Western Michigan University

ScholarWorks at WMU
Dissertations

Graduate College

6-2013

Modification and Adaptation of the Program Evaluation Standards
in Saudi Arabia
Mohammed Alyami
Western Michigan University, ibntami@gmail.com

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/dissertations
Part of the Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and Research Commons, and the International and
Comparative Education Commons

Recommended Citation
Alyami, Mohammed, "Modification and Adaptation of the Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi Arabia"
(2013). Dissertations. 157.
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/dissertations/157

This Dissertation-Open Access is brought to you for free
and open access by the Graduate College at
ScholarWorks at WMU. It has been accepted for inclusion
in Dissertations by an authorized administrator of
ScholarWorks at WMU. For more information, please
contact wmu-scholarworks@wmich.edu.

MODIFICATION AND ADAPTATION OF THE PROGRAM EVALUATION
STANDARDS IN SAUDI ARABIA

by
Mohammed Alyami

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate College
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy
Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation
Western Michigan University
June 2013

Doctoral Committee:
Chris Coryn, Ph.D., Chair
Daniela Schroeter, Ph.D.
Lori Wingate, Ph.D.

MODIFICATION AND ADAPTATION OF THE PROGRAM EVALUATION
STANDARDS IN SAUDI ARABIA

Mohammed Alyami, Ph.D.
Western Michigan University, 2013

The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation’s Program
Evaluation Standards is probably the most recognized and applied set of evaluation
standards globally. The most recent edition of The Program Evaluation Standards
includes five categories and 30 standards. The five categories are Utility, Feasibility,
Propriety, Accuracy, and Evaluation Accountability. In recent years, evaluation has
grown into a global practice with more than sixty national evaluation associations around
the world. Examples include Japan, Malaysia, Sri Lanka, Mongolia, Russia, Brazil,
Colombia, Peru, South Africa, Zimbabwe, Niger, and New Zealand. Because countries
differ from one another in context and culture, they may need different sets of standards
for better execution and results of evaluation practices. However, this is not the case in
every country.
The cultural adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards, the growing
economy in Saudi Arabia, and evaluation quality are the key issues framing this study.
The following research questions are addressed: (1) To what extent do The Program
Evaluation Standards fit the Saudi context? (1.1) Which standards are acceptable in their
current form without modification? (1.2) Which standards need modification to be
acceptable? and (1.3) Which standards are unacceptable, with or without modification?

(2)What, if any, aspects of the standards are perceived to be especially problematic for
application in the Saudi context? (3)What modifications are necessary to yield a complete
set of standards for the Saudi context? The findings suggest that The Program Evaluation
Standards needs to be modified for the Saudi context. As a result, a modified set of
standards titled “The Saudi Program Evaluation Standards” will be disseminated,
including four categories and 28 standards.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Evaluation is a relatively new field of knowledge and practice, first gaining
widespread attention during the latter part of the twentieth century (Stufflebeam &
Coryn, 2013; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Although the term evaluation has been in
the English language for centuries, and even longer in some other languages such as
Arabic, it has historically been denoted as a generic process rather than a recognized
discipline. Currently, while evaluation is not considered a pure academic specialty such
as sociology, it is recognized as a profession that shares similarities with others such as
law and medicine (Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 1991).
In spite of its relatively new nature as a field of knowledge and practice, many
different definitions of evaluation exist (Patton, 2008; Scriven, 1991, 1993; Stufflebeam
& Shinkfield, 2007). Scriven’s (1991) definition of evaluation will be used for the
purpose of this dissertation: “the process of determining the merit, worth and value of
things and evaluations are the products of that process” (p. 1). While there are many
definitions of evaluation, all share one major characteristic; that is, the determination or
judgment of an evaluand’s merit or quality, where the evaluand is the thing being
evaluated such as a program, policy, project, product, service, and/or an organization
(Coryn, 2007; Coryn & Hattie, 2006; Davidson, 2005; Mathison, 2005; Patton, 2008;
Scriven, 1991; Shadish et al., 1991).
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Given the above definition of the term evaluation, an evaluator’s primary purpose
is to draw conclusions about the quality of an evaluand (Scriven, 1991). Such
conclusions, however, cannot be made fairly without drawing judgments based on some
standard and/or some cut score. In general, “if categorical decisions must be made, they
will be fairer, wiser, more open, more valid, more efficient, and more defensible when
they utilize established, systematic processes that result in cut scores that are based on
nonarbitrary, explicit criteria” (Cizek & Bunch, 2007, p. 8). Specific guidelines and
standards, therefore, are necessary to conduct evaluations in a professional manner. Such
standards, when applied properly, ensure the ability to answer questions of how efficient
and effective a program works. Moreover, evaluation standards also contribute to the
enhancement of program quality when systematically applied (Joint Committee, 2011).
Two different types of standards are discussed below.
In general, standards represent performance levels. They are usually associated
with a particular rating on a given criterion (Cizek & Bunch, 2007; Mathison, 2005;
Scriven, 1991). The process of setting standards is considered one of the most important
tasks of many activities, such as test development, administration, measurement, and
grading. Specifically, setting standards refers to “the process of establishing one or more
cut scores on examinations. The cut scores divide the distribution of examinees’ test
performances into two or more categories” (Cizek & Bunch, 2007, p. 5). For instance, a
3.5 GPA is one of the standards for admission to the Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation
(IDPE) program at Western Michigan University (WMU). Therefore, evaluators set
“standards of performance about how well an aspect of the program to be evaluated must
do on the criteria” (Shadish et al., 1991, p. 48).
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In 1975, the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation was
established. Its first formal meeting was held in Chicago, Illinois on November 19 of that
year, with Daniel Stufflebeam serving as the meeting’s leader. The purpose of the Joint
Committee was to develop a set of educational evaluation standards (Fitzpatrick, Sanders,
& Worthen, 2011; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). In contrast to performance standards
like those described above, evaluation standards refer to “principle[s] mutually agreed to
by people engaged in the professional practice of evaluation, that, if met, will enhance the
quality and fairness of an evaluation” (Joint Committee, 1994, p. 3).
Overall, the need for evaluation standards was prompted by the development of
measurement and assessment technology, the growth of new social and educational
programs, and increasing calls for accountability (Yarbrough, Shulha, & Caruthers,
2004). The need for evaluation standards further becomes clear given the large number of
programs designed to improve U.S. society and individuals. Such programs increase
demands for sound evaluations to support program improvement, and to judge their merit
and worth to individuals, communities, and societies (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004; Rossi,
Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004).
The growth of evaluation practice as a part of programs designed to improve U.S.
society and individuals was initiated in the 1960s as a result of a Congressional order to
evaluate all high cost, federally funded, social and educational programs (Shadish et al.,
1991; Wingate, 2009). Additionally, the War on Poverty, which started in 1965 and was
led by the U.S. government, created an enormous need for financial auditing of the
federal program. Consequently, the General Accounting Office began issuing
Government Auditing Standards in 1972, which continue to include program auditing and
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evaluation in its 2003 edition (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Simultaneously with the
War on Poverty, Robert Kennedy with some others amended the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. This act, passed in 1965, indicates specific evaluation
requirements for U.S. public school systems, and thus was a historical point in the
evaluation practice (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).
The Program Evaluation Standards, developed by the Joint Committee (2011), is
a set of professional standards that can be applied and followed by evaluators to produce
sound evaluations (Alkin, 2004; Scriven, 1991; Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2013; Stufflebeam
& Shinkfield, 2007). The most recent edition of The Program Evaluation Standards
(Joint Committee, 2011) includes five general categories, and thirty specific standards.
The five categories are: (1) Utility; (2) Feasibility; (3) Propriety; (4) Accuracy; and (5)
Evaluation accountability. Utility standards focus on how evaluation processes and
outcomes should meet the needs of an evaluand’s stakeholders. The Feasibility section
focuses on evaluation effectiveness and efficiency. The Propriety standards cover
regulations, ethics, responsibilities, and tasks. It also focuses on the evaluation practice in
term of legality, fairness, properness, and acceptability. Accuracy standards focus on the
process, analysis, and findings of data collection. Evaluation accountability standards are
intended to increase the use of adequate documentation and metaevaluation. A total
listing of the general categories along with the 30 associated sub-categories are presented
in Table 1.
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Table 1
Program Evaluation Standards Categories and Sub-Categories (Joint Committee, 2011)
Utility

Feasibility

Propriety

Accuracy

Evaluation
Accountability

U1: Evaluator
credibility

F1: Project
management

P1: Responsive
and inclusive
orientation

A1: Justified
conclusions and
decisions

E1: Evaluation
documentation

U2: Stakeholders

F2: Practical
procedures

P2: Formal
agreements

A2: Valid
information

E2: Internal
metaevaluation

U3: Attention to
negotiated
purposes

F3: Contextual
viability

P3: Human rights
and respect

A3: Reliable
information

E3: External
metaevaluation

U4: Explicit
values

F4: Resource use
propriety

P4: Clarity and
fairness

A4: Explicit
program and
context
descriptions

U5: Relevant
information

P5: Transparency
and disclosure

A5: Information
management

U6: Meaningful
processes and
products

P6: Conflicts of
interests

A6: Sound designs
and analyses

U7: Timely and
appropriate
communicating
and reporting

P7: Fiscal
responsibility

A7: Explicit
evaluation
reasoning

U8: Concern for
consequences and
influence

A8:
Communication
and reporting

Seventeen organizations sponsor the Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation at this time, including the following:
1. American Association of School Administrators (AASA)
2. American Counseling Association (ACA)
3. American Educational Research Association (AERA)
4.

American Evaluation Association (AEA)

5. American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC)
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6. American Psychological Association (APA)
7. Canadian Evaluation Society (CES)
8. Canadian Society for the Study of Education (CSSE)
9. Consortium for Research on Educational Accountability and Teacher Evaluation
(CREATE)
10. Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
11. National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP)
12. National Association of School Psychologists (NASP)
13. National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP)
14. National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME)
15. National Education Association (NEA)
16. National Legislative Program Evaluation Society (NLPES)
17. National Rural Education Association (NREA)
Background and Issues That Frame This Study
There are several issues that frame this study, including (a) the relevance of
culture to the practice of evaluation, and specifically the adaptation of the Joint
Committee standards for use in countries outside of North America; (b) the growing
economy and new trends in the use of evaluation in Saudi Arabia, and (c) evaluation
quality. With the increasing growth of evaluation as a discipline and practice, the number
of evaluation associations around the world has increased to more than sixty associations
(Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2013). There are now professional evaluation associations in
Japan, Malaysia, Sri Lanka, Mongolia, Russia, Brazil, Colombia, Peru, South Africa,
Zimbabwe, Niger, and New Zealand, among other countries and multinational regions
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(Patton, 2008). Countries differ from one another, however, in context and culture, which
means they may need different sets of standards for better execution and results of
evaluation practices (Yarbroug et al., 2004, p. 26). While the current edition of The
Program Evaluation Standards includes cultural diversity and considerations, they might
not be adequate to cover all socio-political and cultural characteristics of relevance to
individual nations.
Different national, regional, and continental associations such as the African
Evaluation Association (AfrEA), German Evaluation Society (DeGEval), and Swiss
Evaluation Society (SEVAL) have reviewed The Program Evaluation Standards (Joint
Committee, 1991, 1994) and adapted them to fit their socio-political contexts (Rouge,
2004; Widmer, 2004). In fact, DeGEval developed its standards using both the SEVAL
and Joint Committee standards. “Similar to the SEVAL standards, it focuses on the four
broad categories of the Joint Committee standards: utility, feasibility, propriety or
fairness, and accuracy. DeGEval followed the revisions made in the SEVAL standards;
however, deGEval also introduced changes” (Rouge, 2004, p. 33). The second edition of
The Program Evaluation Standards (Joint Committee, 1994) has been translated into
different languages (e.g., German) which aided in the interpretation of the standards for
the range of international contexts in which the standards are used (Beywl, 2000).
Moreover, the process of translating and adapting the standards helps different countries
add their own cultural touches and adapt practices to fit their local political, social,
organizational, economic, and cultural contexts (Patton, 2008; Rouge, 2004; Stufflebeam,
2004b).
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Recently, Saudi Arabian governmental departments and private organizations
have begun to consider the importance of professional evaluation. Saudi Arabia has seen
rapid development of new cities. “According to the Saudi Arabian General Investment
Authority (SAGIA), the new cities will contribute $150 billion to the country’s GDP by
the year 2020” (SUSRIS, 2007, ¶ 1). With the exception of the educational sector, there is
no evaluation association or organization nor specific program evaluation standards yet in
Saudi Arabia. In fact, some Saudi evaluation projects heavily depend on The Program
Evaluation Standards (Joint Committee, 1994) without taking into consideration how the
context and the culture of Saudi Arabia, specifically, and the Middle East, in general, are
substantially different from the North American context in which the standards were
created.
The last issue that frames this study is evaluation quality. Specific standards for a
particular context would likely increase the quality of evaluation. In numerous books
written about evaluation (e.g., Patton, 2008; Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2013; Stufflebeam &
Shinkfield, 2007), examples have been given in regard to countries, associations, and/or
government agencies that adapted existing evaluation standards to fit their particulars
contexts and culture. The intention of adapting and translating existing standards can
facilitate improved evaluation quality, and therefore the quality of programming.
Overview of Saudi Arabian Context
Saudi Arabia united in 1932, becoming a kingdom. Since then, the Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia has continued to be under monarchy rule. Several aspects formulate the
Saudi context, making it different than any other country. The following sections
highlight some of these aspects to give a better understanding of the Saudi context.

9
Government
As mentioned above, Saudi Arabia has been a monarchy based on Islam since
1932. The royal family controls the governance of the country, as all the thirteen Saudi
provinces are governed by a member of the royal family. In addition, only a few of the 22
ministerial positions are filled by individuals from outside the royal family. Such a
situation creates a difficult challenge for some aspects of development. As an example,
most developmental projects are not completed on time; however, no departments are
held accountable for delays in delivery. This is especially true for evaluation practice, in
which issues of accountability are inherent, which eventually harms the independence of
evaluation practice.
Constitution (Shari'ah Law)
Saudi Arabia is the most important Islamic country in the world, as it is the place
of two holy mosques in Makkah and Madinah. This leads the government to adhere to
Shari'ah Law as its constitution. As a consequence, lifestyles, businesses, communities,
and the international relations are directed and guided partially, if not fully, by Shari'ah
Law.
Language
Arabic language is the formal language in Saudi Arabia. It is a very rich language
where many terms can have almost the same meanings. However, each term might refer
to something slightly different according to the context where it is used. The differences
between Arabic and English create problems for those who speak both languages in terms
of which word in Arabic is the best match for the same word in English. Unique
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characteristic of language lead to different ways in which evaluation is communicated in
practice.
Gender
Men and women are segregated in many situations. The Saudi system applies
gender-based segregation in education, workplaces, entertainment, and in many
professional events such as at conferences and trainings. This has implications for the
way in which programs are implemented and evaluation can be conducted. Saudi
evaluators may find it difficult at times to serve all stakeholders needs when stakeholders
are both men and women. One reason for that would be based on the culture restrictions
where a male evaluator cannot openly and freely communicate with some women. This
lack of communications often results in a lack of the needed data, which may eventually
reduce the quality of findings. Similarly, language use for men and women is different.
Corruption
Corruption is high in Saudi Arabia, and increasing. One reason for this is the lack
or the weakness of accountability, especially for individuals in executive positions.
Another reason is the lack of the sound evaluations. Many of the evaluations that were
conducted in Saudi Arabia, even the sound evaluation, were not utilized as they should.
For example, many large-scale governmental evaluations were conducted without the
intent to use all of the findings from those evaluations. Typically, only the findings that
do not show the weaknesses or the misuse of the evaluand’s resources are presented by
the stakeholders as the final evaluation results. In addition, the majority of the evaluation
projects are conducted primarily by international evaluators who may not fully
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understand the context or have the chance for the follow-up. In cases where international
evaluators do not fully understand the Saudi context, findings are based on imperfect
understandings and analysis of the evaluand’s context. In other cases where international
evaluators do not have the ability to stay in Saudi Arabia for a sufficient period of time
that allows for further follow-up, there is even less of a guarantee that the appropriate use
of the findings will be taken. This increases the waste of the resources that eventually
increases corruption.
Statement of the Problem
One of the purposes of evaluation practice is to make a value judgment about the
merit and worth of an evaluand (Scriven, 1991). To achieve this, evaluators need to
translate the data that they collect not only correctly, but also accurately. Achieving such
a goal involves the interpretation of findings into accurate conclusions using correct
procedures. To do so, evaluators should use specific standards to guide their work—
which was one of the main reasons for establishing The Program Evaluation Standards
(Joint Committee, 1994, 2011).
As stated earlier, SEVAL, DeGEval, AfrEA, and the Australian Evaluation
Society (AES) have their own evaluation standards, or are in various stages of developing
their own. Most of these sets of standards are adaptations of the Joint Committee’s
Program Evaluation Standards (Mathison, 2005). Given that some developing countries
use The Program Evaluation Standards, it is important to investigate how these standards
fit within national contexts and meet the needs of these nations. In particular, since Saudi
Arabia is seeking to greatly expand and improve the quality of program evaluations, it is
important to know the extent to which of The Program Evaluation Standards are suitable
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for the Saudi context. Previous studies and applications of The Program Evaluation
Standards revealed that propriety standards in particular create problems when applied in
different contexts (Chatterji, 2005; Jang, 2000; Russon, 2000; Smith, Chircop, &
Mukherjee, 2000; Yarbrough et al., 2004). However, no previous studies had been
conducted or focused on the Middle East, in general, or Saudi Arabia, specifically.
Therefore, this study investigated the suitability of The Program Evaluation Standards in
the Saudi Arabian context.
Purpose of the Study
As stated, no previous studies had been conducted to investigate the suitability of
The Program Evaluation Standards in the Saudi Arabian context. The purpose of this
study was to identify the extent to which The Program Evaluation Standards are suitable
for use in Saudi Arabia. This study also sought to identify which standards are
problematic for application in the Saudi context. Identifying these standards and
determining whether they should be modified or omitted for the Saudi context may be
necessary for effective use of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi Arabia.
Focal Research Questions
In order to address the purpose of this study as described above, this study was
guided by the following research questions:
1. To what extent do The Program Evaluation Standards fit the Saudi context?
a. What standards are acceptable in their current form without modification?
b. What standards need modification to be acceptable?
c. What standards are unacceptable with or without modification?
2. What, if any, aspects of the standards are perceived to be the most problematic for

