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Abstract

Evaluations are considered of key importance for a well-functioning democracy. Against this back-
ground, it is vital to assess whether and how evaluation models approach the role of citizens. This
paper is the first in presenting a review of citizen involvement in the main evaluation models which
are commonly distinguished in the field. Ve present the results of both a document analysis and an
international survey with experts who had a prominent role in developing the models. This over-
view has not only a theoretical relevance, but can also be helpful for evaluation practitioners or
scholars looking for opportunities for citizen involvement. The paper contributes to the evaluation
literature in the first place, but also aims to fine-tune available insights on the relationship between
evidence informed policy making and citizens.

Keywords
evaluation theory, models, citizens, review

Stop! First, let me make something clear; evaluators do not deal with stakeholder groups. Evaluators work
with individuals who may represent or be part of different stakeholder groups. I think it is best to work
with individuals—specific individuals (Alkin & Vo, 2017, p. 51).

Introduction

Whereas the importance of knowledge has been recognized for centuries (cfr. for instance Francis’
Bacon (1605) famous aphorism: knowledge is power), its societal role has changed dramatically
in recent decades. The preponderant source of wealth is no longer merely industrial and product
related, but is knowledge related. To be able to compete and succeed in this globalized world, soci-
eties are increasingly dependent on the knowledge of stakeholders to drive innovations and entrepre-
neurship. Thus, previous research has discussed how individuals and organizations can participate in
evaluation processes (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014; Cousins, 2003; Cousins & Whitmore, 1998;
Greene, 1988; Sturges & Howley, 2017; Taut, 2008; Whitmore, 1998). Cousins and Earl (1992,
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p- 397) argue that the participation of stakeholders is an elementary element in order to understand
evaluation utilization.

Starting in the 1980s, participatory methods became more popular in evaluations by “taking more
inclusive, rights-based approaches to the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of
community-based development interventions” (Kibukho, 2021, p. 3). In this context, participation
became an instrument that promised to transfer power to the less privileged, and provided them
the opportunity to engage in the evaluation process (Cousins & Chouinard, 2012; Hilhorst &
Guijt, 2006). While literature on stakeholder participation has a long tradition in research on evalu-
ation, only few studies have discussed the participation of individual citizens in particular. Being
often the main beneficiary group of social interventions, citizens de facto have a stake in many inter-
ventions and their evaluations, even as “ordinary” or “lay” or “unaffiliated” individuals.

As a matter of fact, in evaluation scholarship, the term “citizen” is often named in one single
breath with “stakeholders,” which makes it difficult to delineate both concepts from each other.
The often inconsistent use of both terms, and the lack of explicit conceptualizations, contributes to
this challenge. With Alkin and Vo (2017, p. 51), we adopt a rather general definition of stakeholders,
and define them as all individuals who have an interest in the program that is evaluated. This includes
clients of the evaluation, program staff and participants, and other organizations. Hanberger’s (2001)
distinction between active and passive stakeholders is most insightful in this regard. While active
stakeholders, or key actors, will try to influence a policy or program at different stages, passive stake-
holders are affected by the policy or program, but do themselves not actively participate in the
process. In his understanding, the evaluator needs to recognize, and deliberately include the interest
of passive stakeholders, otherwise the effects and value of the policy for inactive or silent stakehold-
ers will be overlooked (Hanberger, 2001, p. 51).

In line with Alkin and Vo’s definition, and consistent with Plottu and Plottu (2009) and Falanga
and Ferrao (2021), it can be argued that citizens are a subgroup of stakeholders. Citizens are typically
conceived as functional members of a society by virtue of living within it and being affected by it
(Kahane et al., 2013, p. 7). Different than organized stakeholder groups such as interest organiza-
tions, professional groups or public and private organizations that seek to promote the interest of a
limited group, we consider citizens as individual persons without an institutional or public
mandate, and which are not member of an organized group (such as a political party). Whether cit-
izens are active or passive stakeholders can be assumed to depend on the evaluation at stake, and of
the opportunities provided by the evaluator and not least the evaluation model.

Theoretically, the added value of individual citizen participation for evaluation can be justified by
referring to three key democratic values: legitimacy, effective governance, and social justice (Fung,
2015). First, citizen participation holds the promise to enhance legitimacy. Citizens may advance
interests that are widely shared by other citizens (Béickstrand, 2006; Fung, 2015). Essential about
lay or local knowledge is that it is embedded in a specific cultural and often also practical context
(Juntti et al., 2009, p. 209). The input of citizens in the evaluation of interventions can therefore
point at communal values that are broadly shared among local communities (Schmidt, 2013), and
of which experts and evaluators themselves may not always be aware. Related to this, involving cit-
izens can have epistemological advantages: citizens can be more open to new inputs, and are more
aware to how social interventions work in particular communities (Fischer, 2002; Fung, 2015). A
belief in communal and local knowledge is also one of the reasons explaining the increased invest-
ments in citizen science in recent decades (Irwin, 1995). Secondly, citizen participation can also
foster effective interventions, particularly when so-called multisectoral wicked problems are at
stake. Citizens, other than political actors for instance, may be well placed to assess trade-offs
between ethical or material values; or may frame a policy problem in a more viable way than
experts (Fung, 2015). Citizens can advance new viewpoints or an alternative perspective on trade-
offs between different types of values, which can foster the validity of certain policies (Juntti
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et al., 2009). Finally, citizen participation has the potential to mitigate social injustice (Fung, 2015).
From a social justice lens, citizens can bring certain undemocratic biases to the surface in an
evaluation.

