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	Accreditation and Certification
	Accreditation and certification models are specific to training and service delivery programs that are connected with professional organizations that oversee and endorse them. There is a common structure of an initial self-study, a kind of preliminary internal evaluation, followed by review of the material and a visit on-site by representatives of the organization.
	These evaluations are generally consistent across programs, and there is a clear focus to inform the public generally and clients of the programs specifically about the quality of the program. Further, those involved in the evaluation are generally particularly well-informed about such programs, even experts in the fields. Recently, there has been growing emphasis on the outcomes of the programs, which strengthens the previous attention to processes.
	As these evaluations are driven by the professional organization rather than independent evaluators or agencies, there is the risk that following organizations’ political agendas can have undue influence or that connections between the site visitors and the program staff could compromise their objectivity. Further, the initial self-studies tend to be greater opportunities for programs to promote their successes rather than to weigh strengths and weaknesses fairly.
	
	Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014

	Black Box
	This approach is often used as a kind of caricature for the purpose of contrast – a very simple approach to evaluation that concentrates only on results while ignoring virtually everything else about the program, as if those details were enclosed in a black box that remains unopened. 
	The simplicity of this approach really is its only strength – that by concentrating on the outcomes without being distracted by any other issue, the clarity of describing those findings appeals to those who are looking for a direct answer to a direct question – What does the program do? 
	There are multiple weaknesses – this approach does not consider needs, implementation issues, stakeholders, side effects, improvement, or the mechanisms of change. For these reasons, it is often presented as a kind of cautionary example – that although some people may think that just asking about outcomes is a good approach, it is not at all a comprehensive way to evaluate a program.
	
	Posavac & Carey, 2007

	Capacity Building
	Like some of the others, Capacity Building is defined more by the meta-goals of the evaluation than by the specific methods or tools used. It aims to work with program stakeholders in such a way as to teach enough of them sufficient evaluation knowledge and skills to be able to continue evaluating the program on a regular basis.
	This approach seems particularly valuable to many evaluators in the sense that persuading program stakeholders to learn evaluation methods and skills so they can continue the work the evaluators began feels deeply satisfying. And to the extent that the culture and practices of the program change, it can be transformative. Further, the approach of teaching others to take over for initial efforts generally inspires a more collaborative, respectful approach than thinking others cannot understand.
	The risk of this approach is especially that evaluators will compromise their objectivity because of their desire to emphasize stakeholders’ learning. Likewise, given limited resources of time, effort, and finances, situations can develop so evaluators must choose whether to concentrate on the evaluation or on teaching. Some evaluators find that the promise inherent in this approach is not realized as often as they wish.
	
	

	Consumer Oriented Studies
	The emphasis of this approach is providing those who benefit from, or consume, the products of a program with clear information regarding the comparative value of what is delivered – is it better than, the same as, or worse than the other options available?
	Although many evaluations indicate that they include the perspective of clients or others served by programs, this approach lives up to that standard. Following Michael Scriven’s emphasis on value, this model’s integration of various elements about programs provides insight that is focused on what programs are worth to those who use them.
	As important as a focus on consumers is, it risks having evaluators fail to connect with other important stakeholders in a variety of ways. The attention to providing clients with comparative summaries risks putting program staff on the defensive, believing that the evaluators are only looking to criticize them. This potential resistance can undermine the process of gathering accurate information about the program.
	
	Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014

	Critical Evaluation Capital
	It is described as a tool, not a separate approach, designed to be used with other models that consider the evaluator as an “engaged stakeholder”, rather than an objective observer. Still, it is similar to other models in addressing assumptions about the evaluand, the evaluators, and perspectives on power and privilege. 
	This tool explicitly incorporates Critical Race Theory and Community Cultural Wealth into the evaluation process, supporting evaluators who recognize that issues of power and privilege are deeply embedded in programs. Among other aspects, it supports questioning the assumptions underlying the existing goals and expected outcomes of the program, which allows considering the voices of those with less power in the program.
	As may be obvious, this way of understanding programs and important processes within them is a good match for those who share its perspective on the way that power and privilege are typically un-examined components of programs. Evaluators who do not share this perspective will generally not be able to make use of this tool, and in fact, might mis-lead the program stakeholders by claiming to incorporate these insights when they do not. 
	