13
application in the Saudi context?
3. What modifications are necessary to yield a complete set of acceptable standards for
the Saudi context?
These questions were designed to deeply address and investigate the
appropriateness of The Program Evaluation Standards (Joint Committee, 2011) and the
possibility of the adaptation and the modification of them. It is important to mention that
modifications and changes, if necessary, focused only on the standards’ statements.
Rationale for and Significance of the Study
As a developing country, Saudi Arabia has a large number of new projects
sponsored by ministries, universities, and cities. In the last five years, the number of
public universities has increased from seven to twenty-four (Ministry of Higher
Education, 2012). Likewise, Saudi Arabia has seen rapid development of new cities.
“According to the Saudi Arabian General Investment Authority (SAGIA), the new cities
will contribute $150 billion to the country’s GDP by the year 2020” (SUSRIS, 2007, ¶ 1).
Such a movement, with remarkable levels of funding, creates a rich opportunity for the
conduct of program evaluation. Program evaluators, however, need guidelines, training,
and tools to ensure that program evaluations conducted on Saudi programs and projects
are focused in the right direction, when needed, and conducted with practices that serve
the Saudi context well.
Contributions of the Study
The findings from this study might facilitate the adaptation and development of a
set of standards for evaluation in Saudi Arabia. Accomplishing that would help increase
the proficiency of evaluators, and thus the quality of evaluation in Saudi Arabia.
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Furthermore, having Saudi-specific standards might shape and reform the
perception of evaluation as a profession in Saudi Arabia, which might lead to establishing
local evaluation associations to guide and train evaluators.
Other counties in the region might also benefit from the study by applying similar
methods to study the appropriateness of the standards they are using or adapt the findings
from this study to provide guidance on how external standards may need to be modified
to best suit each different country that uses them.
Organization of the Dissertation
This chapter highlighted the background and the problem investigated in this
study. It also stated the research questions and the potential contributions to the field of
evaluation. Chapter II provides a literature review that covers all the studies of The
Program Evaluation Standards in international contexts. Chapter III describes the
methods that were used to investigate the suitability of The Program Evaluation
Standards for the practice of evaluation in Saudi Arabia. Findings of the study are
presented in Chapter IV. Finally, conclusions, challenges, and limitations are discussed in
Chapter V. All the materials that were used in the study (e.g., invitations, data collection
protocols, handouts) are included in the appendices.

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Chapter II is a review of the relevant literature for this research study. As
mentioned in Chapter I, the purpose of this study was to identify the extent to which The
Program Evaluation Standards are suitable for use in Saudi Arabia. Exploring how such
standards work in Saudi Arabia affects the utility and applicability of the standards to
Saudi evaluation projects and helps to identify changes that may be needed for an
effective adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in the Saudi context.
This chapter is divided into three main sections. The first section provides an
overview of The Program Evaluation Standards, developed by the Joint Committee on
Standards for Educational Evaluation. The second section provides a review of relevant
studies. The third section summarizes main points from the literature review.
Overview
The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation was created in
1975 as a result of an increased recognition of the importance of program evaluation
(Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2013; Stufflebeam, 2004). The development of new measurement
and assessment technology, the growth of social and educational programs, and increased
calls for accountability pointed to a need for a specific set of standards that could help to
promote sound evaluation and support program improvement (Yarbrough, Shulha, &
Caruthers, 2004). Moreover, given that a large number of social and educational
programs were designed to improve American society and individuals, evaluation
15
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standards were also needed to judge the merit and worth of these programs to individuals,
communities, and societies (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004; Rossi, Lipsey, &
Freeman, 2004). The primary purpose of the Joint Committee, therefore, was to develop a
set of educational evaluation standards that could meet the needs of the time (Fitzpatrick,
Sanders, & Worthen, 2011; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).
As stated in its second and third editions, The Program Evaluation Standards
were initially created for evaluation practice in North America, specifically the United
States and Canada (Stufflebeam, 2004). As Stufflebeam (2004) noted, “uses of the Joint
Committee Standards outside the Committee’s intended geographic and disciplinary
spheres of application have introduced the possibilities of misapplication” (p. 101). In
fact, some scholars argue that The Program Evaluation Standards are not fully applicable
in regions where the culture differs from that of North America (Hopson, 2001; Chatterji,
2005). Although some scholars may assume that The Program Evaluation Standards are
not applicable in other parts of the world given that they were developed within a specific
cultural context, there is little empirical evidence to justify such an assumption. Exploring
how well the standards would serve evaluation practice outside of North America is,
therefore, an important issue for research given its potential to improve evaluation around
the world.
Relevant Studies
This section reviews past studies that have investigated the applicability of The
Program Evaluation Standards in regions outside of the United States and Canada.
Modifications made to The Program Evaluation Standards are presented alongside the
original statements to show how they how they have been revised for different contexts.
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Through a review of existing studies, Germany, Switzerland, South Korea,
African countries, Bangladesh, Australia and New Zealand, and Japan were found to be
some of the countries that have modified the second edition of The Program Evaluation
Standards to better fit their cultural and contextual scopes. No single study was found
that investigated modifications to the third edition of the standards for cultural relevancy.
Furthermore, the literature review confirmed that no prior studies have examined the
appropriateness of The Program Evaluation Standards for the Middle East and North
Africa. With that in mind, this study is likely the first to investigate applications of the
third edition of The Program Evaluation Standards in a Middle Eastern country.
Germany
While Germany was not a well-recognized European nation in terms of evaluation
prior to the 1990s, it has since experienced increased demand and activities in the field
(Widmer, 2004). During the late 1990s and early 2000s, evaluation activities were
initiated in many different areas of society including politics, business, and research. In
that regard, the German Evaluation Society (Deutsche Gesellschaft für Evaluation,
DeGEval) was established to serve the field of evaluation in Germany (Widmer, 2004).
In 2000, DeGEval launched a standards-setting process to formulate German
evaluation standards. As a starting point, the second edition of The Program Evaluation
Standards and the Swiss Evaluation Society (SEVAL) Standards (a modified version of
the first edition of The Program Evaluation Standards by the Joint Committee) were
used. DeGEval appointed its own joint committee to serve the purposes of the standardssetting process (Struhkamp, 2005).
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As a result of the German committee’s work, a 50-page document comprising the
DeGEval Standards was published in 2001. The DeGEval Standards include 25 standards
under the four basic domains of Utility, Feasibility, Propriety, and Accuracy and are
available in two languages: German and English. While the document incorporated
revisions made to The Program Evaluation Standards through the SEVAL Standards, the
DeGEval Standards also incorporated its own changes.
The following table shows the differences between the DeGEval Standards and
the second edition of The Program Evaluation Standards.
Table 2
Differences Between the DeGEval Standards and the Second Edition of the Joint
Committee Program Evaluation Standards
The Program Evaluation Standards (2nd ed.)

DeGEval Standards
Utility
U1 Stakeholder Identification Persons or groups
involved in or affected by the evaluand shall be
identified, so that their interests can be clarified and
taken into consideration when designing the
evaluation.

U1 Stakeholder Identification Persons involved in
or affected by the evaluation should be identified,
so that their needs can be addressed.

U2 Clarification of the Purposes of the
Evaluation The purposes of the evaluation shall be
stated clearly, so that the stakeholders can provide
relevant comments on these purposes, and so that
the evaluation team knows exactly what it is
expected to do.
U3 Evaluator Credibility and Competence The
persons conducting an evaluation shall be
trustworthy as well as methodologically and
professionally competent, so that the evaluation
findings achieve maximum credibility and
acceptance.

U2 Evaluator Credibility The persons conducting
the evaluation should be both trustworthy and
competent to perform the evaluation, so that the
evaluation findings achieve maximum credibility
and acceptance.
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Joint Committee Standards (2nd ed.)

DeGEval Standards
Utility
U4 Information Scope and Selection The scope
and selection of the collected information shall
make it possible to answer relevant questions about
the evaluand and, at the same time, consider the
information needs of the client and other
stakeholders.

U3 Information Scope and Selection Information
collected should be broadly selected to address
pertinent questions about the program and be
responsive to the needs and interests of clients and
other specified stakeholders

U5 Transparency of Values The perspectives and
assumptions of the stakeholders that serve as a basis
for the evaluation and the interpretation of the
evaluation findings shall be described in a way that
clarifies their underlying values.

U4 Values Identification The perspectives,
procedures, and rationale used to interpret the
findings should be carefully described, so that the
bases for value judgments are clear.

U6 Report Comprehensiveness and Clarity
Evaluation reports shall provide all relevant
information and be easily comprehensible.

U5 Report Clarity Evaluation reports should
clearly describe the program being evaluated,
including its context, and the purposes, procedures,
and findings of the evaluation, so that essential
information is provided and easily understood.

U7 Evaluation Timeliness The evaluation shall be
initiated and completed in a timely fashion so that
its findings can inform pending decision and
improvement processes.

U6 Report Timeliness and Dissemination
Significant interim findings and evaluation reports
should be disseminated to intended users, so that
they can be used in a timely fashion.

U8 Evaluation Utilisation and Use The evaluation
shall be planned, conducted, and reported in ways
that encourage attentive follow-through by
stakeholders and utilisation of the evaluation
findings.

U7 Evaluation Impact Evaluations should be
planned, conducted, and reported in ways that
encourage follow-through by stakeholders, so that
the likelihood that the evaluation will be used is
increased.

Feasibility
F1 Appropriate Procedures Evaluation
procedures, including information collection
procedures, shall be chosen so that the burden
placed on the evaluand or the stakeholders is
appropriate in comparison to the expected benefits
of the evaluation.

F1 Practical Procedures The evaluation
procedures should be practical to keep disruption to
a minimum while needed information is obtained.

F2 Diplomatic Conduct The evaluation shall be
planned and conducted so that it achieves maximal
acceptance by the different stakeholders with regard
to the evaluation process and findings.

F2 Political Viability The evaluation should be
planned and conducted with anticipation of the
different positions of various interest groups, so that
their cooperation may be obtained, and so that
possible attempts by any of these groups to curtail
evaluation operations or to bias or misapply the
results can be averted or counteracted.
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Joint Committee Standards (2nd ed.)

DeGEval Standards
Feasibility
F3 Evaluation Efficiency The relation between cost
and benefit of the evaluation shall be appropriate.

F3 Cost Effectiveness The evaluation should be
efficient and produce information of sufficient
value, so that the resources expended can be
justified.

Propriety
P1 Service Orientation Evaluations should be
designed to assist organizations to address and
effectively serve the needs of the full range of
targeted participants.
P1 Formal Agreement Obligations of the formal
parties to an evaluation (what is to be done, how, by
whom, when) shall be agreed to in writing, so that
these parties are obligated to adhere to all conditions
of the agreement or to renegotiate it.

P2 Formal Agreements Obligations of the formal
parties to an evaluation (what is to be done, how, by
whom, when) should be agreed to in writing, so that
these parties are obligated to adhere to all
conditions of the agreement or formally to
renegotiate it.

P2 Protection of Individual Rights The evaluation
shall be designed and conducted in a way that
protects the welfare, dignity and rights of all
stakeholders.

P3 Rights of Human Subjects Evaluations should
be designed and conducted to respect and protect
the rights and welfare of human subjects.

P4 Human Interactions Evaluators should respect
human dignity and worth in their interactions with
other persons associated with an evaluation, so that
participants are not threatened or harmed.
P3 Complete and Fair Investigation The
evaluation shall undertake a complete and fair
examination and description of strengths and
weaknesses of the evaluand so that strengths can be
built upon and problem areas addressed.

P5 Complete and Fair Assessment The evaluation
should be complete and fair in its examination and
recording of strengths and weaknesses of the
program being evaluated, so that strengths can be
built upon and problem areas addressed.

P5 Disclosure of Findings As far as possible, all
stakeholders shall have access to the evaluation
findings.

P6 Disclosure of Findings The formal parties to an
evaluation should ensure that the full set of
evaluation findings along with pertinent limitations
are made accessible to the persons affected by the
evaluation and any others with expressed legal
rights to receive the results.
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DeGEval Standards
Propriety
P4 Unbiased Conduct and Reporting The
evaluation shall take into account the different views
of the stakeholders concerning the evaluand and the
evaluation findings. Like the entire evaluation
process, the evaluation report shall evidence the
impartial position of the evaluation team. Value
judgments shall be made as unemotionally as
possible.

P7 Conflict of Interest Conflict of interest should
be dealt with openly and honestly, so that it does
not compromise the evaluation processes and
results.

P8 Fiscal Responsibility The evaluator's allocation
and expenditure of resources should reflect sound
accountability procedures and otherwise be prudent
and ethically responsible, so that expenditures are
accounted for and appropriate.
Accuracy
A1 Description of the Evaluand The evaluand
shall be described and documented clearly and
accurately so that it can be unequivocally identified.

A1 Program Documentation The program being
evaluated should be described and documented
clearly and accurately, so that the program is clearly
identified.

A2 Context Analysis The context of the evaluand
shall be examined and analysed in sufficient detail.

A2 Context Analysis The context in which the
program exists should be examined in enough
detail, so that its likely influences on the program
can be identified.

A3 Described Purposes and Procedures Object,
purposes, questions and procedures of an evaluation,
including the applied methods, shall be accurately
documented and described so that they can be
identified and assessed.

A3 Described Purposes and Procedures The
purposes and procedures of the evaluation should
be monitored and described in enough detail, so that
they can be identified and assessed.

A4 Disclosure of Information Sources The
information sources used in the course of the
evaluation shall be documented in appropriate detail
so that the reliability and adequacy of the
information can be assessed.

A4 Defensible Information Sources The sources
of information used in a program evaluation should
be described in enough detail, so that the adequacy
of the information can be assessed.

A5 Valid and Reliable Information The data
collection procedures shall be chosen and developed
and then applied in a way that ensures the reliability
and validity of the data with regard to answering the
evaluation questions. The technical criteria shall be
based on the standards of quantitative and
qualitative social research.

A5 Valid Information The information-gathering
procedures should be chosen or developed and then
implemented so that they will assure that the
interpretation arrived at is valid for the intended
use.
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DeGEval Standards
Accuracy

A6 Reliable Information The informationgathering procedures should be chosen or
developed and then implemented so that they will
assure that the information obtained is sufficiently
reliable for the intended use.
A6 Systematic Data Review The data collected,
analysed and presented in the course of the
evaluation shall be systematically examined for
possible errors.

A7 Systematic Information The information
collected, processed, and reported in an evaluation
should be systematically reviewed, and any errors
found should be corrected.

A7 Analysis of Qualitative and Quantitative
Information Qualitative and quantitative
information shall be analysed in an appropriate,
systematic way so that the evaluation questions can
be effectively answered.

A8 Analysis of Quantitative Information
Quantitative information in an evaluation should be
appropriately and systematically analyzed so that
evaluation questions are effectively answered.

A9 Analysis of Qualitative Information
Qualitative information in an evaluation should be
appropriately and systematically analyzed so that
evaluation questions are effectively answered.
A8 Justified Conclusions The conclusions reached
in the evaluation shall be explicitly justified so that
the audiences can assess them.

A10 Justified Conclusions The conclusions
reached in an evaluation should be explicitly
justified, so that stakeholders can assess them.
A11 Impartial Reporting Reporting procedures
should guard against distortion caused by personal
feelings and biases of any party to the evaluation, so
that evaluation reports fairly reflect the evaluation
findings.

A9 Meta-Evaluation The evaluation shall be
documented and archived appropriately so that a
meta-evaluation can be undertaken.

25 standards

A12 Metaevaluation The evaluation itself should
be formatively and summatively evaluated against
these and other pertinent standards, so that its
conduct is appropriately guided and, on completion,
stakeholders can closely examine its strengths and
weaknesses.”
30 standards
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Switzerland
The Swiss evaluation community experienced a boost between the late 1980s and
early 1990s due to a national research program established by the Committee of the Swiss
Federation (Widmer, 2004). Prior to that period, Switzerland was not recognized as a
leading country in European evaluation (Widmer, 2004). Quality was a major focus of
the national research program, which led the country to apply evaluation standards for the
first time.
To develop their own standards, the Swiss applied The Program Evaluation
Standards in two metaevaluations. The first edition of The Program Evaluation
Standards (1981) was applied to judge the quality of fifteen Swiss evaluations from
multiple fields of practice. General applicability of The Program Evaluation Standards
was observed, although some revisions were recommended (Widmer, 2000).
The Swiss Evaluation Society (SEVAL) also decided to establish its own
evaluation standards relying on the second edition of The Program Evaluation Standards
(1994). After multiple revisions, the first Swiss Evaluation Standards were established in
1999. The standards were approved by the Swiss general assembly in the spring of 2001
to become the first nationally endorsed standards in European evaluation and in the world
after the United States and Canada (Widmer, 2004).
The SEVAL Standards consist of 27 standards under four basic domains: Utility,
Feasibility, Propriety, and Accuracy in a twenty-page document. The SEVAL standards
are available in three languages: German, French, and English.
Table 3 shows the differences between the SEVAL Standards and the second
edition of The Program Evaluation Standards.
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Table 3
Differences Between the SEVAL Standards and the Second Edition of the Joint
Committee Program Evaluation Standards
Joint Committee Standards (2nd ed.)