Despite this potential, little is known as to how much room evaluation theorists have given to cit-
izens in their models. As evaluation theorists differ in their context and evaluation practice, their
views on the purpose and the role of citizens also differ fundamentally. Which evaluation theories
indeed consider citizen involvement? How and at which stage of the evaluation process are citizens
having a role? To date, the evaluation literature does not include such a systematic assessment. As a
consequence, this can make it difficult for evaluation commissioners and decision makers to know
which models are appropriate for citizen involvement, should they be willing to engage in this.
This article addresses this gap by presenting a review of citizen involvement in the main evaluation
models circulating in the field. We distinguish between effectiveness models, economic models, and
actor-centered models, and studied the state of citizen involvement per stage of the evaluation
process. As such, we account for a comprehensive and nuanced assessment on the role of citizens.
Method-wise, we triangulated an analysis of the original sources in which the models are outlined,
with an expert survey. Our aim is not to make a normative or judgmental assessment of the evaluation
models, but to provide a toolbox which can be of use for evaluation practitioners and scholars looking
for opportunities for citizen involvement. The article also fine-tunes available insights on the relation-
ship between evaluation and citizens more in general.

The article is structured as follows: the next section sets the stage to introduce the typology of
evaluation models, which we use as a heuristic to analyze the role of citizen involvement. The
results of the document analysis, and expert survey are presented in section four. The last section
summarizes our findings and discusses the implications for evaluation practice.

Evaluation Models

Evaluation models—sometimes referred to as theories or approaches—typically prescribe specific
steps that an evaluator is expected to follow towards a particular goal that has been specified in
the beginning of the evaluation (Alkin, 2017, p. 141). Of course, there is no such thing as “the” eval-
uation model. This is why previous scholars have tried to collect and classify different evaluation
models. According to Madaus et al. (2000, p. 19), evaluation models are not directly empirically ver-
ifiable for a given theory. They are rather to be understood as an evaluation scholar’s attempt to char-
acterize central concepts and ideal typical procedures which can serve as guidelines in evaluation
practice. In general, the aim of a classification or a taxonomy is to better understand core principles
of different evaluation theories. These especially become clear when defining principles and charac-
teristics are contrasted (Contandriopoulos & Brousselle, 2012, p. 67). Just as there exist many eval-
uation models, there are quite a number of evaluation taxonomies, all prioritizing different
dimensions. For the purposes of our article, we rely on the taxonomy by Widmer and De Rocchi
(2012), which is itself based on taxonomies of Vedung (1997) and Hansen (2005).

Vedung (1997, 2004) distinguishes between three major models that constitute the backbone for
several subsequent taxonomies, including the one that we adopted for our analysis: (1)
substance-only models that primarily address the substantive intervention content, outputs and out-
comes, (2) economic models that focus on costs, and (3) procedural models that put intermediary
values such as legality, representativeness, and participation in the focus of the evaluation. Hansen
(2005) has further built on this overview, and provides a more systematic and fine-grained taxonomy.
In comparison to Vedung, she presents a typology of six evaluation models: results models, process
models, system models, economic models, actor models, and program theory models. Widmer and
De Rocchi (2012), finally, have made an attempt to integrate these typologies, and present a taxon-
omy with three basic types of models (see Figure 1). In doing so, they make a distinction between
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Stakeholder-oriented models
— Participatory evaluation

L— Empowerment evaluation

Figure 1. Taxonomy of Evaluation Models By Widmer and De Rocchi (2012, p. 52).

models that focus on the impact of a program (effectiveness models), the efficiency (economic
models) or the interests and needs of actors involved and affected (actor-oriented models). While
effectiveness models focus on the effects of a program and address only the results of alternative
interventions, economic models account for the relationship between program effects and the
costs. Finally, actor-oriented models put the emphasis on the actors involved, and were introduced
as a separate category to account for the most recent developments in research about evaluation.
Figure 1 presents their detailed taxonomy, with 22 models being situated in one of the three overarch-
ing types.

