely accepted response rate
for web-based surveys. However, a 42% response rate was considered very acceptable for this

study.

5.3 Sampling non-respondents

To avoid non-response bias that can result when there is a difference between respondents
and non-respondents, I randomly selected 30 non-respondents and conducted a brief email
survey asking five demographic and job-related questions (see Appendix B) to aim for a 10%
sample of non-respondents. I randomly selected the number 8 and surveyed every 10" name
from the list of non-respondents (non-respondents numbers 8, 18, 28, etc). The first set of
non-respondent surveys produced only seven responses. I followed up with a second personal
email to 50 more randomly selected NREPs (every sixth name, starting with the randomly
chosen number 2 (non-respondents numbers 2, 8, i4 etc.) that led to a total of thirty surveys
returned. They answered questions about job classification, position classification, tenure A

status, percent of salary from soft funds, and yeérs in Extension.
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Thirty-four percent of respondents were tenure-traék while 50% of non-respondents
were tenure-track. Slightly more non-respondents (57%) than respondents (47%) were
campus-based. Non-respondents received a lower portion of their salary from soft funds
(mean of 15% compared with mean of 28%).

To determine the statistical difference between respondents and non-respondents for
the categorical variables, I ran a Z-test to test differences between proportions for which a z-
test is required (Fields 2000). With samples greater than 30, the t-test converges with the z-
test. Since the z scores 'were each less than the critical z of 1.96, there were no significant
differences between respondenfs and non—res.pondénts for those variables. I also ran
independent sample t-tests using the two continuous variables to determine if there was a
significant difference in means between respondents and non-respondents with regards to
percent of salary from grant ("soft”) funds, and years in Extension (see Table 5-2 and Table 5-
3). For years in Extension, I can assume equal variances (p < .05, Levene’s test) and the
significance was p= .482 which means there is no significant difference. However, for the
percent of salary from grént ("soft”) funds, I could not assume equal variances (p > .05,
Levene’s test), and the p was .043, which means that I could not reject the null hypothesis of
no difference. In other words, respondents had a significantly higher percentage of their
salary funded by soft funds than non-respondents. However, since significance was not high,
and it was the only difference found between respondents and non-respondents, I proceeded
on the assumption that statistical inferences could be made from the existing data.

Table 5-1 Differences between respondents and non-respondents-categorical variables

The top percent indicates Respondents Non-respondents Z scores
respondent ratio; the
bottom number
represents the number
of respondents selecting

the option. .
Campus-based 47% 57% - -.83
102 17

Have tenure-track 34% 50% -1.18
positions 72 15
Have achieved 28% 33% -.24
tenure (of total) 61 10
Table 5-2 Summary statistics between respondents and non-respondents by years of
Extension

N Mean Std. t-value Sig.

Deviation

Respondents 217 12.73 9.251 -.705 .482
non- 30 14,03 10.473
respondents :

Mean difference = -1.29
Levene’s test- equal variances assumed F= 1.451, p= .230
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Table 5-3 Summary statistics between respondents and non-respondents by percent
salary from grant (“soft”) dollars .

N Mean Std. t-value Sig.
Deviation
Respondents 217 28.24 40.070 1.696 .043
Non- 30 15.33 30.398
respondents

Mean difference = 12.90
Levene’s test- equal variances not assumed F= 11,618, p = .001

5.4 Data collection methods
The Behavioural Research Ethics Board of the University of British Columbia issued a
Certificate of Approval for my survey, cover letter, and research methodology in June 2003. 1
recruited evaluation specialists from the Extension Education Evaluation Topical Interest Group
(EEE-TIG) of the American Evaluation Association and other U.S.-based Extension specialists
to review the survey tool for face and content validity. Six individuals reviewed the draft and
made comments for improving clarity. Their recommendations led to wording changes in the
survey questions and instructions, such as the addition of.questions pertaining to cpnfidence
and promotion and tenure. One reviewer recommended changing a question from "Is your
position funded from soft funds or core funds?” to “What perc_entage of your salary is funded
from soft (grant) funds?” to capture those whose salaries are partially funded by soft (grant)
funds. '