SEVAL Standards
Utility
U1 Identifying Stakeholders Those persons
participating in, and affected by, an evaluation are
identified in order that their interests and needs
can be taken into account.

U1 Stakeholder Identification Persons involved
in or affected by the evaluation should be
identified, so that their needs can be addressed.

U2 Clarifying the Objectives of the Evaluation
All who are involved in an evaluation will ensure
that the objectives of the evaluation are clear to
all stakeholders.
U3 Credibility Those who conduct evaluations
are both competent and trustworthy; this will help
ensure the results an evaluation reaches are
accorded the highest degree of acceptance and
credibility possible.

U2 Evaluator Credibility The persons conducting
the evaluation should be both trustworthy and
competent to perform the evaluation, so that the
evaluation findings achieve maximum credibility
and acceptance.

U4 Scope and Selection of Information The
scope and selection of the information that has
been collected makes it possible to ask pertinent
questions about the object of the evaluation. Such
scope and selection also takes into account the
interests and needs of the parties commissioning
the evaluation, as well as other stakeholders.

U3 Information Scope and Selection Information
collected should be broadly selected to address
pertinent questions about the program and be
responsive to the needs and interests of clients and
other specified stakeholders

U5 Transparency of Value Judgments The
underlying reasoning and points of view upon
which an interpretation of evaluation results rests
are described in such a manner that the bases for
the value judgments are clear.

U4 Values Identification The perspectives,
procedures, and rationale used to interpret the
findings should be carefully described, so that the
bases for value judgments are clear.

U6 Comprehensiveness and Clarity in
Reporting Evaluation reports describe the object
of evaluation - including its context, goals,
questions posed, and procedures used, as well as
the findings reached in the evaluation – in such a
manner that the most pertinent information is
available and readily comprehensible.

U5 Report Clarity Evaluation reports should
clearly describe the program being evaluated,
including its context, and the purposes,
procedures, and findings of the evaluation, so that
essential information is provided and easily
understood.

25
Table 3–Continued
Joint Committee Standards (2nd ed.)

SEVAL Standards
Utility
U7 Timely Reporting Significant interim results,
as well as final reports, are made available to the
intended users such that they can be utilized in a
timely manner.

U6 Report Timeliness and Dissemination
Significant interim findings and evaluation reports
should be disseminated to intended users, so that
they can be used in a timely fashion.

U8 Evaluation Impact The planning, execution,
and presentation of an evaluation encourage
stakeholders both to follow the evaluation process
and to use the evaluation.

U7 Evaluation Impact Evaluations should be
planned, conducted, and reported in ways that
encourage follow-through by stakeholders, so that
the likelihood that the evaluation will be used is
increased.

Feasibility
F1 Practical Procedures Evaluation procedures
are designed such that the information needed is
collected without unduly disrupting the object of
the evaluation or the evaluation itself.

F1 Practical Procedures The evaluation
procedures should be practical to keep disruption
to a minimum while needed information is
obtained.

F2 Anticipating Political Viability The various
positions of the different interests involved are
taken into account in planning and carrying out an
evaluation in order to win their cooperation and
discourage possible efforts by one or another
group to limit evaluation activities or distort or
misuse the results.

F2 Political Viability The evaluation should be
planned and conducted with anticipation of the
different positions of various interest groups, so
that their cooperation may be obtained, and so that
possible attempts by any of these groups to curtail
evaluation operations or to bias or misapply the
results can be averted or counteracted.

F3 Cost Effectiveness Evaluations produce
information of a value that justifies the cost of
producing them.

F3 Cost Effectiveness The evaluation should be
efficient and produce information of sufficient
value, so that the resources expended can be
justified.
Propriety
P1 Service Orientation Evaluations should be
designed to assist organizations to address and
effectively serve the needs of the full range of
targeted participants.

P1 Formal Written Agreement The duties of the
parties who agree to conduct an evaluation
(specifying what, how, by whom, and when what
is to be done) are set forth in a written agreement
in order to obligate the contracting parties to
fulfill all the agreed upon conditions, or if not, to
renegotiate the agreement.

P2 Formal Agreements Obligations of the formal
parties to an evaluation (what is to be done, how,
by whom, when) should be agreed to in writing, so
that these parties are obligated to adhere to all
conditions of the agreement or formally to
renegotiate it.
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SEVAL Standards
Propriety
P2 Ensuring Individual Rights and Well-Being
Evaluations are planned and executed in such a
manner as to protect and respect the rights and
well-being of individuals.

P3 Rights of Human Subjects Evaluations should
be designed and conducted to respect and protect
the rights and welfare of human subjects.

P3 Respecting Human Dignity Evaluations are
structured in such a manner that the contacts
between participants are marked by mutual
respect.

P4 Human Interactions Evaluators should
respect human dignity and worth in their
interactions with other persons associated with an
evaluation, so that participants are not threatened
or harmed.

P4 Complete and Balanced Assessment
Evaluations are complete and balanced when they
assess and present the strengths and weaknesses
that exist in the object being evaluated, in a
manner that strengths can be built upon and
problem areas addressed.

P5 Complete and Fair Assessment The
evaluation should be complete and fair in its
examination and recording of strengths and
weaknesses of the program being evaluated, so
that strengths can be built upon and problem areas
addressed.

P5 Making Findings Available The parties who
contract to an evaluation ensure that its results are
made available to all potentially affected persons,
as well as to all others who have a legitimate
claim to receive them.

P6 Disclosure of Findings The formal parties to
an evaluation should ensure that the full set of
evaluation findings along with pertinent
limitations are made accessible to the persons
affected by the evaluation and any others with
expressed legal rights to receive the results.

P6 Declaring Conflicts of Interest Conflicts of
interest are addressed openly and honestly so that
they compromise the evaluation process and
conclusions as little as possible.

P7 Conflict of Interest Conflict of interest should
be dealt with openly and honestly, so that it does
not compromise the evaluation processes and
results.
P8 Fiscal Responsibility The evaluator's
allocation and expenditure of resources should
reflect sound accountability procedures and
otherwise be prudent and ethically responsible, so
that expenditures are accounted for and
appropriate.

Accuracy
A1 Precise Description of the Object of
Evaluation The object of an evaluation is to be
clearly and precisely described, documented, and
unambiguously identified.

A1 Program Documentation The program being
evaluated should be described and documented
clearly and accurately, so that the program is
clearly identified.
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SEVAL Standards
Accuracy
A2 Analyzing the Context The influences of the
context on the object of evaluation are identified.

A2 Context Analysis The context in which the
program exists should be examined in enough
detail, so that its likely influences on the program
can be identified.

A3 Precise Description of Goals, Questions,
and Procedures The goals pursued, questions
asked, and procedures used in the evaluation are
sufficiently precisely described and documented
that they can be identified as well as assessed.

A3 Described Purposes and Procedures The
purposes and procedures of the evaluation should
be monitored and described in enough detail, so
that they can be identified and assessed.

A4 Trustworthy Sources of Information The
sources of information used in an evaluation are
sufficiently precisely described that their
adequacy can be assessed.

A4 Defensible Information Sources The sources
of information used in a program evaluation
should be described in enough detail, so that the
adequacy of the information can be assessed.

A5 Valid and Reliable Information To ensure
the validity and reliability of the interpretation, it
is necessary to select, develop, and employ
procedures for that given purpose.

A5 Valid Information The information-gathering
procedures should be chosen or developed and
then implemented so that they will assure that the
interpretation arrived at is valid for the intended
use.
A6 Reliable Information The informationgathering procedures should be chosen or
developed and then implemented so that they will
assure that the information obtained is sufficiently
reliable for the intended use.

A6 Systematic Checking for Errors The
information collected, analyzed, and presented in
an evaluation is systematically checked for errors.

A7 Systematic Information The information
collected, processed, and reported in an evaluation
should be systematically reviewed, and any errors
found should be corrected.

A7 Qualitative and Quantitative Analysis
Qualitative and quantitative information are
systematically and appropriately analyzed in an
evaluation, in a manner that the questions posed
by the evaluation can actually be answered.

A8 Analysis of Quantitative Information
Quantitative information in an evaluation should
be appropriately and systematically analyzed so
that evaluation questions are effectively answered.

A9 Analysis of Qualitative Information
Qualitative information in an evaluation should be
appropriately and systematically analyzed so that
evaluation questions are effectively answered.
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SEVAL Standards
Accuracy
A8 Substantiated Conclusions The conclusions
reached in an evaluation are explicitly
substantiated in such a manner that stakeholders
can comprehend and judge them.

A10 Justified Conclusions The conclusions
reached in an evaluation should be explicitly
justified, so that stakeholders can assess them.

A9 Neutral Reporting Reporting is free from
distortion through personal feelings or
preferences on the part of any party to the
evaluation; evaluation reports present conclusions
in a neutral manner.

A11 Impartial Reporting Reporting procedures
should guard against distortion caused by personal
feelings and biases of any party to the evaluation,
so that evaluation reports fairly reflect the
evaluation findings.

A10 Metaevaluation The evaluation itself is
evaluated on the basis of existing (or other
relevant) Standards such that the evaluation is
appropriately executed, and so that stakeholders
can, in the end, assess the evaluation's strengths
and weaknesses.

A12 Metaevaluation The evaluation itself should
be formatively and summatively evaluated against
these and other pertinent standards, so that its
conduct is appropriately guided and, on
completion, stakeholders can closely examine its
strengths and weaknesses.”

27 standards
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African Continent
Concerning African program evaluation, the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) held
the first large-scale African evaluation seminar in May 1990 in Côte d’Ivoire. The main
objective of the seminar was to identify and clarify the needs of evaluation as perceived
by African countries. Several seminars were conducted following the Côte d’Ivoire
seminar, which resulted in the establishment of the African Evaluation Association
(AfrEA) in 1999 (Rouge, 2004).
In 1998 in Nairobi, UNICEF organized a regional evaluation workshop that
included a Program Evaluation Standards training session. The theme of the training
session was “Are the U.S. Program Evaluation Standards Appropriate for Use in African
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Cultures?” Patel and Russon (1998) later presented the session’s results in a paper for
discussion with a group of researchers in the Kenya Graduate Employment Programme.
The paper was further edited following that group’s discussion (African Evaluation
Association, 2007).
In 1999, under the leadership of Mahesh Patel and Kate Spring, evaluation
organizations from several African countries (i.e., Niger, Madagascar, Comoros, Malawi,
Rwanda, and Kenya) structured a major conference in Kenya. One of the most notable
plans of action during that event was the idea of adapting of the second edition of The
Program Evaluation Standards (Rouge, 2004). This idea was based on the results
presented in the Patel and Russon (1998) paper.
In considering use of The Program Evaluation Standards, three different
perspectives arose among conference attendees. The first perspective was that it was
acceptable to adopt foreign standards. The second perspective rejected the adaptation
proposal, stating that it was unacceptable to enforce international standards on African
evaluation. The third perspective argued that the correct process of developing African
evaluation guidelines should start with testing The Program Evaluation Standards in
various African evaluation projects to determine their appropriateness, and modified
them accordingly. A consensus on the third perspective was achieved in 2000 (African
Evaluation Association, 2007).
The resulting African Evaluation Guidelines consist of four domains that include
35 standards. There were many changes and modifications applied on The Program
Evaluation Standards, including the domain labels and the number of standards.
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The following table shows the differences between the AfrEA Guidelines and the
second edition of The Program Evaluation Standards.
Table 4
Differences Between the AfrEA Standards and the Second Edition of the Joint Committee
Program Evaluation Standards
Joint Committee Standards (2nd ed.)

AfrEA Standards
Utility
U1 Evaluation Impact Evaluations should be
planned, conducted, reported and disseminated in a
manner and within a timeframe that empowers
stakeholders, creates ownership and increases the
chances that the findings will be used for effective
development.

U7 Evaluation Impact Evaluations should be
planned, conducted, and reported in ways that
encourage follow-through by stakeholders, so that
the likelihood that the evaluation will be used is
increased.

U2 Stakeholder Identification Persons and
organizations involved in or affected by the
evaluation (with special attention to community
participants and vulnerable groups) should be
identified and included in the evaluation process in
a participatory manner, so that their needs can be
addressed and so that the evaluation findings are
utilizable and owned by stakeholders, to the extent
this is useful, feasible and allowed.

U1 Stakeholder Identification Persons involved
in or affected by the evaluation should be
identified, so that their needs can be addressed.

U3 Credibility of the Evaluator The persons
conducting the evaluation should be independent
and trustworthy. They should have cultural
sensitivity, appropriate communication skills and
proven competence in evaluation methodology, so
that the evaluation process and findings achieve
maximum credibility and acceptance. When unsure
of competencies evaluators should seek to work in
teams to ensure complementarities of skills and
knowledge for credibility of results.

U2 Evaluator Credibility The persons
conducting the evaluation should be both
trustworthy and competent to perform the
evaluation, so that the evaluation findings achieve
maximum credibility and acceptance.

U4 Credibility of the Evaluation Team Evaluation
teams should be constituted to include proven
competence in evaluation methodology and in the
specialist area(s) under review, as well as cultural
competence.
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AfrEA Standards
Utility
U5 Information Scope and Selection Data and
information collected should be broadly selected
to address pertinent questions and be responsive to
the needs and interests of stakeholders, with special
attention to vulnerable groups.

U3 Information Scope and Selection Information
collected should be broadly selected to address
pertinent questions about the program and be
responsive to the needs and interests of clients and
other specified stakeholders

U6 Values Identification The rationale,
perspectives and methodology used to interpret the
findings should be carefully described so that the
bases for value judgments are clear. Multiple
interpretations of findings should be transparently
reflected, provided that these interpretations respond
to stakeholders’ concerns and needs for utilization
purposes.

U4 Values Identification The perspectives,
procedures, and rationale used to interpret the
findings should be carefully described, so that the
bases for value judgments are clear.

U7 Report Clarity Evaluation reports should
clearly and concisely describe what is being
evaluated and its context, the purpose,
methodology, evidence and findings so that
essential information is provided and easily
understood.

U5 Report Clarity Evaluation reports should
clearly describe the program being evaluated,
including its context, and the purposes,
procedures, and findings of the evaluation, so that
essential information is provided and easily
understood.

U8 Reporting Format The reporting format should
be adapted to suit diverse stakeholder needs and
increase the chance of use.
U9 Report Dissemination Significant interim
findings and evaluation reports should be
disseminated to stakeholders, to the extent that this
is useful, feasible and allowed. Comments and
feedback of stakeholders on interim findings should
be taken into consideration prior to the production
of the final report.
U10 Contribution to Knowledge Building
Evaluations should be reported and disseminated to
contribute to a body of knowledge that can be
accessed and utilized by a wider audience.
Evaluators should negotiate issues of authorship,
publication and copyrights with commissioners of
evaluation so that results /findings will be utilizable
to a wider audience to the extent that this is feasible
and allowed.

U6 Report Timeliness and Dissemination
Significant interim findings and evaluation reports
should be disseminated to intended users, so that
they can be used in a timely fashion.
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AfrEA Standards
Feasibility
F1 Practical Procedures Evaluations
methodologies should be practical and appropriate
to help data collection if necessary.

F1 Practical Procedures The evaluation
procedures should be practical to keep disruption
to a minimum while needed information is
obtained.

F2 Political Viability Evaluation should be planned
and conducted in a participative manner in order to
achieve total involvement of all stakeholders. It
should be prepared and conducted on the basis of
scientific principles of neutrality and strictness to
avoid disputes conducive to a negative impact on
processes and findings as well as on implementation
and recommendations.

F2 Political Viability The evaluation should be
planned and conducted with anticipation of the
different positions of various interest groups, so
that their cooperation may be obtained, and so that
possible attempts by any of these groups to curtail
evaluation operations or to bias or misapply the
results can be averted or counteracted.

F3 Cost Effectiveness The efficiency principle
should be respected all along the evaluation process
so that the resources engaged are justified with
regard to the data and findings achieved.

F3 Cost Effectiveness The evaluation should be
efficient and produce information of sufficient
value, so that the resources expended can be
justified.

Those responsible for evaluation and all the other
evaluation stakeholders should always lock up
budget, human and organizational resources in an
optimal way and according to evaluation targets.
Respect and Ethics

Propriety

P1 Goal and Scope of the Evaluation The
evaluation should be designed to efficiently meet
the needs of all target stakeholders.

P1 Service Orientation Evaluations should be
designed to assist organizations to address and
effectively serve the needs of the full range of
targeted participants.

P2 Range and Quality The evaluation should be
comprehensive and satisfactory. It should identify
and analyze strengths and weaknesses of the
evaluated project or program or policy. Its objective
is to make useful recommendations in order to
strengthen the positive components of a program
and propose how to tackle occurring difficulties.

P5 Complete and Fair Assessment The
evaluation should be complete and fair in its
examination and recording of strengths and
weaknesses of the program being evaluated, so
that strengths can be built upon and problem areas
addressed.

P3 Formal Agreements Objectives, methodologies,
responsibilities, duration and ownership of the
evaluation should be negotiated and formalized
within a liability charter that can be revised. A
particular attention should be focused on implied
and informal aspects of the commitment made by
involved parties.

P2 Formal Agreements Obligations of the formal
parties to an evaluation (what is to be done, how,
by whom, when) should be agreed to in writing, so
that these parties are obligated to adhere to all
conditions of the agreement or formally to
renegotiate it.
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Table 4–Continued
AfrEA Standards

Joint Committee Standards (2nd ed.)

Respect and Ethics

Propriety

P4 Stakeholders Rights The evaluation should be
designed and conducted in compliance with rights
and moral and physical integrity of stakeholders and
their community. Respect of privacy of personal
data collected should be observed.

P3 Rights of Human Subjects Evaluations should
be designed and conducted to respect and protect
the rights and welfare of human subjects.