Naturally, the position of specific models in the typology can be subjected to debate. For instance,
depending on one’s approach to advocacy evaluation (compare Sonnichsen’s seminal notion (1989)
with the work of Julia Coffman (2007)), this model can be situated in a different category.
Contandriopoulos & Brousselle (2012: 68) argue that models are “intellectually slippery beasts”
which make it challenging to position them in certain categories. Despite these constraints, which
are inherent to any typology, the typology by Widmer and De Rocchi (2012) presents a useful heu-
ristic tool for the purpose of our study. Our ambition is not to position these evaluation models defin-
itively, but rather to have a help tool for classifying different evaluation models and their
considerations of citizens’ interest. First, to the best of our knowledge, Widmer and De Rocchi’s
taxonomy attempts to be all-inclusive and does not focus on individual policy domains or disciplines.
This makes it suitable for all kind of social interventions. Second, the taxonomy makes a more fined-
grained distinction between different actor-oriented models, which are in particular important for the
participation of citizens. Third, this taxonomy puts predominant emphasis on the original models, and
not on later variations or interpretations. While we acknowledge that models can and have been
adapted over time, our aim is to analyze the role of citizens as it has been conceived in the “core



Bundi and Pattyn 5

idea” of the models. This core idea, as we believe, is best reflected by the original models, and not by
their later developments or further developments. Evaluation models are supposed to guide practice.
As a consequence, they have been naturally adapted over time by evaluators, to make them fit for a
particular local purpose or context. With such empirical applications sometimes very much departing
from the original “pure” nature of the models, and being very diverse in nature, we see most added
value in staying close to the original purpose of the models, which best represent the common denom-
inator inspiring later empirical applications that originated from this same trunk.

The key question is then how “citizen involvement” is understood in each of these models? To be
clear, and in contrast to the concept of citizen science (Irwin, 1995), we do not consider citizens as
evaluators themselves per se, but rather review which role is given to citizens in evaluations in
general. We simply review any role given to citizens to which reference is made in the models.
To account for a comprehensive assessment, we do not restrict our analysis to a particular aspect
of the evaluation process, and consider all stages of a typical policy evaluation. With Vedung
(1997) and Hansen (2005) we break the evaluation process down in five basic stages: (a) delineating
the evaluation context, (b) formulating evaluation questions, (c) data collection, (d) assessment and
judgment, and (e) utilization of evaluation findings. As such, we account for a complete assessment
of the role of citizens. Fischer (2002), for instance, stated that citizen involvement is quintessential
during the entire research process, to ensure the validity of the findings produced (see also Juntti
et al., 2009). As mentioned before, we do not argue for any particular role of citizen involvement.
Again, our ambition is simply to take stock of the (theoretical) role given to citizens.

In what follows, we review how citizen involvement is conceived in the different models, per
stage of the evaluation process. We focus on the general trends observed for effectiveness models,
economic models and actor-oriented models as the three main types. Within the scope of the
article, it is not possible to discuss all fine-grained nuances at the level of each of the 22 specific
models, but we will refer to some clear examples per type to substantiate our point where relevant.
In Table Al in Appendix, the detailed findings of the document analysis can also be consulted.

Next to the review of the original texts of the models, we conducted an expert survey. These inter-
national experts were either the pioneers in introducing one or several of the 22 evaluation models, or
—in case the founder of a particular evaluation model is no longer alive or not available—strongly
contributed to its development. Hooghe et al. (2010, p. 692) suggest that expert surveys are appro-
priate if reliable information can be found with experts rather than in reliable documentary sources.
The survey, launched between September and December 2019, listed the same factors that were
included in the document analysis (see Table A2 in Appendix). About 60% of the evaluators
responded (see Table A3 in Appendix for the overview), resulting in 12 completed surveys. While
not all models are covered, the expert input helped us nuancing the results of the documentary anal-
ysis and supported us to assess whether the criteria of the document analysis allow adequate
conclusions.

Let the Models Speak: Findings of the Document Analysis and the Expert

Survey
Delineating the Evaluation Context—Are Citizens’ Perspectives Considered?

A quintessential part of an evaluation process is to delineate the context factors that provide the
evaluation framework. According to Alkin and Jacobson (1983, p. 18), context refers to the ele-
ments or components of the situational backdrop against which the evaluation process unfolds.
Examples of context factors are fiscal or other constraints on the evaluation, the social and political
climate surrounding the project being evaluated, and the degree of autonomy which the project
enjoys. In other words, the context concerns the framework within which the evaluation is



6 American Journal of Evaluation 0(0)

conducted (Alkin & Jacobson, 1983, p. 62). Mark and Henry (2004, p. 37) distinguish between the
“resource context” that involves the human and other resources allocated to the evaluation and the
“decision/policy context” that consists of the cultural, political and informational aspects of the
organization involved in the policy implementation. Hence, delineating the evaluation context
involves defining the rules of the game that an evaluator has to know prior to formulating the eval-
uation questions. As can be derived from the overview table, this broader evaluation context, and
the role of citizens in particular, is differently reflected in the three main evaluation models, and in
varying degrees of explicitness.