I obtained technical assistance in setting up the web-based survey and'ensuréd that
the database was compatible with the data analysis software (Statistical Package for Socia!
Sciences - SPSS- Version 11.0). In October and Noyember 2003, I conducted a pilot survey

‘of 4-H Agents in Oregon using the Zoomerang survey tool, in cooperation with the state 4-H

office. Fifty-four surveys were e-mailed to 4-H agents and 33 were completed and submitted
after an introductory e-mail message from the 4-H Program Leader to each agent and two e-
mail reminders from me. I made several wording changes (such as adding queétions on “gut
reaction,” “greatest barriers” and “"Which of the following most closely describes how you

evaluate your programs most of the time?”) to the national natural resources survey too! as a

. result of what I learned on the pilot study.

I obtained a mailing list from the CSREES ‘Personnel in Forest Management and Wood
Products’ directory (http://www.reusda.gov/nre/forestry/fordirect.htm) and cross-checked the
list and contact information with each state Extension Office or university websites between
June and November 2003. Many states had significant additions. Because this was an
electronic survey, I did not attempt to obtain pdstal mailing lists.

The survey conéisted of 30 closed and open questions, including foyur multi-part
questions. Two questions were 5-point Likert-scale index questions focused on perceived
organizational commitment to evaluation and attitudes about program evaluation. Other

questions related to barriers to program evaluation, behaviours regarding program evaluation,
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sources of evaluation information, motivating factors, confidence levels; skills gaps,
respondent characteristics, and recommendations for imp'roving the evaluation practice within
their organizafion. The survey questions are listed in Appendix A.

Closed questions pravided data that lent themselves readily to quantitative analysis,
while open 'questioris provided depth of respondent viewpoints and experiences. Four open
questions asked respondents to elaborate on a) evaluations they have conducted other than
end-of-event questionnaires, b) barriers to evaluation, c) recommendations to improve the
practice of evaluation in fheir organizations, and d) other comments. All responses are
included in appendices C-E. Four questions that represented key variables were “mandatory;”
in other words, respondents could not submit the questionnaire until those questions were
answered. The mandatory questions were selected to ensure a balance between ensuring
critical data and risking that respondents would abandon the questionnaire. Mandatory
questions included a) whether or not they conducted evaluation in the past twelve months, in
what state they work, their job classification, and highest education level. (The variable, “how
they evaluate programs most of the time,” should have been mandatory, but this was
inadvertently left out. Fortunately, only six respondents chose not to answer this key
question). ‘

I used a summated rating scale (Spector 1992; Ary et al. 1996) to measure two of the
independent variables (attitude and perceived organizational commitment). Summated rating
scales are multivariate measures used to assess complex psychpmetric properties such as
perceptions and attitudes. When responses to multiple sub-questions (which can also be
called indicators) about a single concept such as perceived organizational commitment to
program evaluation are averaged, they provide a more reliable indicator of the concept
(Spector 1992; Ary et al. 1996). Survey question 7 (perceived organizational commitment)
had 6 items in the scale and survey question 14 had 11 items. The summated scores for
survey question numbers 7 and 14 were obtained by summing the scores of the sub-que’stions
then averaging the values of the responses. :

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used to quantify the magnitude of intercorrelation or
internal consistency of summated rating scales (where 1.0 means a perfect correlation among
items in the scale. The closer to 1.0, the better the scale indicates the concept being tested).
The alpha coefficient was .58 for survey question 14 and .77 for survey question 7. By
removing three items in the index of question 14 (sub-questions 14g, 14h, and 14j), the’
reliability alpha increased to .78. Thus, I recoded summated survey question 14 and used the
new variable in fny analyses using the remaining 7 items in the index.