P5 Human Relations Evaluators should respect the
dignity and the human value in their interaction with
people involved in the evaluation in such a way
these people do not feel threatened or harmed
physically or culturally or in their religious beliefs.

P4 Human Interactions Evaluators should
respect human dignity and worth in their
interactions with other persons associated with an
evaluation, so that participants are not threatened
or harmed.

P6: Disclosure of Conclusions The findings of the
evaluation should be owned by stakeholders and the
limits of the methodologies in use should be precise.
Recommendations resulting from this ownership
will be designed with stakeholders. Privacy should
be maintained during the whole process to avoid
any attempt to intimidate executing agencies or
evaluators.

P6 Disclosure of Findings The formal parties to
an evaluation should ensure that the full set of
evaluation findings along with pertinent
limitations are made accessible to the persons
affected by the evaluation and any others with
expressed legal rights to receive the results.

P7 Disputes Over Interests These disputes should
be settled in an objective manner so that they do not
jeopardize the evaluation process and results.

P7 Conflict of Interest Conflict of interest should
be dealt with openly and honestly, so that it does
not compromise the evaluation processes and
results.

P8 Transparency: The evaluator should apply the
principles of effectiveness and transparency in every
management action linked to the project and in the
conduct of the evaluation.

P8 Fiscal Responsibility The evaluator's
allocation and expenditure of resources should
reflect sound accountability procedures and
otherwise be prudent and ethically responsible, so
that expenditures are accounted for and
appropriate.

Precision and Quality

Accuracy

A1 Program Documents Any project, program or
policy subject to an evaluation should be
sufficiently documented. A communication process
should be adopted and will target various
stakeholders.

A1 Program Documentation The program being
evaluated should be described and documented
clearly and accurately, so that the program is
clearly identified.

A2 Context Analysis The context in which the
PPPS evolves should be examined in details
including namely social, political, cultural and
environmental aspects. Gender should also be
highlighted.

A2 Context Analysis The context in which the
program exists should be examined in enough
detail, so that its likely influences on the program
can be identified.
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Precision and Quality

Accuracy

A3 Described Goals and Procedures Evaluation
goals and procedures should be clearly followed. They
are defined in full details and refer to evaluation
criteria that are commonly accepted (relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, viability, impact) to evaluate
them.

A3 Described Purposes and Procedures The
purposes and procedures of the evaluation should be
monitored and described in enough detail, so that
they can be identified and assessed.

A4 Tracing Information Sources The information
sources utilized in evaluation should be described in
full details to ensure reliability without any breach to
anonymity and/or cultural and personal sensitivity of
informant.

A4 Defensible Information Sources The sources
of information used in a program evaluation should
be described in enough detail, so that the adequacy
of the information can be assessed.

A5a Valid Information Data collection procedures
and sampling should be selected, developed and
implemented to make sure that information produced
are valid and adequate.

A5 Valid Information The information-gathering
procedures should be chosen or developed and then
implemented so that they will assure that the
interpretation arrived at is valid for the intended
use.

A5b Representative Information Data collection
procedures should be selected, developed and
implemented to ensure that produced information are
representative of the diversity.
A6 Reliable Information Data collection procedures
should be selected, developed and implemented to
ensure that data obtained is reliable enough.

A6 Reliable Information The informationgathering procedures should be chosen or
developed and then implemented so that they will
assure that the information obtained is sufficiently
reliable for the intended use.

A7 Systematic Information The data collected,
processed and reported with regard to an evaluation
should be systematically reviewed and any mistake
should be reported and corrected to the best possible.

A7 Systematic Information The information
collected, processed, and reported in an evaluation
should be systematically reviewed, and any errors
found should be corrected.

A8 Analysis of Quantitative Data In an evaluation
the quantitative data should be properly and
systematically analyzed so that various questions on
evaluation, including expected results actually find an
answer.

A8 Analysis of Quantitative Information
Quantitative information in an evaluation should be
appropriately and systematically analyzed so that
evaluation questions are effectively answered.

A9 Analysis of Qualitative Data When one is
engaged in an evaluation, qualitative data should be
properly and systematically analyzed to ensure that
various questions on evaluation including expected
results, actually find an answer.

A9 Analysis of Qualitative Information
Qualitative information in an evaluation should be
appropriately and systematically analyzed so that
evaluation questions are effectively answered.
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Precision and Quality

Accuracy

A10a Relevant Conclusions The conclusions of an
evaluation should result from methods and analysis
so that stakeholders can appreciate them in full
objectivity.

A10 Justified Conclusions The conclusions
reached in an evaluation should be explicitly
justified, so that stakeholders can assess them.

A10 b Realistic Recommendations Reached by
Consensus The recommendations of an evaluation
should be validated by stakeholders, feasible and
linked to expected results.
A11 Impartiality of the Report The evaluation
report should be written so that it does not show
subjectivity of those involved in its design to ensure
that it is not biased. It is important that the report
actually reflect the findings of the evaluation.

A11 Impartial Reporting Reporting procedures
should guard against distortion caused by personal
feelings and biases of any party to the evaluation,
so that evaluation reports fairly reflect the
evaluation findings.

A12 Meta-evaluation The evaluation itself should
be formally and systematically evaluated with
respect to guidelines to ensure that it is
appropriately carried out; this will allow
stakeholders to evaluate its strengths and
weaknesses.

A12 Metaevaluation The evaluation itself should
be formatively and summatively evaluated against
these and other pertinent standards, so that its
conduct is appropriately guided and, on
completion, stakeholders can closely examine its
strengths and weaknesses.

35 standards

30 standards

South Korea
South Korea is another country that has tested The Program Evaluation Standards
to examine their appropriateness in a non-Western setting. The primary reason behind
South Korea’s decision was that because South Korea had no evaluation standards,
Western evaluators had to be hired to conduct evaluations, mostly for economic
programs, using the Western evaluation standards. Standards with greater cultural
relevancy were needed.
To examine the appropriateness of The Program Evaluation Standards for South
Korean settings, 21 South Korean graduate students from Syracuse University
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participated in a study consisting of a one-day workshop in October of 1998. The
workshop started with a one-hour presentation on the second edition of The Program
Evaluation Standards. Participants were heavily involved in different fields of evaluation
such as governmental, educational, and business evaluations. Seven participants were
corporate managers, eleven were high-level civil servants, and three where educators and
soldiers (Jang, 2000).
Data collection methods used during the study included a 5-point Likert-type
questionnaire and a follow-up discussion. Results indicated that 10 standards of The
Program Evaluation Standards were deemed by more than 50 percent of the study
participants as not appropriate at all or somewhat not appropriate. Those standards were
U1 Stakeholder Identification, P1 Service Orientation, P2 Formal Agreements, P3 Rights
of Human Subjects, P4 Human Interaction, P6 Disclosure of Findings, P7 Conflict of
Interest, P8 Fiscal Responsibility, A4 Defensible Information Sources, and A12 Metaevaluation. The study concluded with two positions:
The first position was that it is acceptable to adopt an international
standard with sufficient sensitivity to Korean context. The second position
is that Korea need to develop her own standards to get more fruitful
evaluation outcome and to promote her credibility in international society.
(Jang, 2000, p. 57)
Australia and New Zealand
Although the Australian Evaluation Society (AES), which encompasses Australia
and New Zealand, is considered to have one of the oldest codes of conduct and ethics,
some evaluators argue that the AES has had difficulty regarding the development of
quality evaluation standards (Fraser, 2004). On October 11, 2001, the AES held a
workshop on standards development. One of the topics was to decide if AES would
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develop a new set of standards or adopt the second edition of The Program Evaluation
Standards. At the end of a thorough discussion, the workshop participants did not reach a
consensus on whether to adopt The Program Evaluation Standards or develop a complete
set of new standards (Fraser, 2004; Rose, 2001).
One of the issues in deciding on whether to adopt The Program Evaluation
Standards was that the AES evaluators and theorists had identified important differences
in evaluation practice and themes between Australia/New Zealand and the United States.
For instance, participants identified potential risks that might be addressed by national
standards, including management risks, evaluator risks, stakeholders’ risks, budget risks,
scoping risks, data collection risks, and reporting risks (Fraser, 2004; Rose, 2001). As a
result, two main conclusions arose:
The first is that relatively few of the concerns have anything to do with the
primary matters covered by the Program Evaluation Standards: quality of
methodology, quality of data, conscientiousness, and comprehensiveness.
Instead, they are primarily threats that have to do with the way evaluation
is managed, planned, supported, and, above all, used. The second is that
the great majority of threats lie outside the control of the individual
evaluator or even of the evaluation team as a whole. (Fraser, 2004, p. 73)
The final AES guidelines include three domains: (1) commissioning and
preparing for an evaluation, (2) conducting an evaluation, and (3) reporting the results of
an evaluation. Under these three domains are five principles and 22 guidelines (AES,
2013).
Bangladesh
Another country where the appropriateness of the second edition of The Program
Evaluation Standards was investigated is Bangladesh. Madhabi Chatterji, professor at
Columbia University, conducted a case study of educational evaluation to examine the
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applicability of The Program Evaluation Standards in Bangladesh. The case study was
selected based on four criteria: (1) evaluations were conducted in international context,
(2) the availability of adequate information, (3) evaluations were conducted in a large
scale, and (4) the involvement of multiple stakeholders such as donors, evaluators,
participants, and sponsors (Chatterji, 2005).
The selected case was a long-term evaluation project that lasted from 1990 to
2000. The project evaluated the status of primary education in Bangladesh and was
conducted by a team of Bangladeshi researchers. Chatterji (2005) applied the second
edition of The Program Evaluation Standards in a metaevaluation of the study. Taking
into consideration that this is only one case study, the results represented a fair level of
attention to most of the standards. The Propriety standards, however, seemed problematic
to some degree. As noted by Chatterji, “there is clearly a need to continue to examine
more cases prior to arriving at a formal set of recommendations for the evaluation
community or the Joint Committee to consider” (p. 2394).
Japan
The demand for greater transparency and accountability in the public sector, along
with a desire to improve resource management in the private sector, resulted in the
establishment of the Japan Evaluation Society (JES) in 2000, which became a nonprofit
organization in March 2004 (The Japan Evaluation Society, 2013). Dr. Ryo Sasaki, a
committee member of the JES, confirmed that the Japanese Evaluation Society has just
approved ethical standards in December of 2012 during its national conference (personal
communication, February 21, 2013).
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To finalize its ethical standards, the Japanese subcommittee held 39 meetings,
resulting in the Guidelines for the Ethical Conduct of Evaluations. The guidelines are
available in Japanese language. The subcommittee team is working on an English version
of the guidelines, which will be available in few months (R. Sasaki, personal
communication, February 21, 2013).
According to Sasaki, The Program Evaluation Standards were used as one
component in the establishment of the Guidelines for the Ethical Conduct of Evaluations.
The guidelines include seven principles to which evaluators should comply. There are
four principles on ethics and three principles on methodologies. The guidelines also
include four phases of codes: (1) commissioning and preparing an evaluation, (2)
conducting an evaluation, (3) reporting the results of an evaluation, and (4) utilizing the
results of an evaluation (Sasaki, personal communication, February 21, 2013).
Summary
This chapter provided an overview of the literature on The Program Evaluation
Standards by the Joint Committee, with particular regard to their use outside of the
United States and Canada. Even though the Joint Committee Program Evaluation
Standards are the first and the most well-known standards for evaluation, their use and
appropriateness in the international contexts reflects some complexity, and shows the
need for modifications to be better applied.
The major commonalities over all the modifications in evaluation standards that
were addressed in this chapter were (a) the language and (b) the overlap between
standards. As shown, a major modification on The Program Evaluation Standards by
DegEVAL, SEVAL, and AfRea was in terms of the use of terminology. In most cases the
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replacements of words occurred not to change the meaning of the standard but to increase
the understandability. The other major modification occurred through combining two
standards in one in some instants, or deleting standards that seems overlap with another.
Merging the qualitative and quantitative standards is an example for the former, and
deleting fiscal responsibility is an example for the latter. This raises questions as to what
extent the standards fit the Saudi context, and creates the focus of this dissertation.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The methodology used to answer the research questions and achieve the goals of
this study is described in this chapter. Specifically, the following elements are described:
(1) the guiding research questions; (2) study design; (3) setting, sampling, and subjects;
(4) instrumentation; (5) procedures; (6) data processing; and (7) data analysis.
Research Questions
The following research questions were investigated:
1. To what extent do The Program Evaluation Standards fit the Saudi context?
a. Which standards are acceptable in their current form without
modification?
b. Which standards need modification to be acceptable?
c. Which standards are unacceptable with or without modification?
2. What, if any, aspects of the standards are perceived as the most problematic for
application in the Saudi context?
3. What modifications are necessary to yield a complete set of acceptable standards
for the Saudi context?
Design
This study was designed utilizing the Delphi technique. The Delphi technique is a
mixed-methods research design that employs a group of participants who serve as a panel
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of experts. The overall purpose of the technique is to assist the panel of experts in
achieving consensus on a topic or issue (Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Lilja, Laakso, &
Palmoki, 2011; Linstone & Turoff, 1975; Nworie, 2011). The specific uses of the Delphi
technique are many, including to (a) generate a number of possible alternatives, (b)
investigate underlying assumptions or information that lead to different conclusions or
judgments, (c) collect information that would help in achieving a consensus, and (d)
educate the expert panel about the interrelated facets of an issue (Delbecq, Van de Van,
& Gustafson, 1975; Hsu & Sandford, 2007).
Application of the Delphi technique requires three important considerations: (1)
the proficiency level of participants (i.e., the experts), (2) their anonymity, and (3) the
number of iterations to which participants are subjected. The first consideration, the
proficiency level of participants, is part of the selection process. The selection process is
perhaps the most crucial aspect of the Delphi technique because of its influence on the
quality of results. Careful selection of experts helps to reduce bias and increase the
credibility of study outcomes (Gordon, 2009; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Judd, 1972; Kuusi,
1999; Lang, 1998; Lilja et al., 2011; Nworie, 2011; Taylor & Judd, 1989; Tersine &
Riggs, 1976). Nonrandom, purposive selection, which was adopted for the purpose of this
study, is preferable when the number of experts is limited (Loo, 2009).
During the selection process, efforts should be made to select a heterogeneous
group of experts. Heterogeneous groups with sufficient representation of different
backgrounds promote greater participation throughout the process as participants seek to
take advantage of knowledge sharing and learning from others on the panel (Lilja et al.,
2011). According to Nworie (2011), diversity “helps to provide both depth and breadth of
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the multiple perspectives on the issues” (p. 25). Bolger and Wright (2011) emphasize the
importance of heterogeneity even if artificially created. The number of experts on a panel
is determined in regard to the dynamics necessary for achieving consensus (Okoli &
Pawlowski, 2004). While this number is not limited and has no specific method of
calculation, most scholars recommend a panel of 10 to 20 experts (Hsu & Sandford,
2007; Lilja et al., 2011; Ludwig, 1997; Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004).
The next consideration, anonymity, refers to matters of confidentiality. For the
purpose of this research, anonymity was somewhat of a secondary concern as the primary
interest was in participant knowledge of the questions under investigation more than
personal opinions or judgments (Lilja et al., 2011; Tapio, 2002a, 2002b; Tapio, Varho, &
Vinnari, 2009).
In his description of the third consideration, Ludwig (1994) described iteration as
a series of rounds; in each round every participant worked through a
questionnaire which was returned to the researcher who collected, edited,
and returned to every participant a statement of the position of the whole
group and the participant’s own position…a summation of comments
made each participant aware of the range of opinions and the reasons
underlying those opinions. (p. 55)
It is recommended that iterations consist of three to four rounds. In some
situations, the communication process between groups focuses on personal interests
instead of the main topic. These situations, referred to as noise, can be easily reduced
through controlled feedback provided by researchers to participants (Dalkey, 1972; Hsu
& Sandford, 2007).
The Delphi technique was used for several reasons in this study. First, The
Program Evaluation Standards may not fit the Saudi context perfectly because the
standards were created within a different cultural framework. However, such an
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assumption needs to be investigated and verified. The Delphi technique is an appropriate
tool for this investigation because it offers the structured communication process needed
to explore underlying assumptions and make conclusions. Second, and as mentioned
above, two of the primary uses of the Delphi technique are consensus building and
generating alternatives (Delbecq, Van de Van, & Gustafson, 1975; Hsu & Sandford,
2007). These uses of the technique are beneficial for the purpose of this study as the
panel of experts was tasked to reach a consensus concerning alternatives and
modifications to be made to current The Program Evaluation Standards for the Saudi
context. Third, and as a benefit of the study, participants would gain more knowledge
about the importance of standards in evaluation practice and understand how crucial
cultural considerations are when adapting or modifying standards. This benefit can be
accomplished as participants shared in the questionnaire rounds characteristic of the
educative use of the Delphi technique.
Focus Group
The original Delphi technique was used in this study with some modifications. In
addition to regular Delphi procedures that include two to three rounds of questionnaires,
the author also used a focus group as the first phase of data collection. The focus group
was conducted as a full-day expert panel meeting. During that meeting, the study
participants, 11 experts, were introduced to The Program Evaluation Standards and
asked to partake in an in-depth discussion about the standards and their fit for the Saudi
context. The results of the focus group were then analyzed and used to construct the firstround questionnaire.
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By definition, focus groups are “group interviews that are structured in a
particular way and have specific, well defined goals” (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998, p. 100).
Focus groups typically consist of a small number of individuals who participate in a
discussion of a specific topic or problem in order to devise solutions. While focus groups
were originally used as part of the marketing discipline, they are now widely used in
applied research throughout the social sciences (Marshall & Rossman, 2011).
The use of a focus group supported gathering information needed to build a
stronger questionnaire. According to Mathison (2005) and Krueger (2000), focus groups
help to ensure the clarity of questionnaires and provide greater consistency and reliability
of results. There are several recommendations within the literature regarding how focus
groups can aid in improving the consistency and accuracy of subsequent survey results:
(1) including a panel of 10 to 20 experts who can judge the content included in the survey
questionnaire; (2) having the same experts provide, through discussion, the data needed
to develop questionnaires to ensure the presence of multiple perspectives concerning the
study’s focus; and (3) utilizing the focus group as a pilot test for the questionnaire (Lilja
et al., 2011). Each of these recommendations were used in the present study by obtaining
a panel of 11 experts who each provided input concerning the subjects that need to be
included in the questionnaires, helping to improve the questionnaire iteratively by
commenting on earlier rounds.
Previous studies suggest that personal interviews with participants at the onset of
a Delphi process increase participant commitment to the process (Lilj et al., 2011). This
belief originated from the idea that when participants, especially at this level of
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proficiency, know each other and start at the same point, they will commit to complete
the duration of the study.
Throughout the literature, there are few published studies that used focus groups
as part of the Delphi technique, which is called a face-to-face Delphi (Wang et al., 2006).
In many of those studies, the focus group either took place after the first round of
questionnaires or was the first step of a Delphi process in which all questionnaires were
administered on the same day (Geist, 2008; Wang et al., 2006). In other studies, a focus
group was used as part of a Delphi method by assigning a group of individuals to
brainstorm ideas prior to the first round of questionnaires (Hohman, 2006). However,
those individuals were not the experts who participated in the panel. In spite of varying
uses, it is clear from existing studies that use of focus groups does enhance the traditional
Delphi technique. In sum, a focus group was used as part of this study because (a)
anonymity was unnecessary for the purpose and nature of the study, as there was no harm
or risk associated with participants knowing each other; (b) participation in the group
would increase participant desire to be involved with the study and remain until its
completion; and (c) participation in the group would promote more sharing and
knowledge acquisition among group members.
Questionnaire
Questionnaires are the primary data collection instrument in the traditional Delphi
technique, and as such, was the primary form of data collection used for phase 2 of this
study. Questionnaires were also used during the focus group meeting. During the focus
group, participants were asked to complete a questionnaire after each of the five Program
Evaluation Standards domains were presented in order to rate the standards on their
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suitability to the Saudi context. The questionnaire included rating questions and openended questions. Since the Delphi seeks consensus, the rating questions were presented in
terms of ordinal scales of three level of agreement; Yes, Yes with modification, and No.
Each standard was rated using the previous scale. The results of all five questionnaires
were then analysed to support construction of the questionnaire used in the first round of
phase 2. There was a comment box under each standard’s rating questions to allow
participants to express their comments and concerns. Experts were encouraged to add as
many ideas as possible to maximize the probability of covering the topic (Schmidt,
1997).
Phase 2 questionnaires were implemented in two rounds to gather information
from experts regarding problematic standards that were selected as a result of phase 1
questionnaires utilized during the focus group. Table 5 shows each phase.
Table 5
Implementation of Questionnaires
Phase 1