Starting with the effectiveness models, the picture is mixed. Some so-called theoretical
approaches explicitly address the evaluation context, as it is at the center of their raison d’étre.
Stufflebeam’s CIPP model (2004)—which acronym refers to “context”—distinguishes four
steps in their evaluation model: context, input, process, and product evaluation. Context, in this
model, refers to the needs and associated problems linked to the evaluand. An evaluation can
help identifying the necessary goals for improving the situation. Pawson and Tilley (1997)’s real-
istic evaluation revolves around a related notion of context: in their model social programs are con-
ceived as influenced by the surrounding context. Some interventions might only work under
certain circumstances. The same applies to logic models where citizens’ perspectives can be a
deeply influencing causal factor to realize a certain outcome. In attribute based approaches
instead, citizens’ perspective is seldom considered, precisely due to their research focus on the
generalizability of results. Hansen (2005, p. 450) argues that program theory models are used to
analyze the causal relations between context, mechanism, and outcome. Randomized-controlled
trials (Campbell & Stanley, 1966) and quasi-experimental evaluation (Campbell & Stanley,
1966) particularly have the goal to control the context, and therefore cut out the perspective of cit-
izens, in order to increase internal and external validity. As one expert phrased it: “In the best case,
I was part of a [research team] that randomly sampled schools and that over-sampled based upon
theoretically driven questions regarding the context. (...) But this may be the exception that proves
the rule.”

Citizen perspectives are also only peripheral in economic models such as productivity and effi-
ciency models. They have a strong focus on the relationship between invested resources and the
output, and as such also apply a rather narrow or no perspective to citizens’ considerations.
Whether economic models take citizens’ interests into account, as experts mentioned to us, is entirely
in the hands of evaluators. For instance, cost-effectiveness models can provide an opportunity for
stakeholders to reach consensus on what the most important objectives are, and how to measure
them. The latter can be influenced by citizen’s opinions, but most often it is not, also since citizens’
response has to be translated into monetary values. Yet, we were told that evaluators can soften these
conditions in order to give citizens a say in these evaluation models: “It is my belief that those factors
that cannot be easily measured in monetary terms should continue to have a place in the analysis and
this is perhaps where citizens can play a significant role.”

Both the document analysis and the experts confirmed that citizens’ perspectives can best be
accounted for in actor-oriented models. Models of democratic evaluation (House & Howe, 2000;
MacDonald, 1976) and empowerment evaluation (Fetterman, 2001; Fetterman & Wandersman,
2007) are by nature conceived for citizens and stakeholders more in general. Both models’ aim is
to have an informed citizenry and community, in which the evaluator acts as a broker between dif-
ferent groups in society. For such societal groups, the evaluation can provide an opportunity to eval-
uate their performance and to accomplish their goals. In some cases, such as empowerment
evaluation, citizens can even carry out the evaluation, with the support and facilitation of specialists.
Moreover, citizens’ perspective can serve as an important data resource, also in the design, interpre-
tation, and promulgation stages. This is not to say that actor-oriented models always consider citi-
zens’ input, however. As for responsive evaluation models, for instance, it was stated “that there
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is no expectation of citizens having a decision-making or participative role in any stage.” Hence,
while the label “actor-oriented” may suggest this, it would be wrong to conclude that citizens
have a stake per se in defining the framework within which the evaluation is conducted.

Evaluation Questions—Are Citizens’ Expectations Considered?

At the very essence of evaluations is the ambition to address particular questions about programs,
processes, or products. Ideally, an evaluation provides information to a wide range of audiences
that can be used to make better informed decisions, develop more appreciation and understanding,
and gain insights for action. Evaluation questions typically consider the causal relationship
between a program and an effect, but can also focus on the description of an object or a normative
comparison between the actual and the desired state.

According to Preskill and Jones (2009), one way to ensure the impact of an evaluation is to
develop a set of evaluation questions that reflect the expectations, experiences and insights of as
many stakeholders as possible. They argue that all stakeholders are potential users of evaluation find-
ings, which is why their input is essential to establish the focus and direction of the evaluation.
Naturally citizens are important stakeholders that evaluators have to account for. When citizens’
expectations are already included at an early state of the evaluation, citizens’ specific information
needs will most likely be addressed.

Again, and as expected, evaluation models vary strongly in respect of their focus of the evaluation
questions and how they include citizens’ perspectives. Based on the review of original sources, effec-
tiveness and economic models do not strongly consider citizen’s expectations. However, one should
be careful in concluding that citizens have no role at all in this regard. According to some experts,
citizens are increasingly having a say in practice in effectiveness models, as evaluators, “are
driven by concerns with the ‘usefulness’ or ‘relevance’ of findings from RCTs for decision-making.”
The same applies to economic models, where there seems to be an increased attempt to add evalu-
ation questions that put the citizen in the process of placing monetary values on various policy goals.
However, this is again not a principle but a choice by the evaluators: “Citizens’ perspectives can be
considered (and often are) in articulating the theory of action and planned implementation and also in
hypothesizing the resources required to operationalize that theory.” It should be pointed out that not
all experts share this opinion though. For some, the top-down structure of economic evaluation
models, being commonly decided by a funding body or other decision maker, makes citizen input
far less important than other interests.