For questions 7 and 14, I mixed unfavourable statements and favourable statements
to ensure the most accurate results (requiring respondents to read and consider each question
carefully). I reversed the unfavourable scores during compilation since “disagreement” in a
Likert-type scale is assumed to be equivalent to “agreement” with favourable statements

(Spector 1992; Ary et al. 1996). For survey question 7, I reversed two of six sub-questions,
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and in survey question 14 I reverlsed six of 10 sub-questions such that a score of *1” was

reversed with “5” and “2"” was reversed with “4.” A score of “3” in both questions was left

unchanged since it was a neutral score.

Additionally, I contacted each state’s land-grant university Human Resources Office

“and/or Extension administrative office to obtain a blank copy of the personnél appraisal forms

that included criteria for personnel appraisal. Some forms were available on a website but ‘

most were e-mailed or mailed to me. I was able to obtain information on performance

appraisal criteria from 39 states. I reviewed each of 39 state’s criteria to determine to what

degree conducting program evaluation was present among the criteria.

5.5 Limitations, assumptions, and sources of potential error
There are four types of errors common in surveys: coverage error, sampling error,
measurement error, and non-response error (Dillman and Salant 1994). To avoid the errors, I

took the foIIowin'g precautions:

o Coverage error: [ used the most up-to-date e-mail list available from the national
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service database, and field
checked the list by contacting each state for an updated list. I checked the mailing list
for duplicate entries. I surveyed non-respondents to look for a pattern that could iead
to bias in my analysis. ‘

« Sampling Error: Sampling error refers to the error that occurs when less than 100%
of the population is surveyed (unless it is a census where all members of the
population are surveyed). To minimize sampling error, I surveyed all possible
respondents in the population and sent them repeated reminder notices. The final
remiﬁder notice was addressed to them by their first name (rather than a generic
“Dear colleagues”); the response rate in_crea_sed from about 10% to over 40% after

the last reminder.

e Measurement error: Measurement error can come from two sources: the survey
method used and the questions themselves (Dillman and Salant 1994). To avoid this
type of error, a) I used both open-ended questions and closed-ended questions to
provide insight regarding why respondents selected a particular answer; b) I had a
panel of experts review the questions for face and content validity; c) I pre-tested the
survey with 33 respondents who were similar to the target population for the national
survey, d) I used simple, clear, short sentences that avoided jargon, and e) included

definitions of unfamiliar terms.
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. Non-respohse error: The size of non-response error is a function of two factors:
response rate and extent to which respondents differ from non-réspondents (Wiseman
2003). Non-response error is a potential problem if response rate is low or if

' respondents and non-respondents differ. I compared non-respondents to respondents
to see if there was a difference among their characteristics. 1 aimed for the highest
possible response rate through tworemindér notices with the survey attached to non-
respondents and by providing an incentive to.respond (a draw for smoked salmon to

10 randomly selected respondents).

In addition, social desirability error was possible on questions relating to attitude about
program evaluation. One respondent voiced concern about anonymity; this fear could also ‘
lead to social desirability error if respondents answered questions based on how they felt they
should feel or behave, not how they actually feel or behave. Theré is also risk of sample bias
because those who are most motivated to conduct evaluation have been most likely to
complete the survey. : , !

As a national study with highly variant numbers of NREPs per'state, it was not
meaningful to report on the results by state. Doing so also could also have risked loss of
anonymity in cases where states had only a few NREPs. Some states had high numbers of
NREPs (such, as Colorado at 75 NREPs) and some states, such as South Dakota, had only one
NREP. ' | . o

There was also some variability in‘how each state defined “natural resouﬁ:e Extension”
and the Extension function is organized. In most cases, I had to rely on state definitions
because they provided me their lists. As a result, it was difficult to identify the population
precisely and it was highly heterogeneous. ) ‘

The survey was sent to all NREPs rather thén a sample of NREPs, so the responses do
not represent a random selection of cases. This could provide a source of bias in thev results
because random sample is an assumption of analysis of variance and multiple linear regression
statistical tests. However, the randomly selected non-respondent survey respondents ‘were

similar to the respondents in all but one factor so there is little evidence of non-response bias.