Phase 2

When

During the focus group meeting

After the focus group

Type

Paper and pencil

Online

5, one for each domain

2 rounds

Gather as much information as
possible from participants regarding
their opinions about The Program
Evaluation Standards

Achieving consensus

Number of questionnaires

Goal

As previously mentioned, it is recommended that at least three iterations of
questionnaires be utilized as part of the Delphi technique to reach expert consensus. The
questionnaires were administered online via Survey Monkey. They included three
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sections: (1) closed-ended questions, (2) open-ended questions, and (3) semi-closedended questions. The latter has all the advantages of both open and closed-ended
questions since “the technique is to ask a closed-ended question and then ask for
additional responses in an open-ended question” (Creswell, 2002, p. 406).
The first-round questionnaire was developed based on the results of the phase 1
focus group questionnaires. It was sent electronically to participants two months after the
focus group meeting. Participants were given two weeks to fill out the questionnaire. At
the end of the two weeks, the data were analysed and the results were used to construct
the second-round questionnaire. The results of the first questionnaires were returned to
the experts and used as a basis for the second round. After analyzing the second round
questionnaire, the level of consensus (70% was the lowest) was sufficient not to proceed
with a third round.
Setting, Sampling, and Subjects
Setting
The study was conducted in both the United States and Saudi Arabia. The data
collection process occurred predominately in Saudi Arabia, however. The focus group
itself was held in the Ritz-Carlton Hotel in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. Surveys were
administered from the United States via Survey Monkey and participant contacts were
conducted via phone calls and e-mail.
Sampling
The sampling technique used in this study is referred to as purposeful or
purposive sampling. Using this type of sampling, “the inquirer selects individuals and
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sites for study because they can purposefully inform an understanding of the research
problem and central phenomenon in the study” (Creswell, 2007, p. 125). Purposive
sampling is a nonprobability sampling method that is used when probability sampling is
not feasible or does not suit the purposes of the study. It also can be used when a typical
group of the population can be purposely selected to represent the whole population
(Miller & Salkind, 2002).
Subjects
As a general list of expert characteristics, Kuusi (1999) suggests that selected
experts are (a) at a high level in their fields; (b) interested in gaining more knowledge not
only in their own field, but in related ones; (c) are able to recognize and understand the
connection between national and international standards, as well as current and upcoming
developments; and (d) are interested in creating new things. Other selection criteria in
this study were (a) level of knowledge, (b) years of experience, (c) citizenship, and (d)
availability at the focus group time.
As mentioned previously, heterogeneity is very important when selecting experts.
Participants selected for this study were individuals who had experience in evaluation or
any other related field in Saudi Arabia. They were from different region and sectors in
Saudi Arabia, and overall were diverse in background and qualifications. More
information on the participants is provided in section of Experts Recruitment.
Instrumentation
For the purpose and design of this study, two different data collection methods
were utilized: (1) a focus group and (2) questionnaires.
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Focus Group
The focus group was a full-day meeting to collect qualitative and quantitative
data. The overall format of the focus group was designed to gather as much data as
possible from participants by encouraging them to participate in a several discussions and
to provide responses to five questionnaires (11 experts attended the focus group). The
focus group took place at one of the main Ritz-Carlton Hotel conference rooms on
Thursday, September 6, 2012 from 8 a.m. until 5 p.m. The meeting was video-taped and
the participants had been informed in advance through the invitation letters. During the
focus group, each domain of The Program Evaluation Standards was reviewed in five
presentations that varied in duration from 40 to 90 minutes according to the number
standards under each domain. Each presentation was followed by a comprehensive group
discussion among the panel of experts and a short survey regarding the standards. At the
end of the focus group, participants were given 20 minutes for questions.
Phase 1 Questionnaires
Phase 1 questionnaires were administered during the focus group. There were five
questionnaires that were developed by the author prior to the meeting with the intention
to explore how participants perceive the standards and rate each one of them. As
previously mentioned, each survey consisted of three sections: (1) closed-ended
questions, (2) open-ended questions, and (3) semi-closed-ended questions (see Appendix
A).
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Phase 2 Questionnaires
In phase 2, two rounds of questionnaires were administrated. The first-round
questionnaire was developed based on the results from phase 1 questionnaires. The focus
of this questionnaire was standards that seem problematic according on their ratings. The
Program Evaluation Standards statements were rewritten by the author based on the
comments and discussions from the focus group meeting; participants were asked to rate
and comment on the new statements (see Appendix B). The results of the first-round
questionnaires were then analysed and used to develop the second round questionnaire.
Based on the results of the first round, any standard that had an agreement or consensus
by the participants was removed from the second round. The second-round questionnaire
included only the standards that remained problematic after the first round. Again,
problematic standard statements were rewritten, and participants were asked to rate and
comment on the new statements and descriptions (see Appendix C).
Procedures
Expert Recruitment
The recruitment process occurred at two levels: (1) organizations and (2)
individuals. To obtain a diverse and representative pool of participants, first organizations
and associations were selected, and then participants within each organization were
selected based on the criteria described previously. Thirty entities were selected and more
than 55 individuals were contacted.
Most (90%) of the above organizations are governmental agencies from different
fields (e.g., health, education, military, and finance). To recruit experts, the
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organizational structure of each organization was reviewed and one or more potential
candidates, based on their positions and resume, if available, were used to identify
individuals. Each candidate received an introductory phone call and was asked to be part
of the focus group. Those who indicated a desire to participate in the study were sent
formal e-mail invitations. Each invitation contained text written in Arabic in the body of
the e-mail and an attached invitation in PDF format on departmental letterhead from The
Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation program. While the emails were sent to individuals
who showed interest in the study, the invitation still included an option to not participate
(see Appendix D). Some of the candidates were asked to nominate other individuals to be
contacted to participate in the study. The nominations were based on the knowledge and
experience of the nominees. All invitations were sent between March 28 and July 31,
2012, which gave the author enough time to follow-up with the recipients before the
suggested meeting dates. Reminder emails were sent to those who did not respond within
a week and phone calls were made to those who did not respond to the second email after
two weeks. Any one did not respond to either the two e-mails, nor to the phone call was
deleted from the list. To be flexible and increase the probability of participation,
participants selected a preferred focus group date from nine Thursdays between June 21
and September 6, 2012. Thursdays and Fridays are weekend days in Saudi Arabia;
however, Friday is a holyday devoted to prayer and worship. The Thursday most often
selected by participants was chosen as the actual focus group date. Participants were
notified of the date once it was finalized.
Incentives did not play a major role in recruiting participants. High interest in the
topic under discussion and the opportunity to share information and contribute to the field
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was an incentive for most participants. The author did not offer any monetary payments
to participants for their contributions; however, each participant received a copy of The
Program Evaluation Standards: A Guide for Evaluators and Evaluation Users (Joint
Committee, 2011). Flight tickets and hotel accommodations were also provided to those
who traveled to the focus group from outside Riyadh.
Focus Group Procedures
Eleven experts confirmed their attendance to the focus group. However, at the end
of the focus group, one participant didn’t turn in his questionnaires. As mentioned earlier,
nonrandom, purposive selection is preferable when the number of experts is limited for
several reasons. First, to make sure the sample is heterogeneous. Second, to assure that
each participant meet all selection criteria. Finally, results of purposive selection are
usually expected to be more accurate than those achieved with an alternative form of
sampling. The following table shows more information about the participants.
Table 6
Expert Demographics
Organization

Position

Highest
Degree

Year of
Degree

Years of
practicing
Evaluation

National Commission for Academic
Accreditation and Assessment

Assistant Secretary
General

Ph.D.

1983

7-9 years

Al Jouf Cement Company

General Manager

Ph.D.

1983

None

Centre for Higher Education
Research and Studies, Ministry of
Higher Education

Consultant

Ph.D.

1978

More than
10 years

Military Industries Corporation

Director of Research

Ph.D.

2000

None

College of Business Administration,
King Saud University

Associate Professor

Ph.D.

1987

1-3 years

The Technical and Vocational
Training Corporation

Deputy General Manager,
The Directorate General
of Strategic Partnership

Ph.D.

2003

None
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Table 6–Continued
Organization

Position

Highest
Degree

Year of
Degree

Years of
practicing
Evaluation

National Center for Assessment in
Higher Education

Consultant, Department
of Testing &
Measurement

Ph.D.

2002

7-9 years

Human Resources Development
Fund

Director, Planning and
development

MPA

__

7-9 years

RAFAL Real Estate Development
Company

CEO

MBA

__

None

Saudi Arabian General Investment
Authority

Assistant Deputy for
Investment Performance
Evaluation

Bachelor

__

7-9

Three weeks prior to the focus group meeting, a copy of the third edition of The
Program Evaluation Standards (Joint Committee, 2011) was sent to each participant
along with a copy of the meeting agenda, a consent form, and meeting instructions (see
Appendix E). The purpose of sending these materials prior to the actual focus group was
to allow participants time to ask questions and familiarize themselves with the standards.
The focus group took place at The Ritz-Carlton Hotel on Thursday, September 6, 2012
from 8:00 AM until 5:00 PM. It was both audio and video-taped. During the focus group,
each domain of the Program Evaluation Standards was reviewed in five presentations
that varied in duration from 40 to 90 minutes according to the number standards under
each domain. Each presentation followed by a comprehensive group discussion among
the panel of experts and a short survey regarding the standards. At the end of the focus
group, participants were given 20 minutes for questions. The group lasted for eight hours.
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Data Processing
As previously mentioned, data for this study were collected via a focus group and
questionnaires. The focus group was video-taped using devices suitable for this interview
type. During the focus group, the researcher also took handwritten notes on parts of the
discussion that appeared significant and offered areas for further probing. Probing
questions were used to clarify points and ideas and elicit more information as needed
(Creswell, 2002). The recordings and handwritten notes were reviewed by the author as
part of the process to construct the questionnaire for round one of phase 2 of this study.
The data obtained from these surveys were reviewed and manually calculated
during October and November 2012. Data from phase 2 questionnaires were obtained
through two rounds of online administrations of surveys. Two weeks was given to
complete and return each questionnaire. The data obtained from these surveys was
analyzed using Microsoft Excel between December 2012 and January 2013.
Data Analysis
Quantitative data obtained in this study were analyzed using manual calculations
and Microsoft Excel. Descriptive statistics were used to calculate the percentage of
participants’ responses to each option under each question. Since the purpose of those
questionnaires is to reach consensus, the level of agreement was the focus of the data
analysis.
Qualitative data obtained in this study were in a dialogue format where
participants were sharing and exchanging their opinion regarding the investigated subject.
The dialogue statements were used to form the first-round questionnaire. There was no
need for a statistical analysis at that point.
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Member checking is an important aspect of qualitative data analysis. In this
process, “the actor is requested to examine rough drafts of writing where the actions or
words of the actor are featured, sometimes when first written up but usually when no
further data will be collected from him or her” (Stake, 1995, p. 115). For the purpose of
this study, the iterations served as a member-checking method, which was also used as a
method of triangulation.
Timeline
To summarize, this study consisted of a focus group with questionnaires,
subsequently followed by two additional rounds of questionnaires. After analyzing the
focus group record and questionnaires, the author constructed the first and second round
questionnaires respectively. Figure 2 shows a full data collection timeline.
10/13/2012 - 11/26/2012

9/6/2012 - 10/6/2012
Phase One

Focus Group Meeting and Data
Analysis
•
•

Focus group + Five questionnaires
9/6
Data analysis will take one month
– till 10/6

12/1/2012 - 12/30/2012
Results

Phase Two

2nd Round

1st Round
•
•
•

Sent 10/13
Received 10/23
Analyzed by 10/28

•
•
•

Sent 10/30
Received 11/9
Analyzed by 11/14

3rd Round
•
•

Sent 11/16
Received 11/26

Full Data Anlysis
•
•

Analyzed the 3rd
round
Comprehensive
data analysis

Figure 1. Timeline for data collection completion.
Limitations and Delimitations
One of the limitations of the study was the difficulty of locating and recruiting the
appropriate participants. Evaluation as a profession is relatively new in Saudi Arabia, and
therefore locating professional evaluators was a challenge. Differences between Arabic
and English languages were another limitation. Currently, there is no Arabic version of
the Program Evaluation Standards. The standards, therefore, need to be translated for
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those who have difficulty with English. Obtaining the right and accurate translation is a
not an easy task and requires experts, time, and financial resources to be accomplished.
In addition, traveling time was another limitation. Author was restricted to travel
in a specific time, which concurs with the vacation session in Saudi Arabia. No females
participated in this study, which was a noticed limitation. The author contacted five
women and encouraged them to participate in the study. However, none of them express
the willingness to be a part of the study.
Another limitation was due to the fact that evaluation as a field of practice and
knowledge is fairly new to Saudis. That prevents the ability of the author to select
participants from wider range of people.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Chapter IV describes the findings of the study. The chapter consists of three parts:
(1) the focus group results; (2) results of the first round of questionnaires; and (3) results
of the second round of questionnaires.
Focus Group Results
The focus was divided into five major sections, each of which focused on one of
the Program Evaluation Standards (Joint Committee, 2011) domains. After each section,
participants completed a short questionnaire about the presented domain. The main
question in each questionnaire was:
The following standard is acceptable to use in Saudi context.
 yes

 yes with modification

 no

The following table shows the result of all five questionnaires.
Table 7
Results of the Focus Group Questionnaires
Utility Standards
U1
U2
U3
U4
U5
U6
U7
U8
Overall

Yes
6 (60%)
6 (60%)
9 (90%)
5 (50%)
6 (60%)
9 (90%)
10 (100%)
6 (60%)
71.25%

Yes/Modification
4 (40%)
4 (40%)
0
4 (40%)
4 (40%)
1 (10%)
0
4 (40%)
26.25%
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No
0
0
1 (10%)
1 (10%)
0
0
0
0
2.5%
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Table 7–Continued
Feasibility Standards
F1
F2
F3
F4
Overall
Propriety Standards
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
Overall
Accuracy Standards
A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
A7
A8
Overall
Evaluation Accountability
Standards
E1
E2
E3
Overall

Yes
10 (100%)
9 (90%)
6 (60%)
8 (80%)
82.5%
Yes
10 (100%)
6 (60%)
9 (90%)
10 (100%)
10 (100%)
6 (60%)
9 (90%)
85.7%
Yes
10 (100%)
9 (90%)
10 (100%)
10 (100%)
8 (80%)
10 (100%)
10 (100%)
10 (100%)
96.25%

Yes/Modification
0
1 (10%)
4 (40%)
1 (10%)
15%
Yes/Modification
0
4 (40%)
1 (10%)
0
0
4 (40%)
1 (10%)
14.3%
Yes/Modification
0
1 (10%)
0
0
2 (20%)
0
0
0
3.75%

No
0
0
0
1 (10%)
2.5%
No
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
No
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Yes