Notwithstanding these nuances, actor-oriented models are indeed much more oriented towards cit-
izens’ needs. As explained by Hansen (2005, p. 449), stakeholder and client-oriented models partic-
ularly focus on the question whether stakeholders’ or clients’ needs are satisfied. Also in
empowerment evaluations and participatory evaluations are citizens’ expectations usually the
driving forces in developing evaluation questions. In participatory evaluation, the interests and con-
cerns of citizens with least power are usually allocated some priority. Importantly, however, some
experts argued that even these models cannot always include citizen’s interest: “Seldom in the
past has 2% or more of the budget been warranted for inquiry into citizens’ expectations, experiences,
and insights.” This observation itself is worth highlighting.

Evaluation Methods—Are Citizen’s Voices Considered?

In general, evaluators use a broad scope of methods to address the evaluation questions formulated.
According to Widmer and De Rocchi (2012, pp. 98—-100), evaluation methods tend to vary in four
different aspects to regular research activities. To start with, evaluations frequently use a combination
of methods and procedures. In doing so, one can distinguish between a method mix and triangulation.
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Whereas the former refers to the use of different methods for answering different questions, the latter
concerns the use of several different methods for answering the same question. Second, evaluations
often deal with questions that focus on change, that is, whether a program has achieved a specific
societal effect. However, these effects can often only be observed after a few months or even
years. For this reason, comparisons in time axes, so-called before-and-after comparisons, are very
common in evaluation. Third, the generalization of evaluation results is often only of secondary
importance, mainly since the commissioner of an evaluation aims to understand the consequences
of an intervention in a given context. Fourth and last, target/actual comparisons are frequently
used in evaluations, which focus on the extent to which a program has achieved the declared
objectives.

Theoretically speaking, citizens’ voice can be integrated in the implementation of evaluation
methods in several ways. Citizens’ input can be directly used as a source for information, in particular
in the context of triangulation. And where expert panels are used to assess the effects of an interven-
tion, such results can in principle also be validated by ordinary citizens, with social interventions
often explicitly aiming to change citizens’ behavior. In sum, the perception of citizens can be a
useful tool to observe how and to what degree an intervention has contributed to changes. As it
was highlighted by one of the experts: “high quality evaluation design (see US program standards,
American Evaluation Association) considers citizen stakeholder perspective in all aspects of the eval-
uation architecture, including evaluation methods.” When reviewing the different models, however,
the strong variability in considering citizen’s voice is again apparent.

For economic models, such as cost-effectiveness analysis, it is not common to see citizen voice
directly in data collection and data analysis. For cost-benefit analysis in particular it was mentioned
that community activity does not always translate in monetary values. The same largely applies to
effectiveness models, where the inclusion of citizens is rather exception than rule.

On the other side of the continuum, one can again identify the more actor-centered models, but
the latter also have different traditions as to the involvement of citizens in data collection. For par-
ticipatory evaluation, for instance, it will depend on the type of evaluation whether stakeholders
will be actively involved, beyond providing input for the design and implementation of the eval-
uation. As it was mentioned to us: “the more technical these activities, the less likely it is for stake-
holders to be active participants in data collection and analysis.” In empowerment evaluation
instead, it is part and parcel that citizens conduct the evaluation and determine what is a safe
and appropriate method, in conjunction with a trained evaluator. The empowerment evaluator
will not only make sure that citizens get the information they need through data collection, but
will also help “with rigor and precision by helping them learn about the mechanics, ranging
from data cleaning to eliminating compound questions in a survey.” Also client-oriented models
lend themselves generally well to the consideration of citizens’ input. Utilization-oriented evalua-
tion, for instance, is by design targeted at “identifying specific intended users for specific intended
uses and engaging them interactively, responsively, and dynamically in all decisions, including
methods decision.” Whether these intended users are citizens, will then again depend on the par-
ticular evaluation or intervention at stake though. Altogether, actor-oriented models offer most
potential to account for citizen input, but neither provide the guarantee that citizens’ voices will
be actively heard.

Assessment—Are Citizens’ Values Considered?

To many, the very rationale of evaluations is to come to an assessment of public policies on the basis
of criteria on which this judgment relies. According to Scriven (1991b: 91), “the term value judgment
erroneously came to be thought of as the paradigm of evaluation claims.” This theory of values can
already be found in the early work by Rescher (1969: 72):
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Evaluation consists in bringing together two things: (1) an object to be evaluated and (2) a valuation, pro-
viding the framework in terms of which evaluation can be made. The bringing together of these two is
mediated by (3) a criterion of evaluation that embodies the standards in terms of which the standing of
the object within the valuation framework is determined.