5.6 Quantitative data analysis 7 ‘
I usgd SPSS Version 11.0 software to code and anaIYse the data. I used four procedures:
e Descriptive statistics

e ANOVA .

e Cross tabulations with chi-square correlation statistics

e Multiple linear regression
In addition, I conducted a cluster analysis to classify the responses into similar groups, as
described in Section 6.7.1. The descriptive statistics including means, medians, modes,

”

ranges, standard deviations, and standard errors of mean of continuous data such as “age
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and “number of years in Extension” and frequencies and percents of categorical data such as
“confidence level” and “tenure status” of responc;ents. Two survey questions included sub
questions whose values were averaged and analysed as interval summated data: “attitude,”
(survey question 14) “perceived organization commitment,” (survey question 7).

Parametric techniques (ANOVA, multiple linear regression, and independent sample t-
tests) and non-parametric tests (chi—squal_'e) were used to test for differences and correlations
among the variables. A linear regression was attempted and five variables had linear
relationships with evaluation behaviour but only a small portion of the variance in evaluation
behaviour could be explained by the variables. A cluster analysis was conducted to group
respondents into three clusters based on the level of program evaluation conducted (survey
question 15). Table 5-4 summarizes the statistical tests and procedures used.

Assumptions and diagnostic tests of assumptions for ANOVA and multiple linear
regression are discussed in Section 6.7.3 (multiple linear regression) and Section 6.7.4
(ANOVA).

In this study, two variables were used measure evaluation behaviour: survey question 15
(frequency of program evaluation conducted) that is considered a categorical variable for the
analysis, and survey question 16 (level of program evaluation cohducted most of the time)
that is considered a continuous variable for the analysis. In the regression, “frequency of
program evaluation conducted” is used as the dependent variable. In the ANOVA, however,
“level of program evaluation conducted most of the time” is used as the dependent, or
grouping variable. ‘

While the variable, “level of program evaluation conducted most of the time” (survey
question 16), could be considered ordinal because it represents a ordered ranking of Program

evaluation behaviour, it was also used as a categorical variable for the analysis.

Table 5-4 Variables and statistical tests u_sed

Attitude toward program | Level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of ANOVA
evaluation : | the time

(categorical scale - survey question 16 as grouping
(Summated continuous scale variable)
- survey question 14)

Perceived organizational Level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of ANOVA
commitment the time

(categorical scale - survey question 16 as grouping
(Summative continuous scale | variable)
- survey question 7) '

Age Level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of ANOVA
the time

(categorical scale - survey question 16 as grouping
(continuous scale - survey variable)
question 25)
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7

Years in Extension

(continuous scale - survey
question 23)

Levei of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of
the time

(categorical scale - survey question 16 as grouping

variable)

ANOVA

Percentage of salary v
derived from grant funds
(categories)

(recoded into categorical scale
because distribution not
normal- survey question 28)

Level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of
the time :

(categorical scale - survey question 16)

Cross tabulation
with chi-square
test for
association

Position classification
(tenure/non-tenure track)

(categorical scale - survey
question 26)

Level of evaluation conducted by NFREPs most of
the time

(categorical scale - survey gquestion 16)

Cross tabulation
with chi-square
test for
association

Tenure status (of tenure-
track respondents)

(categorical scale - survey
guestion 27)

Level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of
the time

(categorical scale - survey question 16)

Cross tabulation
with chi-square
test for
association

Performance appraisal
criteria including whether
or not conduct program
evaluation

(categorical scale - survey
question 9

Level of evaluation conducted by NREPs most of
the time

(categorical scale - survey question 16)

Cross tabulation
with chi-square
test for
association

Age, years of experience,

Frequency of program evaluation conducted

Multiple linear

evaluation conducted

position classification, regression
| tenure status, perceived -

organizational

commitment, attitude

about evaluation, believes

performance appraisal is

based on program

evaluation behaviour .