Yes/Modification

No

10 (100%)
7 (70%)
6 (60%)
76.7%

0
3 (30%)
4 (40%)
23.3%

0
0
0
0

As mentioned in Chapter III, the definition of consensus for this study is when
70% or more of the participants agree upon a decision to fully accept, accept with
modification, or completely reject a specific standard.
Utility Standards
Five standards under the Utility domain were identified as needing some
modification to fit the Saudi context. Those standards, as shown in Figure 2, were U1
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Evaluator Credibility, U2 Attention to Stakeholders, U4 Explicit Values, U5 Relevant
Information, and U8 Concern for Consequences and Influence.
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Yes
Yes/M
No

U1

U2

U3

U4

U5

U6

U7

U8

Figure 2. Utility standards identified as needing modification.
Each of the above five standards received 60% or less of participant agreement.
The following paragraphs present the participant feedback on each one of the five
standards.
The first standard is U1 Evaluator Credibility: “Evaluations should be conducted
by qualified people who establish and maintain credibility in the evaluation context.”
Sixty percent of the participants believed that Evaluator Credibility fits the Saudi context,
whereas 40% indicated a need for some modification on the standard. Participants
suggested that the definition of the word credibility is too broad. For example, one
participant commented, “It is usually based on system requirement.” Participants stated
that credibility is a complex concept that includes too many aspects and attributes. In
addition, they look at credibility as the attributes that give some indication to stakeholders
that this evaluator is credible and responsible, which might be based on subjective rather
than objective judgment. Participants also argued that the level of credibility depends on
the minimum level of professionalism in each field. A question arises about whether all
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evaluation team members should have the same level of credibility. Should the focus be
on the team leader or on the team as a one unit? As a recommendation, some of the
participants suggested expanding the standard to provide more explanation of credibility.
Such calls for modification to expand and clarify this standard do not relate to cultural
perspectives, but more to language use and definitions understanding.
The second standard is U2 Attention to Stakeholders: “Evaluations should devote
attention to the full range of individuals and groups invested in the program and affected
by its evaluation.” Participants raised questions about the level of attention to
stakeholders required, and the definition of stakeholders. Sixty percent of the participants
indicated that Attention to Stakeholders fits the Saudi context, whereas 40% suggested
some modification on the standard. Defining and prioritizing of stakeholder weight was a
major request of participants. This was due to the fact that government requirements and
objectives take more priority over individual requirements and objectives. That means
that when evaluators, in a general case, identify evaluation stakeholders they usually pay
most of their attention to the individual or groups with more power and then try to
address their needs. Sometimes, this leads to ignoring other stakeholders’ needs.
The third Utility standard is U4 Explicit Values: “Evaluations should clarify and
specify the individual and cultural values underpinning purposes, processes, and
judgments.” Examples of participant comments on Explicit Values were the following:
(a) “Culturally, we are not clear in our explicitly and how to define it; therefore,
modification to standard is needed” and, (b) “Cultural values, locally, are difficult to
explicitly identify, though, must be treated with attention to reflection into objectives and
judgments.” Of the participants, 50% believed that Explicit Values fits the Saudi context,
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30% indicated a need for some modification of the standard, and 10% said the standard
should be eliminated.
The fourth Utility standard is U5 Relevant Information: “Evaluation information
should serve the identified and emergent needs of stakeholders.” Although this standard
got only 60% agreement, participant feedback was minimal. Comments mainly expressed
the difficulty, and sometimes the impossibility, of collecting the sufficient data. This
difficulty is most of the time due to data availability. Forty percent of the participants
suggested some modification of the standard, such as adding the phrase “to the extent
possible.”
The last standard is U8 Concern for Consequences and Influence: “Evaluations
should promote responsible and adaptive use while guarding against unintended negative
consequences and misuse.” Sixty percent of the participants believed that Concern for
Consequences and Influence will fit the Saudi context, whereas 40% said some
modification was needed. Even though Concern for Consequences and Influence focuses
on negative consequences and misuse, follow-up with regard to how stakeholders utilize
the evaluation report seems to be a bit of challenge in Saudi Arabia. And that can be true
globally. Because of this, participants suggested that such a procedure should be
addressed in the evaluation standards. One way to achieve that would be by adding a
standard related to implementation or follow-up procedure where evaluators can engage
with the stakeholders in a follow-up meeting to address the utilization of the evaluation
findings.
The overall percentage for the applicability of the Utility domain was 71.25%.
Only 26.25% of the participants suggested some modifications under the Utility domain.
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U7 Timely and Appropriate Communicating and Reporting was the only standard that
received 100% acceptance, whereas U3 Negotiated Purposes and U6 Meaningful
Processes and Products received 90% of acceptance. In addition, U1 Evaluator
Credibility, U2 Attention to Stakeholders, U5 Relevant Information, and U8 Concern for
Consequences and Influence received 60% acceptance for each and 40% voted to modify
each one of them. Finally, U4 Explicit Values received only 50% of acceptance.
Feasibility Standards
Only one standard out of the four feasibility standards was identified as needing
some modification to fit the Saudi context. This standard, as shown in Figure 3, was F3
Contextual Viability. However, the label of this domain, Feasibility, was also perceived
as problematic.
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Figure 3. Feasibility standards identified as needing modification.
Feasibility, the term describing the overall domain and standard F3 Contextual
Viability are discussed in the following paragraphs. Standard F4 Resource Use is also
discussed based on participant suggestions, even though it achieved 80% agreement. In
general, suggestions for Resource Use were to expand it to include another standard, P7
Fiscal Responsibility.
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As it relates to Feasibility, the primary issue participants identified as problematic
was the domain label of Feasibility: “Evaluations are feasible when they can take place
with an adequate degree of effectiveness and efficiency.” Most of the participants agreed
that the term feasibility does not accurately reflect the totality of the domain’s standards,
which are F1 Project Management, F2 Practical Procedures, F3 Contextual Viability, and
F4 Resource Use. They furthered agreed that using feasibility as the label for the domain
is misleading and misrepresenting to its standards. According to participant feedback,
feasibility does not exist on a continuum. Rather, feasibility is an either-or proposition –
“Is it feasible or not feasible?”
The effectiveness and efficiency of an evaluation is about resource use. This
involves eliminating waste from programs, which is different than feasibility as
understood by study participants. Participants claimed that when considering this domain,
if they removed of the word feasibility, the standards had some logic and could be
understood and justified because the standard involves practices that lead to greater
effectiveness and efficiency. Some participant suggested using one of the following terms
to label the domain: Efficiency and Effectiveness; Viability; or Practicality.
As it relates to specific Feasibility standards, the only standard that participants
did not think would fit the Saudi context was F3 Contextual Viability: “Evaluations
should recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural and political interests and needs of
individuals and groups.” Sixty percent of the participants agreed that Contextual Viability
fits the Saudi context, whereas 40% said that some modification was needed. As a
religious country governed by Shari’ah Law, participants believed that religious rules
must be taken into consideration in all business conducted in Saudi Arabia.
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Finally, F4 Resource Use: “Evaluations should use resources effectively and
efficiency” was identified as needing modification, not because it would not fit the Saudi
context, but because participants believed it should include more aspects such as
responsibility and accountability. As mentioned above, the Resource Use standard had
80% agreement that it fits the Saudi context. However, it did overlap with P7 Fiscal
Responsibility according to the participants. They suggested expanding F4 to include P7
as one standard to minimize the overlap and confusion.
The Feasibility standards’ overall acceptance rate was 82.5%, with only 15% of
participants calling for modifications. F1 Project Management received full acceptance;
F2 Practical Procedures got 90%; and F4 Resource Use received 80% acceptance. Only
F3 Contextual Viability showed need for modifications, receiving only 60% acceptance.
Propriety Standards
Two Propriety standards were selected for modification for the Saudi context.
These standards, as shown in Figure 4, were P2 Formal Agreement and P6 Conflicts of
Interests.
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Figure 4. Propriety standards identified as needing modification.

P7
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As mentioned above, participants recommended merging P7 Fiscal Responsibility
with F4 Resource Use into one standard. In the next section, P2 Formal Agreement, P6
Conflicts of Interests, and P7 Fiscal Responsibility are further discussed.
The first Propriety standard selected for modification was P2 Formal Agreements:
“Evaluation agreements should be negotiated to make obligations explicit and take into
account the needs, expectations, and cultural contexts of clients and other stakeholders.”
With 40% of participants suggesting some modification to the Formal Agreement
standard, the major point was to state clearly that all evaluation agreements need to be
written. Part of this relates to Islamic Law, which stresses the importance of having
written agreements and documentation when business agreements are created between
two parties or more.
The second Propriety standard selected for modification was P6 Conflicts of
Interests: “Evaluations should openly and honestly identify and address real or perceived
conflicts of interests that may compromise the evaluation.” Forty percent of participants
questioned the fit of Conflicts of Interests as it is. Based on their feedback, identifying
and addressing “real or perceived conflicts of interests that may compromise the
evaluation” would not be enough to reduce the risk of stakeholders’ conflict of interests.
There should be some ways to control such a conflict, which should be mentioned in the
standard statement.
The results of a third Propriety standard worth mentioning are those for standard
P7 Fiscal Responsibility: “Evaluations should account for all expended resources and
comply with sound fiscal procedures and processes.” Ninety percent of participants
agreed that Fiscal Responsibility fits the Saudi context. That left only 10% of participants
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with some suggested modification. However, as mentioned above, the overlap between
F4 Resource Use and P7 Fiscal Responsibility led participants to highly recommend
combining the two standards into one.
The overall acceptance for Propriety standards was 85.7%. Full acceptance was
given to P1 Responsive and Inclusive Orientation, P4 Clarity and Fairness, and P5
Transparency and Disclosure. P3 Human Rights and Respect and P7 Fiscal
Responsibility received 90% acceptance, whereas P2 Formal Agreements and P6
Conflicts of Interests were the only two standards considered for modifications with 60%
for each.
Accuracy Standards
The Accuracy standards received an overall agreement of 96.25%. Each standard
received 80% or more of participant agreement: A1 Justified Conclusion and Decisions
(100%), A2 Valid Information (90%), A3 Reliable Information (100%), A4 Explicit
Program and Context Descriptions (100%), A5 Information Management (80%), A6
Sound Designs and Analyses (100%), A7 Explicit Evaluation Reasoning (100%), and A8
Communication and reporting (100%). Figure 5 shows these results.
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Figure 5. Accuracy standards showing no need for modification.

A8
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The high percentage of agreement with the Accuracy standards indicates that
there is no need to apply modifications to any of the eight standards.
Evaluation Accountability Standards
Only one standard in the Evaluation Accountability domain had participant
consensus that it fit the Saudi context. This standard was E1 Evaluation Documentation,
which received 100% agreement. Participants believed that the other two standards under
the Evaluation Accountability domain were subject to modification. E2 Internal
Metaevaluation and E3 External Metaevaluation were perceived to be external or extra
standards that need to be excluded from the original set of standards. Figure 6 shows the
results for this domain.
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Figure 6. Evaluation Accountability standards identified as needing modification.
As mentioned above, Evaluation Accountability standards that were subject to
modification were E2 Internal Metaevaluation: “Evaluators should use these and other
applicable standards to examine the accountability of the evaluation design, procedures
employed, information collected, and outcomes;” and E3 External Metaevaluation:
“Program evaluation sponsors, clients, evaluators, and other stakeholders should
encourage the conduct of external metaevaluations using these and other applicable
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standards.” The focus group participants discussed E2 Internal Metaevaluation and E3
External Metaevaluation as if they were one general standard. One of the challenges these
two standards bring to the evaluation is cost. Cost implications are serious issues in
evaluation practice, as it seems hard to convince stakeholders to spend extra money on
their programs in terms of evaluation. This is even more challenging when the extra
expense is for an evaluation of the evaluation.
In general, the concept of a third-party involvement is not easily accepted in the
Saudi context. Participants agreed that it would be difficult to expand the idea of
metaevaluation, especially to external metaevaluation. One of the participant’s
suggestions was to use these two standards as an afterward, so that they would not be a
part of the original set. That would mean that both internal and external metaevaluation
would be part of what might be called an evaluation follow-up procedure.
Finally, participants pointed out that applying standards E2 Internal
Metaevaluation and E3 External Metaevaluation is different than the other standards in
terms of the mechanism of its applications. Metaevaluation, in general, tends to examine
if the evaluator properly applied the other standards. E3 External Metaevaluation says
that the evaluator “should encourage” the use of metaevaluation. Such a phrase led
participants to regard it as less applicable to the Saudi context. The importance of having
the metaevaluation standards is less than the other 28 standards, which is actually stated
in the Program Evaluation Standards (Joint Committee, 2011) text.
The Evaluation Accountability domain’s overall acceptance was 76.7%, with
23.3% agreeing modifications were needed. Only E1 Evaluation Documentation received
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100% of acceptance, whereas E2 Internal Metaevaluation and E3 External
Metaevaluation received 70% and 60% respectively.
Modifications to Program Evaluation Standards Based on Focus Group Results
The focus group described above was used to construct first and second round
questionnaires to further explore participant perceptions of how the Program Evaluation
Standards (Joint Committee, 2011) fit the Saudi Context. For the first round, the author
used the results of the focus group analyses, and included only problematic standards that
had been suggested by the participants for more modifications. Specifically, only
standards that did not reach consensus were included in the first round; however, this
time standards had been modified based on participant feedback and suggestions. Table 8
shows the modified or deleted standards based on the analysis. The first column presents
the original standards and the second column shows the suggested modifications.
Table 8
Suggested Modifications to Program Evaluation Standards Based on Focus Group
Results
Current Standards

Modified Standards

Utility Standards

Utility Standards

U1

Evaluator Credibility Evaluations should
be conducted by qualified people who
establish and maintain credibility in the
evaluation context

Evaluator Competency Evaluations should be
conducted by professional evaluators or
evaluation teams that are competent to
demonstrate and maintain credibility in the
evaluation context.

U2

Attention to Stakeholders Evaluations
should devote attention to the full range of
individuals and groups invested in the
program and affected by its evaluation.

Attention to Stakeholders Evaluations should
devote attention to the full range of individuals
and groups invested in the program and affected
by its evaluation, with consideration of their
relative investment in the program.

U4

Explicit Values Evaluations should clarify
and specify the individual and cultural
values underpinning purposes, processes,
and judgments.

Values Scrutiny Evaluations should identify
individual’s values in relation to the program’s
evaluation. Close attention should also directed
to cultural values differences.
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Table 8–Continued
Current Standards

Modified Standards

Utility Standards

Utility Standards

U5

Relevant Information Evaluation
information should serve the identified and
emergent needs of stakeholders.

Relevant Information Evaluation information
should serve the identified and emergent needs
of stakeholders to the extent possible.

U8

Concern for Consequences and Influence
Evaluations should promote responsible and
adaptive use while guarding against
unintended negative consequences and
misuse.

Evaluation Use Evaluation results should be
utilized to the maximum possible level in
appropriate and responsible way.

Feasibility Standards
Evaluations are feasible when they can take
place with an adequate degree of
effectiveness and efficiency.

Practicality Standards
Evaluations are practicable when they can
effectively take place within the available
resources.

F3

Contextual Viability Evaluations should
recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural
and political interests and needs of
individuals and groups.

Contextual Viability Evaluations should
recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural and
religious differences and political interests and
needs of individuals and groups.

F4

Resource Use Evaluations should use
resources effectively and efficiency

Accountable Resource Use Evaluations should
use resources effectively and efficiently and
comply with sound fiscal procedures.

Propriety Standards

Propriety Standards

P2

Formal Agreements Evaluation
agreements should be negotiated to make
obligations explicit and take into account
the needs, expectations, and cultural
contexts of clients and other stakeholders.

Formal Written Agreements Evaluation
agreements should be negotiated to make
obligations explicit—in writing—and take into
account the needs, expectations, and cultural
contexts of clients and other stakeholders.

P6

Conflicts of Interests Evaluations should
openly and honestly identify and address
real or perceived conflicts of interests that
may compromise the evaluation.

Conflicts of Interests Evaluations should
openly and honestly identify, address, and
manage real or perceived conflicts of interests
that may compromise the evaluation.

P7

Fiscal Responsibility Evaluations should
account for all expended resources and
comply with sound fiscal procedures and
processes

Combined with F4; See F4

Evaluation Accountability Standards

Deleted

E1

Evaluation Documentation Evaluations
should fully document their negotiated
purposes and implemented designs,
procedures, data, and outcomes

Evaluation Documentation Evaluations should
fully document their negotiated purposes and
implemented designs, procedures, data, and
outcomes.
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Table 8–Continued
Current Standards

Modified Standards

Evaluation Accountability Standards

Deleted

E2

Internal Metaevaluation Evaluators
should use these and other applicable
standards to examine the accountability of
the evaluation design, procedures
employed, information collected, and
outcomes.

Metaevaluation Evaluators should use these
and other applicable standards to examine the
accountability of the evaluation design,
procedures employed, information collected,
and outcomes to enhance the utilization of the
evaluation results.

E3

External Metaevaluation Program
evaluation sponsors, clients, evaluators, and
other stakeholders should encourage the
conduct of external metaevaluations using
these and other applicable standards.