However, Shadish et al. (1991, p. 95) argue that both authors use different terms (Scriven stand-
ards; Rescher criterion) to explain the basis of judgements. Stockmann (2004, p. 2) illustrates that the
assessment of the evaluated results is not anchored in given standards or parameters, but on evalu-
ation criteria that can be very different. From his stance, evaluations are often meant to serve the
benefit of an object, an action or a development process for certain persons in the groups. The eval-
uation criteria can be defined by the commissioner of an evaluation, by the target group, the stake-
holders involved, by the evaluator him/herself or by all these actors together. It is obvious that the
evaluation of the benefits by individual persons or groups can be very different, depending on the
selection of criteria.

As Shadish et al. (1991) argue, evaluation criteria can be modeled along the values of stakehold-
ers, which can potentially also include citizens. It is up to the evaluator to identify these values, to use
them in constructing evaluation criteria and to conduct the evaluation in terms of those. Scriven
(1986), however, rejects this model. He particularly considers it the role of evaluators to make appro-
priate normative, political, and philosophical judgments, as public interest is often too ambiguous to
rely on.

As it turns out from the review, economic and efficiency models not explicitly consider citizens’
values in the development of evaluation criteria, or only in an indirect way. As for effectiveness
models, of which logic models are a case in point, it was mentioned that citizens values can be deter-
minant in assessing the practical utility and related return of any policy, but whether this is indeed
taken into account will depend on individual evaluators.

Also economic models have not explicitly built in citizen values, but only indirectly address these.
For instance, in cost-utility analysis, “citizens’ values are captured in the utility measure, but this is
only in service to the overarching efficiency criterion”; or in cost-effectiveness analysis, citizen
values are generally considered in analyzing distributional consequences or “who pays” and “who
benefits.”

Conversely, actor-oriented models hold more promises in considering citizens’ input in estab-
lishing judgement criteria as the document analysis and the expert survey revealed.
Empowerment evaluation is most outspoken in this respect, where community-based initiatives
are evaluated against criteria that have been bottom-up derived, hence accounting for community
values. As one of the experts explained: citizens “literally rate how well they think they are doing
concerning the key activities that the group thinks they need to assess together (...) they also
engage in a dialogue about their rating to ensure the assessment is meaningful to them.”
Participatory evaluation is another example, where citizen’s input is a key concern in setting
the criteria for what constitutes a “good” and “successful” program. As it was pointed out by
one of the experts: “the point of view of program participants can be quite different from the
‘expert” view.” This exactly resonates with the legitimacy and epistemological motives that
we highlighted in the introduction.

Utilization—Are Citizens’ Interpretations of Findings Considered?

As pointed out by scholars as Eberli (2019, p. 25), evaluation utilization can be approached from mul-
tiple conceptual angles. While the terms “use” or “utilization” are applied synonymously for the use
or application of evaluations (Alkin & Taut, 2002; Henry & Mark, 2003; Johnson et al., 2009),
“utility” refers to the extent to which an evaluation is relevant to a corresponding question
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(Leviton & Hughes, 1981). “Usefulness” on its part reflects the subjective evaluation of the quality
and utility of an evaluation (Stockbauer, 2000, pp. 16—17), and refers to the use of evaluation results
by the evaluated institution with concrete consequences following the evaluation findings. In evalu-
ation literature, one can identify a large number of attempts to classify the use of systematically gen-
erated knowledge. One of the most common distinctions conceives three different types of use (Alkin
& King, 2016): Instrumental use refers to the direct use of systematically generated knowledge to
take action or make decisions. Conceptual use points at indirect use of systematically generated
knowledge that opens up new ways of thinking and understanding, or that generates new attitudes
or changes existing ones. In addition, one can distinguish symbolic use which refers to the use of
systematically generated knowledge to support an already preconceived position. This in order to
legitimize, justify, or convince others of this position. Noteworthy is also the concept of process
use, which authors as Patton (2008, p. 90) added to the typology. Process use implies use occurring
due to the evaluation process and not due to its results.

In recent times, scholars have discussed the role of evidence in public discourse and how citizens
can be included in this context (Boswell, 2014; Pearce et al., 2014; Wesselink et al., 2014). They
argue that the use of citizen information in policy discourse, and an interpretive view to policy
making can lead to more reasoned debates. Schlaufer et al. (2018), for instance, empirically
showed that the use of evaluations in direct-democratic debate provides policy-relevant information
and increases interactivity of discourse. They also revealed that evaluations are particularly used by
elite actors in their argumentation, de facto leading to a separation of the arena of deliberation
between experts and general public. EI-Wakil (2017), however, showed that a facultative referen-
dum, one of the instruments that can be used in a direct democracy, gives political actors strong
incentives to think in terms of acceptable justifications. Considering these contributions, evaluators
might not only include citizens when assessing evaluation results, but also encourage evaluation
clients to deliberate the use of evaluation with interested citizens.