(continuous scale - summated survey question 15)

(continuous and dummy) ,

Frequency of program Access to evaluation specialists t-test

evaluation conducted '

(continuous scale - summated | (categorical scale - grouping variable- survey

survey question 15) question 10g)

Frequency of program Believes performance is assessed on basis of t-test

evaluation conducted program evaluation behaviour

(continuous scale - summated | (categorical scale - grouping variable- survey

survey question 15) question 9)

Frequency of program Tenure status t-test
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(continuous scale - summated | (categorical scale - grouping variable- survey

survey question 15) question 27)

Table 5-5 shows the timeline of activities for the study. The survey was drafted in May

2003, received Human Subjects Committee approval in June 2003, was reviewed by the panel

of experts in August and September, and launched in November 2003. T conducted a non-

respondent survey in March-April 2004, and analysed and wrote the results in April-June,

2001.

Table 5-5 Timelines

Obtained copies of personnel appraisal forms from 39 states | 2002-2003
Comprehensive examination ' February 2003
Received ethics review approval from Human Subjects June 2003

Committee

Obtained database for population

May-November 2003

Recruited experts from the Extension Education Evaluation
Topical Interest Group (TIG) of the American Evaluation
Association to review the survey draft. Suggestions
incorporated into survey .

August-September 2003

Obtained technical assistance in setting up web-based
survey

October 2003

Conducted pilot survey of Oregon 4-H agents and submitted
report to state 4-H office

October-November 2003

E-mailed survey with cover letter to potential respondents

November 30, 2003

E-mailed first reminder notice to non-respondents with
personalized cover letter

December 8, 2003

Emailed second reminder notice to non-respondents with hot
link to survey

December 15, 2003

Web-based survey closed _

January 9, 2004

Random draw for prizes (smoked salmon). Prizes mailed to
winners

January 10, 2004

Conducted non-respondent survey

March-April 2004

Analysed results using SPSS and drafted dissertation

January 10-May 2004

| Submitted draft dissertation to committee

June 2004
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6.0 QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

This study was designed to test hypotheses related to program evaluation behaviour of natural
resource extension professionals in the United States. A survey was conducted to assess
factors related to attitudes and behaviours of program evaluation such as perceived
organizational commitment to evaluation, sources of motivétion, and attitudes towards

~ evaluation. The survey was conducted using a web-based format that was made available to
potential respondents by email.

6.1 Survey response
Invitations were emailed to 570 potential respondents, and 47 were returned because they
were outdated email addresses. Response rate per state ranged from zero percent to 100 ’
percent.

Seventeen individuals who did not complete the survey replied with reasons that they
did not intend to complete the survey. Of those, fifteen respondents said that the survey was
not relevant to them, and two said that they did not have time to complete it. Eleven survéys
were elimihated from the dataset because the respondents had less than .20 -FTE in Extension.
276 non-respondents did not provide any reason for not responding. The analysis was

conducted using 219 usable surveys.

Table 6-1 Survey response rate

Population size (N) 523
Number of useable returned surveys (n) 219
Number of non-respondents 304
Response rate (percent) 41.8
Table 6-2 Reasons for non-response/removal from dataset

Not relevant to them . 15
No time to complete 2
Less than .20 FTE in Extension - 11
No reason given : 276
Total non-respondents 304

6.2 Respondent characteristics

6.2.1 State in which resporident was employed

More questionnaires were completed from respondents in the state of Colorado than any other
state. There were 36 submitted from Colorado, 19 from Michigan, 13 from Pennsylvania, 11
from New York, and 10 from Oregon. Other stétes had fewer. The table in Appendix G show
the response data by state (number of potential and actual respondents, percent response
rate per state).
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6.2.2 Current employer ‘
Forty-seven percent (102 respondents of 219) considered themselves employed by “Land

Grant University-county or regional-based” and 50 percent (110 respondents) considered
themselves employed by “Land Grant University-campus based.” Four respondents (slightly
more than one percent) who selected gévernment agencies were frbm Colorado (the other 32
Colorado respohdents selected Land Grant University-county-based as their employer,
reflecting the partnership between Colorado state government and the Land Grant University).
Three individuals selected “other” and one of those specified “adjunct faculty at Land Grant

University.”
Table 6-3 Current employer

: : Frequency Percent
Land Grant University- campus based 102 47
Land Grant University- county/region based 110 50
Government agency ’ -4 2
Other 3 1
Total C 219 100

6.2.3 Age of respondents , .
Of the 210 respondents who provided their age, the average was 45 years with a standard

deviation of 9.6 years. The oldest respondent was 72 years old and the youngest was 25
years old. The most common éges were 47 (13 respondents), 45 (10 respondents), and 39
(10 respondents). Nine individuals chose not to disclose their age. Age‘ was normally
distributed.