Deleted

Results of the First-Round Questionnaire
The first-round questionnaire centered on two items:
1. The following standard fits the Saudi context.
 yes

 yes with modification

 no

U2 Attention to Stakeholders:  yes

 yes with modification

 no

U1 Evaluator Competency:

2. The deletion, relabeling, or moving the following terms or standards will better fit the
Saudi evaluation practice.
E2 and E3 to become U9 Metaevaluation:
 yes

 yes with modification

 no

Feasibility Standards to become Practicality Standards:
 yes

 yes with modification

 no

As mentioned above, the only standards included during the first-round
questionnaire were those for which participants did not reach consensus during the focus
group. Modifications were of one or more of the following types: (a) the standard label,
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(b) the standard statement, (c) moving from one domain to another, (d) combing two
standards, and (e) removing from the standards set.
Table 9 shows the results of the first-round questionnaire. As a result of first
question, nine modified standards out of ten reached participant consensus with 80% for
each. These standards were U1 Evaluator Competency, U2 Attention to Stakeholders, U4
Values Scrutiny, U5 Relevant Information, U8 Evaluation Use, F3 Contextual Viability,
F4 Accountable Resource Use, P2 Formal Written Agreements, and P6 Conflict of
Interests. The only modified standard that did not reach the consensus of participants was
U9 Metaevaluation: “Evaluators should use these and other applicable standards to
examine the accountability of the evaluation design, procedures employed, information
collected, and outcomes to enhance the utilization of the evaluation results.”
The above modification to the original E2 Internal Metaevaluation and E3
External Metaevaluation received only 60% of participants’ agreement. The low
agreement level was not due to the combination of the two standards. The combination
procedure was actually agreed upon by the majority of participants; however, participants
indicated that the statement needed to be further expanded.
For the second question, five actions had been taken to increase the
appropriateness of the standards to fit the Saudi context. All of the five actions achieved
agreement among the majority of participants. First, E2 Internal Metaevaluation and E3
External Metaevaluation were combined to become one standard and moved to the Utility
domain as “U9 Metaevaluation.” This modification reached of 70% agreement as the
lowest under item number two. Second, the Feasibility domain was relabeled to become
“Practicality,” which got 80% agreement. Third, E1 Evaluation Documentation moved to
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the Practicality domain as “P5 Evaluation Documentation.” Ninety percent of participants
agreed upon this action. Fourth, P7 Fiscal Responsibility was combined with F4 Resource
Use, with both becoming “P4 Accountable Resource Use,” and remaining in the
Practicality standards (see Figure 7). This action got full consensus (100%). Finally,
moving E1 Evaluation Documentation to Practicality, and combining E2 Internal
Metaevaluation and E3 External Metaevaluation and moving them to Utility resulted in
deleting the Evaluation Accountability Standards as a domain (see Figure 8). That
brought the program evaluation standards back to four domains. Doing so reached 80%
agreement among participants.
Table 9
Results of the First-Round Questionnaire
Item
1. The following standard fits the Saudi context:

Yes

Yes/M

No

U1 Evaluator Competency

80% (8)

10% (1)

10% (1)

U2 Attention to Stakeholders

80% (8)

10% (1)

10% (1)

U4 Values Scrutiny

80% (8)

10% (1)

10% (1)

U5 Relevant Information

80% (8)

20% (2)

0% (0)

U8 Evaluation Use

80% (8)

10% (1)

10% (1)

F3 Contextual Viability

80% (8)

10% (1)

10% (1)

F4 Accountable Resource Use

80% (8)

10% (1)

10% (1)

P2 Formal Written Agreements

80% (8)

10% (1)

10% (1)

P6 Conflict of Interests

80% (8)

10% (1)

10% (1)

E2 Metaevaluation

60% (6)

20% (2)

20% (2)
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Table 9–Continued
Item
2. The deletion, relabeling, or moving the following
terms or standards will better fit the Saudi evaluation
practice:

Yes

No

E2 and E3 to become U9 Metaevaluation

70% (7)

30% (3)

Feasibility Standards to become Practicality
Standards

80% (8)

20% (2)

E1 to become P5 Evaluation Documentation

90% (9)

10% (1)

100% (10)

0% (0)

80% (8)

20% (2)

P7 Fiscal Responsibility (combined with F4 and both
become Ps4 Accountable Resource Use)
Evaluation Accountability Standards (deleted)

10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Yes
Yes/M
No

Figure 7. Results of modified standards.

10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Yes
E2 and E3 to
become U9
Metaevaluation

Feasibility
Standards to
become
Practicality
Standards

E1 to become P5
P7 Fiscal
Evaluation
Evaluation
Responsibility
Accountability
Documentation (combined with F4
Standards
and both become
(deleted)
P4 Accountable
Resource Use)

No

Figure 8. Results of action taken concerning the deletion, relabeling, or moving of terms
to better fit Saudi evaluation practice.
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Additional Modifications to Program Evaluation Standards Based on First-Round
Questionnaire Results
Using the same procedures that were used for constructing the first-round
questionnaire, the author used the above results to design the second-round questionnaire.
Only standards that did not reach consensus were included in the second round, which
was only U9 Metaevaluation. U9 Metaevaluation was modified one more time and sent
back to participants for their feedback. Table 10 shows the first and second modification
of Metaevaluation standard.
Table 10
Final Modification of the U9 Metaevaluation Standard
First Modification
U9 Metaevaluation Evaluators should use these
and other applicable standards to examine the
accountability of the evaluation design,
procedures employed, information collected, and
outcomes to enhance the utilization of the
evaluation results.

Second Modification
U9 Metaevaluation Evaluators should use these
and other applicable standards to examine the
accountability of the evaluation design,
procedures employed, information collected, and
outcomes to enhance the utilization of the
evaluation results and to make sure that the
evaluation follows the right procedures.

Results of the Second-Round Questionnaire
The second-round questionnaire included only the following item:
1. The following standard fits the Saudi context:
U9 Metaevaluation

 yes

 yes with modification

 no

Seventy percent of participants said yes to the revision of U9 Metaevaluation, and 30%
said yes with some modification. With these percentages of consensus, no further rounds
were needed.
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Summary
Based on the above results, two types of modifications were noticed. First, some
standards were perceived as needing modification to better fit the Saudi cultural context
(e.g., religion). The second type of modifications had to do with increasing clarity and
reducing redundancy and ambiguity in the language. These issues are discussed further in
Chapter V.

CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS
This dissertation sought to evaluate the extent of the fitting of The Program
Evaluation Standards, by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation,
for use in Saudi Arabian evaluation practices. Throughout the literature review as
presented in Chapter II, the author builds a strong case that using the Joint Committee
Program Evaluation Standards in many international contexts needs to be investigated to
judge the level of appropriateness in that context.
A unique Delphi technique was designed specifically for this study, where a focus
group meeting with the same participants of the Delphi was conducted as preparation for
the questionnaires rounds. A panel of ten experts investigated the appropriateness of the
third edition of The Program Evaluation Standards in the Saudi context through one
focus group meeting and two rounds of questionnaires. As a result, The Program
Evaluation Standards were modified to better serve the Saudi evaluation practices.
Responses to the Study Questions
The research questions to be answered by this study were:
1. To what extent do The Program Evaluation Standards fit the Saudi context?
a. What standards are acceptable in their current form without modification?
b. What standards need modification to be acceptable?
c. What standards are unacceptable with or without modification?
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2. What, if any, aspects of the standards are perceived to be the most problematic for
application in the Saudi context?
3. What modifications are necessary to yield a complete set of acceptable standards
for the Saudi context?
In regard to the first question, To what extent do The Program Evaluation
Standards fit the Saudi context? 21 standards were acceptable to participants in their
current form in the Saudi context without modification. Agreement within the Utility
standards was 90% for U3 and U6 and 100% for U7. Agreement regarding the Feasibility
standards was 100% for F1, 90% for F2, and 80% for F4. Within the Propriety standards,
the agreement was 100% for P1, P2, and P3; and 90% for P3 and P7. All the Accuracy
standards were acceptable with 100% agreement for A1, A3, A4, A6, A7, A8; 90%
agreement for A2; and 80% agreement for A5. Finally, two standards under the
Evaluation Accountability were acceptable with 100% agreement for E1 and 70%
agreement for E2.
On the other hand, nine standards were determined to require modification to be
acceptable in the Saudi context. These standards were, U1 Evaluator Credibility (60%),
U2 Attention to Stakeholders (60%), U4 Explicit Values (50%), U5 Relevant Information
(60%), U8 Concern for Consequences and Influence (60%), F3 Contextual Viability
(60%), P2 Formal Agreement (60%), P6 Conflicts of Interests (60%), and E3 External
Metaevaluation (60%).
None of The Program Evaluation Standards by the Joint Committee for
Educational Evaluation (2011) were completely unacceptable with or without
modification.
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In regard to question 2, What, if any, aspects of the standards are perceived to be
the most problematic for application in the Saudi context? Clarity of language and a
culturally unique feature, religion, were perceived as the most problematic for application
in the Saudi context. In addition, metaevaluation was also perceived as a problematic
aspect due to the fact that it is still premature in Saudi evaluation practice. Whether
internal or external, participants perceived metaevaluation as both difficult to support and
extraneous to the primary evaluation.
It is worth mentioning that the cultural and contextual differences had a minimal
effect on why the above modifications applied. Values Scrutiny (U4), Contextual
Viability (P3), and Formal Written Agreement (P2) were the only modifications that
occurred due to differences in cultural and contextual aspects. All other modifications
were applied and suggested to increase clarity and reduce ambiguity. Changing
credibility to competency in U1 Evaluator Competency, adding the word manage in the
statement of P6 Conflicts of Interests, and expanding F4 Resource Use to become P4
Accountable Resource Use are three examples indicating that language and clarity were
the reasons behind most of the modifications.
As an answer to the third research question, What modifications are necessary to
yield a complete set of acceptable standards for the Saudi context? the following table
shows the current Program Evaluation Standards by the Joint Committee and the
modified version based on the research results of this study.
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Table 11
Current and Modified Program Evaluation Standards
Joint Committee Standards

Modified Standards

Utility Standards

Utility Standards

U1 Evaluator Credibility: Evaluations should be
conducted by qualified people who establish and
maintain credibility in the evaluation context.

U1 Evaluator Competency Evaluations should be
conducted by professional evaluators or evaluation
teams that are competent to demonstrate and
maintain credibility in the evaluation context

U2 Attention to Stakeholders Evaluations should
devote attention to the full range of individuals and
groups invested in the program and affected by its
evaluation.

U2 Attention to Stakeholders Evaluations should
devote attention to the full range of individuals and
groups invested in the program and affected by its
evaluation, with consideration of their relative
investment in the program.

U4 Explicit Values Evaluations should clarify and
specify the individual and cultural values
underpinning purposes, processes, and judgments.

U4 Values Scrutiny Evaluations should identify
individual’s values in relation to the program’s
evaluation. Close attention should also directed to
cultural values differences.

U5 Relevant Information Evaluation information
should serve the identified and emergent needs of
stakeholders.

U5 Relevant Information Evaluation information
should serve the identified and emergent needs of
stakeholders. To the extent possible.

U8 Concern for Consequences and Influence
Evaluations should promote responsible and
adaptive use while guarding against unintended
negative consequences and misuse.

U8 Evaluation Use Evaluation results should be
utilized to the maximum possible level in
appropriate and responsible way.
U9 Metaevaluation Evaluators should use these
and other applicable standards to examine the
accountability of the evaluation design, procedures
employed, information collected, and outcomes to
enhance the utilization of the evaluation results and
to make sure that the evaluation follows the right
procedures.

Feasibility Standards
The feasibility standards are intended to increase
evaluation effectiveness and efficiency.

Practicality Standards
Evaluations are practicable when they can
effectively take place within the available resources.

F3 Contextual Viability Evaluations should
recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural and
political interests and needs of individuals and
groups.

Ps3 Contextual Viability Evaluations should
recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural and
religious differences and political interests and
needs of individuals and groups.

F4 Resource Use Evaluations should use resources
effectively and efficiently.

Ps4 Accountable Resource Use Evaluations
should use resources effectively and efficiently
and comply with sound fiscal procedures
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Table 11–Continued
Joint Committee Standards

Modified Standards

Feasibility Standards
The feasibility standards are intended to increase
evaluation effectiveness and efficiency.

Practicality Standards
Evaluations are practicable when they can
effectively take place within the available resources.
Ps5 Evaluation Documentation Evaluations
should fully document their negotiated purposes and
implemented designs, procedures, data, and
outcomes.

Propriety Standards

Propriety Standards

P2 Formal Agreements Evaluation agreements
should be negotiated to make obligations explicit
and take into account the needs, expectations, and
cultural contexts of clients and other stakeholders.

P2 Formal Written Agreements Evaluation
agreements should be negotiated to make
obligations explicit—in writing--and take into
account the needs, expectations, and cultural
contexts of clients and other stakeholders.

P6 Conflicts of Interests Evaluations should
openly and honestly identify and address real or
perceived conflicts of interests that may
compromise the evaluation.

P6 Conflicts of Interests Evaluations should
openly and honestly identify, address, and manage
real or perceived conflicts of interests that may
compromise the evaluation.

P7 Fiscal Responsibility Evaluations should
account for all expended resources and comply with
sound fiscal procedures and processes.
Evaluation Accountability Standards
E1 Evaluation Documentation Evaluations should
fully document their negotiated purposes and
implemented designs, procedures, data, and
outcomes.
E2 Internal Metaevaluation Evaluators should use
these and other applicable standards to examine the
accountability of the evaluation design, procedures
employed, information collected, and outcomes.
E3 External Metaevaluation Program evaluation
sponsors, clients, evaluators, and other stakeholders
should encourage the conduct of external
metaevaluations using these and other applicable
standards.

Implications
The major implication of this study is the modified program evaluation standards.
The new set of standards was based on the evidence obtained through this study that
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shows the need for a modified version of The Program Evaluation Standards by the Joint
Committee for the purpose of use in Saudi Arabia. Table 12 shows the product of this
study, which is The Saudi Program Evaluation Standards.
Table 12
The Saudi Program Evaluation Standards
The Saudi Program Evaluation Standards
Utility Standards: the extent to which program stakeholders find evaluation processes and products
valuable in meeting their needs.

U1 Evaluator Competency

Evaluations should be conducted by professional evaluators or
evaluation teams that are competent to demonstrate and maintain
credibility in the evaluation context

U2 Attention to Stakeholders

Evaluations should devote attention to the full range of individuals
and groups invested in the program and affected by its evaluation,
with consideration of their relative investment in the program.

U3 Negotiated Purposes

Evaluation purposes should be identified and continually negotiated
based on the needs of stakeholders.

U4 Values Scrutiny

Evaluations should identify individual’s values in relation to the
program’s evaluation. Close attention should also directed to cultural
values differences.

U5 Relevant Information

Evaluation information should serve the identified and emergent
needs of stakeholders. To the extent possible.

U6 Meaningful Processes and
Products

Evaluations should construct activities, descriptions, and judgments
in ways that encourage participants to rediscover, reinterpret, or
revise their understandings and behaviors.

U7 Timely and Appropriate
Communicating and Reporting

Evaluations should attend to the continuing information needs of
their multiple audiences.

U8 Evaluation Use

Evaluation results should be utilized to the maximum possible level
in appropriate and responsible way.

U9 Metaevaluation

Evaluators should use these and other applicable standards to
examine the accountability of the evaluation design, procedures
employed, information collected, and outcomes to enhance the
utilization of the evaluation results and to make sure that the
evaluation follows the right procedures.
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Table 12–Continued
Practicality Standards: Evaluations are practicable when they can effectively take place within the
available resources.
Ps1 Project Management

Evaluations should use effective project management strategies.

Ps2 Practical Procedures

Evaluation procedures should be practical and responsive to the
way the program operates.

Ps3 Contextual Viability

Evaluations should recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural
and religious differences and political interests and needs of
individuals and groups.

Ps4 Accountable Resource Use

Evaluations should use resources effectively and efficiently
and comply with sound fiscal procedures

Ps5 Evaluation Documentation

Evaluations should fully document their negotiated purposes and
implemented designs, procedures, data, and outcomes.

Propriety Standards: refers to what is proper, fair, legal, right, acceptable, and just in evaluation.
P1 Responsive and Inclusive
Orientation

Evaluations should be responsive to stakeholders and their
communities.

P2 Formal Written Agreements

Evaluation agreements should be negotiated to make obligations
explicit—in writing--and take into account the needs,
expectations, and cultural contexts of clients and other
stakeholders.

P3 Human Rights and Respect

Evaluations should be designed and conducted to protect human
and legal rights and maintain the dignity of participants and other
stakeholders.

P4 Clarity and Fairness

Evaluations should be understandable and fair in addressing
stakeholder needs and purposes.

P5 Transparency and Disclosure

Evaluations should provide complete descriptions of findings,
limitations, and conclusions to all stakeholders, unless doing so
would violate legal and propriety obligations.

P6 Conflicts of Interests

Evaluations should openly and honestly identify, address, and
manage real or perceived conflicts of interests that may
compromise the evaluation.

Accuracy Standards: the truthfulness of evaluation representations, propositions, and findings.
A1 Justified Conclusions and
Decisions

Evaluation conclusions and decisions should be explicitly justified
in the cultures and contexts where they have consequences.

A2 Valid Information

Evaluation information should serve the intended purposes and
support valid interpretations.
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Table 12–Continued
Accuracy Standards: the truthfulness of evaluation representations, propositions, and findings.

A3 Reliable Information

Evaluation procedures should yield sufficiently dependable and
consistent information for the intended uses.

A4 Explicit Program and Context
Descriptions

Evaluations should document programs and their contexts with
appropriate detail and scope for the evaluation purposes.

A5 Information Management

Evaluations should employ systematic information collection,
review, verification, and storage methods.

A6 Sound Designs and Analyses

Evaluations should employ technically adequate designs and
analyses that are appropriate for the evaluation purposes.

A7 Explicit Evaluation Reasoning

Evaluation reasoning leading from information and analyses to
findings, interpretations, conclusions, and judgments should be
clearly and completely documented.