Based on our analysis, it is clear that many models do not structurally involve citizens, generally
speaking at least. We largely attribute this to the fact that debates about the use of evaluations only
emerged after the development of many of the evaluation models. Take effectiveness models, such as
RCTs for instance, where citizens are “rarely” involved in the interpretation, “except to include
quotes or feedback directly on their experience using an intervention.” Also in efficiency models,
the consideration of citizens is rather uncommon. The following expert quote for cost-benefit analysis
(CBA) is illustrative: “this [the involvement of citizens in the interpretation of findings] is a critical
question and sometimes ignored by CBA evaluators” (...) and “CBA often is less transparent on the
assumptions that drove the analysis.” For cost-utility analysis, the expert indicated “I have never seen
this done, though this is a principle I would support.”

On the other side of the spectrum, we can again situate actor-oriented models. Stakeholder-
oriented models, such as empowerment evaluation, can be said to have most built in possibilities
for citizen involvement. Empowerment evaluations serve in the first place the communities and stake-
holders that are affected by a program. As they are the primary audience in evaluations, they can also
be easily considered in the utilization stage. As one of the experts mentioned: citizens “self-assess by
selecting the key activities they want to evaluate and then rate how well they are doing. Once they
discuss what the ratings mean, they are prepared to move to the 3 step and plan for the future (...).
The plans for the future represent their strategic plan.” Also MacDonald’s democratic evaluation
model which has particularly been designed for the sake of informing the community. The evaluator
“recognizes the value pluralism and seeks to represent a range of interests in its issue formulation. His
main activity is the collection of definitions and reaction to the program” (MacDonald, 1976, p. 224).
This is not to say that all actor oriented models have guarantees for citizen involvement, and that all
stakeholder oriented models incorporate citizen input by definition. Especially for responsive evalu-
ation, we were given a less positive image by experts than what we derived from the reading of the
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original models: “seldom have responsive evaluators or their clients been involved with formal pro-
cedures for citizen interpretation of the findings. The most common ending has been that the evaluand
administrators or their superiors have moved beyond their concerns when the evaluation was com-
missioned, and have confidence that they can do what needs to be done.” Also client-oriented
models not necessarily pay much attention to citizens, or apply a relative elitist perspective to the
interpretation of the evaluation findings. Utilization focused evaluation, for instance, is solely ori-
ented towards the intended users of an evaluation, most often program managers (Patton, 2008).
And when citizens are involved in utilization-focused evaluation, this is mainly restricted to the
“primary intended users.” In sum, actor oriented does not necessarily mean that there is also room
for citizen input, also in the utilization stage of an evaluation cycle.

Conclusion

Do the different evaluations models consider citizens during the evaluation process? Whereas citizen
participation in evaluation holds the potential to realize important democratic values, there is not
much evidence as to whether and how existing evaluation models account for citizens’ consider-
ations. To our knowledge, this article is the first that relies on a unique combination of document
analysis and expert input in order to provide a review of the role of citizens in evaluation. The dis-
tinction between different dimensions of the evaluation process furthermore allows for a comprehen-
sive and fine-grained perspective. Not surprisingly, actor-oriented models have most built-in
guarantees for a relatively extensive involvement of the public and communities throughout the
entire evaluation process, as these models have also been particularly conceived for these purposes.
Yet, as our analysis revealed, substantial variation also exists across these different models, and
across the different stages of the evaluation process. At the risk of crude generalization, it can be
said that citizens’ input is usually relatively built in actor oriented models when considering
“context,” “evaluation questions,” and “assessment,” but this is much less evident for the stages
of “data collection and data analysis” and especially for the “utilization of findings.” Experts also
put some nuance to what we derived from the mere reading of the original models in this respect.

By the same token, it would be wrong to assume that citizens’ considerations are completely ruled
out in the other models, but less so explicitly, or dependent on the actual focus on the evaluation.
Many models make explicit reference to ““stakeholders” as broader denominator, but individual cit-
izens are usually not targeted. True, many models were already developed before the heydays of col-
laborative governance or citizen science, which can explain why citizen involvement is not at the
center of attention in many models.

Admittedly, many models have been revised over time. Since we have purposely focused on the
original models instead of the newer developments, some models may have been assessed more neg-
ative or positive compared to later developments. For instance, Stufflebeam and Zhang (2017)
discuss prominently the involvement of citizens in the updated CIPP evaluation model. In contrast,
newer interpretations of democratic evaluation rather suggest to focus on macro-structures such as
democracy institutions, democratic transitions, democratic renewal instead of citizens (Hanberger,
2018). Our deliberate choice to focus on the original models, however, is based on the firm belief
that basic principles such as the inclusion of stakeholders can be deduced from the original
models. Besides, given the richness of the evaluation field, it would not have been possible to
address all latest developments of original models within the scope of this manuscript. We acknowl-
edge though that this restriction is a limitation of this article.

This being said, existing literature on evaluation models only seldom distinguishes between stake-
holders and citizens. By making this distinction explicit, we have attempted to make an important
contribution to evaluation practice. More in particular, we would like to raise three issues that are
important when planning to include citizens in an evaluation. At the beginning of the evaluation
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project, evaluators should clearly define the purpose and the reason of the evaluation. Even though
formative evaluations are more likely to be targeting citizens’ input, this does not mean that the pop-
ulation cannot provide valuable feedback for summative evaluations. Our review provides a first ori-
entation on available models that evaluators can choose from if they want to integrate citizens’
interest.