Age of respondents

50

Std. Dev=9.64
Mean = 45
N=210.00

Number of respondents '

Years

Figure 6-1 Age of respondents
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6.2.4 Years in extension »
The average number of years of service in Extension ranged widely among the 217

respondents. The average was 12.7 years with a standard deviation of 9.3 years. The
median was 10. Two persons were new to Extension, while the respondent with the longest

service had served for 37 years. The most common number of years was five. The distribution

was positively skewed.

Years in Extension
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Figure 6-2 - Years in Extension

6.2.5 Position classification (tenure track/not tenure-track/professional
staff) "

Thirty-four percent of 216 respondents (72 respondents) had tenure-track positions and 24
percent (52 respondents) was non-tenure track faculty. Forty percent (86 respondents) was

non-faculty professional staff.

100

number of respondents

Figure 6-3 Position classification
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6.2.6 Job classification .
Of 219 respondents, thirty percent (74 respondents) were county or region based extension

agents, and 39% pércent (96 respondents) were specialists with state-wide responsibilities.
Two percent (five respondents) were program assistants and 15% (37 respondents) were

state forestry employees and three percent (7 respondents) were other.

Job classification
120 T

100 «

80 «

60 «

40 4

20 o

Number of respondents

Figure 6-4 Job classification

6.2.7 Tenure status of tenure-track faculty

Twenty—eight percent (61 respondents) said that they had achieved tenure and 11 percent (24 .
respondents) said that they had not yet achieved tenure status. One person was unsure.
Figure 6-5 shows the percent of respondents and their tenure status. About three times as
many tenure-track faculty respondents had achieved tenure than those who had not (61
compared with 24).
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Figure 6-5 Tenure status

6.2.8 Highest education level _
Forty-nine percent of respondents (108 individuals) said their highest education level was a

Master’s degree. Nineteen percent (42 respondents) said that a Bachelor’s degree was their
highest education level, while 31 percent (68 respohdents) said that a PhD degree was their
highest education level (Figure 6-6). One respondent selected high school degree as their

highest education level and no respondents selected technical degree.
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Figure 6-6 Highest education level

6.2.9 Source of funds for salary

Fifty-four percent (115 respondents of 217) said that none of their salary came from grant
dollars, implying that a slight majority of positions is 100 percent core-funded. Seventy-six
percent of respondents said that fifty percent or less of their salary comes from grant dollars.
Nineteen percent (43 respondents) said that 99 or 100 percent of their salary comes from
grant dollars. Two respondents didn’t answer the question.

The mean percent of salary that comes from grant dollars is 28 but the median is 0.
The distribution is bi-modal. The standard deviation is 40 percent. The maximum was 100
and the minimum was 0. Given the non-normal distribution of this data, the median and mode
are more meaningful than the mean.

The responses to this question show that the majority of respondents’ pdsitiohs were
core fu/nded and that almost half had some part of their salary derived from soft funds. The
bimodal distribution reflects the current nature of Extension positions where most are either all
core-funded or all-grant funded.

! More than half of respondents selected .0

Factors Affecting Program Evaluation Behaviours of NREPs in the United States 53



Table 6-4

Percent of salary from grant (“soft”) dollars (frequency)

Percent of salary Number of Percent of Cumulative Percent
respondents respondents ‘
0 115 54 53
4 1 .5 54
5 5 2 56
6 1 .5 56
8 1 .5 57
10 10 5 61
15 4 2 63
20 6 3 66
25 7 3