A8 Communication and Reporting

Evaluation communications should have adequate scope and
guard against misconceptions, biases, distortions, and errors.
28 Standards

Limitations
This study has three major limitations which are: (1) the selection of participants,
(2) language, and (3) resources. First, the difficulty of locating and selecting the right
participants was a major limitation. Evaluation as a profession is relatively new in Saudi
Arabia, and therefore locating professional evaluators was a challenge. That also
prevented the author from selecting participants from wider range of people. In addition,
no females participated in this study which was a noticed limitation. The author
communicated with nine Saudi women and encouraged them to participate in the study;
however, none of them agreed to participate.
Second, differences between Arabic and English languages were another
limitation. Currently, there is no Arabic version of The Program Evaluation Standards.
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The standards, therefore, need to be translated for those who have difficulty with English.
Obtaining the right and accurate translation is a not an easy task, and requires experts,
time, and financial resources to be accomplished.
Finally, traveling time and budget were other limitations. The author was
restricted to travel in a specific time that concurred with the vacation session in Saudi
Arabia. Many of the potential participants were not able to participate in the study since
they would not be in Saudi Arabia during the author’s visit. The site visit occurred
between July and September of 2012 when many Saudis enjoy their vacations.
Moreover, the budget for the study was an individual effort by the author. That made it
extremely difficult to do another visit to Saudi Arabia, or even hold more focus groups in
more than one city in Saudi.
Contributions and Further Research
The findings of this study could be potentially used by Saudi evaluators as the
first draft of their own program evaluation standards. Accomplishing that would increase
the proficiency of evaluators and the quality of evaluation in Saudi Arabia. Furthermore,
having their own standards might shape and reform the look of evaluation as a profession
in Saudi Arabia, which could lead to establishing local evaluation associations to guide
and train evaluators. That would also direct the focus on the importance of providing
academic programs or at least courses in evaluation and evaluation standards.
Other counties in the region might also benefit from the study by applying similar
methods to study the appropriateness of the standards they are using or adapt the findings
from this study to provide guidance on how external standards may need to be modified
to best suit each different country that uses them.
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Since this modified set of standards has not been tested yet, future studies might
further investigate its appropriateness. Researchers along with evaluators could also
conduct field tests for these standards by applying them on a number of evaluation
projects in Saudi Arabia. Field-testing, in fact, of the Saudi Program Evaluation
Standards appears to be needed. The field testing process would help to identify the
strengths and weakness of the standards and deeply investigate the quality of this draft. It
would also inform further modification and development of the standards.
As mentioned earlier, no females participated in this study. Due to that, a
replication of the study with Saudi women is warranted.
Dissemination of the standards is crucial action that could help in exploring the
acceptance of the Saudi Program Evaluation Standards by the Saudi evaluators and
evaluation clients. Dissemination can take several types. Professional presentations and
workshops are examples of fast and effective ways of dissemination. Professional
journals are another dissemination channel that is beneficial in reaching a larger numbers
of interested professionals. American Journal of Evaluation (AJE) is a potential journal
for article publication. Another major channel for dissemination is a textbook about the
Saudi Evaluation Standards. Such an action needs more time and money to be
accomplished. One way to do so is through a Saudi university that might welcome
establishing a Saudi evaluation association and then funding the association’s future
projects where the publication of such a textbook is on the top of the list.
The differences between English and Arabic languages showed number of
difficulties at several points of the study. Therefore, this draft of the Saudi program
evaluation standards could be applied and used more effectively if translated into Arabic.
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The translation process might be postponed until the above three actions are
accomplished: the field testing, replication, and dissemination. Doing so would promise
translating the most acceptable draft of standards.
While these Saudi Program Evaluation Standards are the first program evaluation
standards in Saudi Arabia and need further investigation, in its current edition it can
support the development of the Saudi evaluation practice.
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Questionnaire 1 Utility standards
Project: Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
Arabia
This questionnaire is intended to help Saudi Evaluators understand how to apply the
Program Evaluation Standards to the best fit of the Saudi culture and context. It would
also help modify and adapt these standards as needed. You have been selected to receive
this questionnaire because you are one of the expert panel members who voluntarily
accepted to participate in this study.
1.

The following standard is acceptable to use in Saudi context

Use the following scale
A. Yes
B. Yes with modification
C. No
Utility
Standards
U1
Evaluator
Credibility
U2
Attention
to
Stakeholde
rs
U3
Negotiated
Purposes
U4
Explicit
Values
U5
Relevant
Informatio
n
U6
Meaningful
Processes
and
Products

A

B

C

If B or C, Why?
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U7
Timely and
Appropriat
e
Communic
ating and
Reporting
U8
Concern
for
Consequen
ces and
Influence

2.

What, if any, important topics related to evaluation Utility are not addressed in the
current standards?

Additional Comments
1.

Please provide any additional comments that you have about the Utility standards

2.

Please provide any additional comments that you would like to share

Thank you!
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Questionnaire 2 Feasibility standards
Project: Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
Arabia
This questionnaire is intended to help Saudi Evaluators understand how to apply the
Program Evaluation Standards to the best fit of the Saudi culture and context. It would
also help modify and adapt these standards as needed. You have been selected to receive
this questionnaire because you are one of the expert panel members who voluntarily
accepted to participate in this study.
1.

The following standard is acceptable to use in Saudi context

Use the following scale for question number 1
A. Yes
B. Yes with modification
C. No
Feasibility
Standards

A

B

C

If B or C, Why?

F1
Project
Management
F2
Practical
Procedures
F3
Contextual
Viability
F4
Resource
Use

2.

What, if any, important topics related to evaluation Feasibility are not addressed in
the current standards?
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Additional Comments
1.

Please provide any additional comments that you have about the Feasibility standards

2.

Please provide any additional comments that you would like to share

Thank you!
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Questionnaire 3 Propriety standards
Project: Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
Arabia
This questionnaire is intended to help Saudi Evaluators understand how to apply the
Program Evaluation Standards to the best fit of the Saudi culture and context. It would
also help modify and adapt these standards as needed. You have been selected to receive
this questionnaire because you are one of the expert panel members who voluntarily
accepted to participate in this study.
1.

The following standard is acceptable to use in Saudi context

Use the following scale
A. Yes
B. Yes with modification
C. No
Propriety
Standards
P1
Responsive
and
Inclusive
Orientation
P2
Formal
Agreement
s
P3
Human
Rights and
Respect
P4
Clarity and
Fairness
P5
Transparen
cy and
Disclosure
P6
Conflicts
of Interests

A

B

C

If B or C, Why?
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P7
Fiscal
Responsibil
ity
Reporting

2.

What, if any, important topics related to evaluation Propriety are not addressed in the
current standards?

Additional Comments
1.

Please provide any additional comments that you have about the Propriety standards

2.

Please provide any additional comments that you would like to share

Thank you!
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Questionnaire 4 Accuracy standards
Project: Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
Arabia
This questionnaire is intended to help Saudi Evaluators understand how to apply the
Program Evaluation Standards to the best fit of the Saudi culture and context. It would
also help modify and adapt these standards as needed. You have been selected to receive
this questionnaire because you are one of the expert panel members who voluntarily
accepted to participate in this study.
1.

The following standard is acceptable to use in Saudi context

Use the following scale
A. Yes
B. Yes with modification
C. No
Accuracy
Standards
A1
Justified
Conclusions
and
Decisions
A2
Valid
Information
A3
Reliable
Information
A4
Explicit
Program and
Context
Descriptions
A5
Information
Management
A6
Sound
Designs and
Analyses

A B

C

If B or C, Why?
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A7
Explicit
Evaluation
Reasoning
A8
Communicat
ion and
Reporting

2.

What, if any, important topics related to evaluation Accuracy are not addressed in the
current standards?

Additional Comments
1. Please provide any additional comments that you have about the Accuracy standards

2.

Please provide any additional comments that you would like to share

Thank you!
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Questionnaire 5 Evaluation Accountability standards
Project: Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
Arabia
This questionnaire is intended to help Saudi Evaluators understand how to apply the
Program Evaluation Standards to the best fit of the Saudi culture and context. It would
also help modify and adapt these standards as needed. You have been selected to receive
this questionnaire because you are one of the expert panel members who voluntarily
accepted to participate in this study.
1.

The following standard is acceptable to use in Saudi context

Use the following scale
A. Yes
B. Yes with modification
C. No
A
Evaluation
Accountability

B

C

If B or C, Why?

Standards
E1
Evaluation
Documentation
E2
Internal
Metaevaluation
E3
External
Metaevaluation

2.

What, if any, important topics related to evaluation Evaluation Accountability are
not addressed in the current standards?
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Additional Comments
1.

Please provide any additional comments that you have about the Evaluation
Accountability standards

2.

Please provide any additional comments that you would like to share

Thank you!

Appendix B
First-Round Questionnaire
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Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
1. Consent Page
This questionnaire is intended to help Saudi Evaluators to determine how the
standards should be modified to best fit the Saudi culture and context.You have been
selected to receive this questionnaire because you are one of the expert panel members
who voluntarily accepted to participate in this study.
By clicking on the "Next" button you acknowledge that you have read this
information and agree to participate in this study. You are free to withdraw your
participation at any time without penalty. If you have any questions, feel free to
contact me at mohammed.alyami@wmich.edu or 0550055100
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Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
2. The Focus Group Results
Please refer to the results file that you received with the link of this survey.
The file includes the results of the five questionnaires that you filled out during our
focus group meeting in Riyadh, on September 6, 2012. It also includes the suggested
modifications on the problematic standards.
A thorough review of the results will significantly help you complete the next section
of this survey.
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Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
3. The 1st Round Questionnaire
The following section includes the 1st round of questionnaire. Only the standards that
have been modified, combined, or deleted will be addressed in this questionnaire.
1. The following standard fits the Saudi context:

U1 Evaluator Competency
Comments



Yes with
modifications


U2 Attention to Stakeholders
Comments







U4 Values Scrutiny
Comments







U5 Relevant Information
Comments







U8 Evaluation Use
Comments







Standard

Yes

No
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F3 Contextual Viability
Comments



Yes with
modifications


F4 Accountable Resource Use
Comments







P2 Formal Written Agreements
Comments







P6 Conflict of Interests
Comments







U9 Metaevaluation
Comments







Standard

Yes

No
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Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
2. The deletion, relabeling, or moving of the following terms or standards
would better fit Saudi evaluation practice:
Standard
E2 and E3 to become U9 Metaevaluation
Comments

Yes


No


Feasibility Standards to become Practicality Standards
Comments





E1 to become P5 Evaluation Documentation
Comments





P7 Fiscal Responsibility (combined with F4 and both become
Ps4 Accountable Resource Use)
Comments





Evaluation Accountability Standards (deleted)
Comments





Appendix C
Second-Round Questionnaire
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Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
1. Consent Page
This questionnaire is intended to help Saudi Evaluators to determine how the
standards should be modified to best fit the Saudi culture and context. You have been
selected to receive this questionnaire because you are one of the expert panel members
who voluntarily accepted to participate in this study.
By clicking on the "Next" button you acknowledge that you have read this
information and agree to participate in this study. You are free to withdraw your
participation at any time without penalty. If you have any questions, feel free to
contact me at mohammed.alyami@wmich.edu or 0550055100
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Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
2. First-Round Focus Group Results
Please refer to the results file that you received with the link of this survey.
The file includes the results of the 1st round questionnaire that you filled out online in
December 2012. It also includes the suggested modifications on the problematic
standards.
A thorough review of the results will significantly help you complete the next section
of this survey.
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Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
3. The 2nd Round Questionnaire
The following section includes the 2nd round of questionnaire. Only the standards that
have been modified, combined, or deleted will be addressed in this questionnaire.
1. The following standard fits the Saudi context:

Standard
Metaevaluation
Comments

Yes


Yes with
modifications


No


Appendix D
Expert Panel Focus Group Invitations
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Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation Program

March 28, 2012
Expert Panel Focus Group Invitation
Study Title: Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in
Saudi Arabia
Dear__________________:
My name is Mohammed Alyami. I am a doctoral candidate in the Interdisciplinary
Ph.D. in Evaluation program (IDPE) at Western Michigan University. I am working on
my dissertation as part of the requirements of my degree in Evaluation, and I would like
to invite you to participate in this study as a member of an expert panel focus group.
This study is under the supervision of Dr. Chris Coryn, the director of the IDPE program.
The purpose of this study is to identify the extent to which The Program Evaluation
Standards are suitable for use in Saudi Arabia. It will also identify which standards are
problematic for application in the Saudi context. Identifying these standards and
determining whether they should be modified or omitted for the Saudi context may be
necessary for effective use of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi Arabia. If you
decide to participate, you will be asked to be a member of a focus group meeting. A
presentation of PES will take about 2-3 hours followed by a comprehensive
brainstorming and group discussion regarding the standards. At the end of the
discussion, the researcher will facilitate the process of developing the first round
questionnaire.
The focus group will take place in Riyadh city on a day mutually agreed upon, and
should last about 5 to 8 hours. The session will be audio or video taped so that I can
accurately reflect on what is discussed. The tapes will only be reviewed by the
researcher who will transcribe and analyze them. They will then be destroyed.
Study information will be kept in a secure location at Western Michigan University. The
results of the study may be published or presented at professional meetings. Also, since
we will be talking in a group, we will ask that you and all other group members respect
the privacy of everyone in the group.
Prior to the participation, you will receive a copy of T he Program Evaluation
Standards (3rd ed., 2011) to be familiar with the topic. For those who will attend from
another city, travel and accommodations expenses will be covered by the researcher.
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Expert Panel Focus Group Invitation
Taking part in the study is your decision. You do not have to be in this study if you do
not want to. You may also quit being in the study at any time or decide not to answer
any question you are not comfortable answering.
I will be happy to answer any questions you have about the study. You may
contact me at 0550055100 or mohammed.alyami@wmich.edu. You may also contact
my advisor, Chris Coryn, at +1 (269) 387-5895, or chris.coryn@wmich.edu, if you have
study related questions or problems. If you have any questions about your rights as a
research participant, you may contact the Office of the Vice President for Research at
Western Michigan University at +1 (269) 387-8298.
If you would like to participate, reply to this email message, and check the
appropriate boxes below. We thank you for your consideration of this request.
Sincerely,
Mohammed Alyami, Doctoral Candidate
Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation program (IDPE )
The Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
+12016600966
+966550055100
Mohammed.alyami@wmich.edu
I would like to participate in the focus group. I am able to meet at one of the
following times: (Please check as many as are convenient. We will schedule a meeting
at one of your preferred times.)
Thursday, Jun. 21
Thursday, Jun. 28
Thursday, Jul. 5
Thursday, Jul. 12
Thursday, Jul. 26
Thursday, Aug. 2
Thursday, Aug. 22
Thursday, Aug. 30
Thursday, Sep. 6
I do not wish to participate in the focus group
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Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation Program

September 2, 2012
Expert Panel Focus Group Invitation
Study Title: Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi
Arabia

Dear Dr. Ahmad Ben Habib:
This invitation letter is to confirm your participation in the focus group meeting regarding
the study titled “Modification and Adaptation of The Program Evaluation Standards in
Saudi Arabia”. The purpose of this study is to identify the extent to which The Program
Evaluation Standards are suitable for use in Saudi Arabia. It will also identify which
standards are problematic for application in the Saudi context. Identifying these standards
and determining whether they should be modified or omitted for the Saudi context may
be necessary for effective use of the Program Evaluation Standards in Saudi Arabia.
The focus group will take place in Riyadh, at The Ritz-Carlton Hotel on September 6th,
2012. The session will be videotaped so that I can accurately reflect on what is discussed.
The tapes will only be reviewed by the researcher who will transcribe and analyze them.
They will then be destroyed.
Study information will be kept in a secure location at Western Michigan University. The
results of the study may be published or presented at professional meetings. Also, since
we will be talking in a group, we will ask that you and all other group members respect
the privacy of everyone in the group.
With this letter, you will receive a copy of The Program Evaluation Standards (3rd ed.,
2011) to be familiar with the topic. You will also find the meeting agenda during that
specific day.
I will be happy to answer any questions you have about the study. You may contact me at
0550055100 or mohammed.alyami@wmich.edu. You may also contact my advisor, Chris
Coryn, at +1 (269) 387-5895, or chris.coryn@wmich.edu, if you have study related
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Expert Panel Focus Group Invitation
questions or problems. If you have any questions about your rights as a research
participant, you may contact the Office of the Vice President for Research at Western
Michigan University at +1 (269) 387-8298.
Sincerely,
Mohammed Alyami, Doctoral Candidate
Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation program (IDPE)
Western Michigan University
+966550055100
Mohammed.alyami@wmich.edu

Appendix E
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AGENDA
Expert Panel Focus Group
September 06, 2012
8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m.
Meeting called by Mohammed Alyami, Western Michigan University

8:00 a.m. – 8:30 a.m.

8:30 a.m. – 9:00 a.m.

Introduction
Breakfast
Welcome

Board Room 1

Overview of Evaluation
Delphi Procedures

Board Room 1

9:00 a.m. – 10:30 a.m.

Utility Standards
10 minutes standard
10 minutes questionnaire

10:30 a.m. – 10:40 a.m.

Short Break

10:40 a.m. – noon

Feasibility Standards
10 minutes standard
10 minutes questionnaire

noon – 1:30 p.m.

Break
Prayer
Lunch

Board Room 1

Board Room 1

Main Floor
Al Orjouan Restaurant

1:30 p.m. – 2:20 p.m.

Propriety Standards
10 minutes standard
10 minutes questionnaire

Board Room 1

2:20 p.m. – 3:50 p.m.

Accuracy Standards
10 minutes standard
10 minutes questionnaire

Board Room 1

3:50 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.

Short Break
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4:00 p.m. – 4:40 p.m.

Evaluation Accountability
10 minutes standard
10 minutes questionnaire

Board Room 1

4:40 p.m. – 5:00 p.m.

Next Step
Guidelines and Q & A

Board Room 1

Additional Instructions:
• Confirmation of receiving the materials
• Sign the consent form and bring it to the meeting
• Read the book introduction
• In each standard, read the following thoroughly:
a. the statement
b. the rational and clarification
• Write any comment or concern regarding any of the readings
• If you have any questions that you would like to be answered prior to
the meeting, email them to the researcher
• Be prepared to involve in immediate discussion after a brief overview
of each domain
• After each domain you will be asked to fill out a short questionnaire

Appendix F
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board Approval Letter
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