Second, evaluators need to team up with commissioners of evaluations, and help them deciding on
how to consider citizens’ interest. The state transformation to modern technologies already provides
public administrations various modalities for the involvement of citizens. However, public servants
often are unsure how and to what degree they should engage citizens in the assessment of public pol-
icies. Therefore, evaluators need to support clients with the decision on how to consider citizens’
interest. Typical citizens involvement includes community based practices where citizens not only
accompany evaluation processes, but also deliberate about the content and findings of the
evaluations.

Third, evaluators should reserve time for calibration and testing the evaluation models when plan-
ning the timeline of the evaluation. No matter what type of model is adopted, evaluators should
always—in consultation with their clients—pretest the actual experience of real participants. This
allows them to improve the involvement of citizens and find the right balance between valuable inclu-
sion and infinite discussion. While this article assumes that citizen involvement in evaluation could
be important for democratic values, whether and how the link between the two actually materializes
in practice is an empirical issue to study. To be clear, it is not our ambition to uncritically call for
increased citizen participation in evaluation at all costs. Evaluation is an inherently contingent under-
taking, in which a plethora of contextual factors will determine whether it is wise to involve citizens.
The nature of the policy problem may be one element to consider in this regard. One may state, for
instance, that more technical problems likely lend itself less for citizen engagement. In the same vein,
different civic epistemologies in various countries or policy sectoral settings (Jasanoff, 2011) can also
make that citizen input will be differently valued. In fact, to take it further, the decision to involve
citizens is in evaluation is not merely a matter of model or design choice, or having the appropriate
resources for it (Fung, 2015). The major decision is of political nature in the first place, with evalu-
ation commissioners that should ultimately be willing to actively engage citizens in one or several
stages of the evaluation process. With many evaluations being intrinsically political (Weiss,
1993), the decision whether and how to involve citizens is de facto also a decision about the alloca-
tion of power (Juntti et al., 2009).
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Table A2. Expert Survey Questionnaire.

Context

The evaluation context defines the rules of the game that an evaluator has to know in order to evaluate a
policy. Mark and Henry (2004) distinguish between the “resource context” that involves the human and
other resources allocated to the evaluation and the “decision/policy context” that consists of the cultural,
political and informational aspects of the organization involved in the policy implementation.

Considering this approach to ‘“context,” could you please indicate whether and how the
citizens’ perspective is considered in model *** If not, please explain why?

Evaluation questions

At the very essence of evaluations is the ambition to address particular questions about programs, processes,
products. Evaluation questions not only focus on the causal relationship between a program and an effect,
but can also focus on the description of an object or a normative comparison between the actual and the
desired state.

Can you please indicate whether and how citizens’ expectations, experiences and insights are
usually considered in developing evaluation questions in evaluations applying the model *** If
not, please explain why?

Evaluation methods

Evaluators can use a broad scope of methods to address the evaluation questions formulated. Such methods
usually concern data collection methods and techniques for data analysis.

Can you please indicate whether and how citizens’ voice is usually considered in (a) the
selection of evaluation methods; (b) data collection and data analysis in evaluations applying
the *** model? If not, please explain why?

Assessment

To many, the very rationale of evaluations is to come to an assessment of public policies on the basis of
criteria on which the judgement relies.

Can you please indicate whether and how citizens’ values are usually considered in the
development of evaluation criteria as for evaluations applying the ***model? If not, please
explain why?

Utilization of evaluation results

An evaluation can serve multiple purposes, and evaluation results can be discussed with multiple actors.

Can you please indicate whether and how citizens are usually involved in the interpretation of
the evaluation findings, in evaluations applying the ***model? If not, please explain why?

Table A3. List of Experts (in Alphabetical Order).

Name

Affiliation

David Fetterman
Jennifer Greene
Ernest R. House
James Edwin Kee
Julian King
Patrick McEwan
Michael Q. Patton
Robert Shand
Robert E. Stake
Elizabeth Tipton
Evert Vedung

Lisa Wyatt Knowlton

Fetterman & Associates
University of lllinois
University of Colorado
George Washington University
Julian King & Associates
Wellesley College
University of Minnesota
American University
University of lllinois
Northwestern University
Uppsala Universitet
Wyatt Advisors




	 
	 Introduction
	 Evaluation Models
	 Let the Models Speak: Findings of the Document Analysis and the Expert Survey
	 Delineating the Evaluation Context—Are Citizens’ Perspectives Considered?
	 Evaluation Questions—Are Citizens’ Expectations Considered?
	 Evaluation Methods—Are Citizen’s Voices Considered?
	 Assessment—Are Citizens’ Values Considered?
	 Utilization—Are Citizens’ Interpretations of Findings Considered?

	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