	Ginsberg, 2022

	Culturally Responsive
	This approach represents a comprehensive commitment to addressing cultural differences that are reflected in aspects of programs, whether because of patterns with clients served, with staff who work in the program, or broader elements like the setting relevant to the program. Some important features are a focus on strengths, promoting social justice, and taking a holistic view.
	One important strength of this approach is its correction to the range of practices in past evaluations from being less than fully aware of cultural issues at the best to drawing erroneous conclusions due to a failure to understand important cultural differences and the varied meanings that different cultural groups make of the same events and perceptions. Growing awareness of how often cultural elements are not sufficiently understood means this approach is especially valuable currently.
	Although it is hard to argue that taking cultural differences seriously has a down-side, it is possible for evaluators to incorporate a limited number of elements of this approach only to discover that such partial models may have little to none of the benefits of a fully Culturally Responsible Evaluation. Among other things, using superficial or stereotyped information about cultural groups can be worse than including no information at all. 
	
	Thomas 2004

	Decision and Accountability Oriented Studies
	Intended to be a comprehensive assessment of the full range of relevant issues, especially the challenging aspect of a program’s value, these approaches are exemplified in Stufflebeam’s Context, Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model – a structured method guiding careful and thorough evaluation emphasizing value and worth that can be used for formative or summative purposes.
	The thorough coverage of all relevant aspects of program evaluation provides important balance – neither neglecting nor over-emphasizing any element. In addition, as this approach is broadly grounded in current research, insights from a wide range of perspectives provide a solid foundation for addressing the elements in a fair way. The details distilled from careful use of many evaluators’ experiences provide especially useful guidance to newer evaluators.
	This balanced approach avoids the weakness of models that emphasize a narrow range of elements. The actual weakness is more a reflection of how the model is used. Evaluators can choose this model but emphasize collaboration with program stakeholders so much they lose the objectivity to be clear regarding problems in the program, and the strong theme of improvement means that it is an easier match with formative evaluations rather than summative. As Stufflebeam and Coryn acknowledge, there is the (inaccurate) perception that the approach focuses too much on agency leaders.
	









	Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014

	Deliberative Democratic
	This approach involves a structured process of stakeholder involvement in the evaluation with equal representation built into the details. There is an important distinction in that stakeholders are provided with equal voice, but the evaluator retains the final word regarding the meaning of what has been learned from those voices in the ultimate report.
	Like some other models, this structure illustrates a formal commitment to values that most evaluators share and even applaud. So ensuring that the evaluation will listen to voices from all stakeholders equally has an intuitive appeal, and the obvious commitment of evaluators to all stakeholders has the important benefit of generally leading to more complete co-operation and engagement by those stakeholders, especially those who might commonly be left out of discussions.
	Although the theory of this model is appealing, it turns out to be overly idealistic in practice, and thus is not a practical approach for some, perhaps even many, evaluations. Among other things, providing equal voice to all stakeholders in some evaluations would prove to be much too expensive in terms of time and other resources. Further, to the degree that these realities mean these evaluations commonly need to be scaled back at some point, disappointment can prove more problematic than not having hopes for equality in the first place.
	
	Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014

	Developmental
	Developmental evaluation is targeted at innovative programs that are open to collaboration with evaluators to modify the program plan based on the evaluation. Following Patton’s Utilization Evaluation, it focuses on the use of the program by asking those who use it for insights, and it tries to avoid linear thinking by takings system approaches seriously.
	Although developmental evaluation is not a perfect match with all programs, it is an excellent fit with those programs that share the central values of innovation, adapting on the basis of evidence, and collaboration between program staff and evaluators. The pragmatic elements of Utilization Evaluation also add to the value of this approach.
	As noted in the strengths, this approach is not for all programs nor for all evaluators, as it requires a rather clear commitment to particular methods. Likewise, as an explicitly formative model, it is not a good match when summative evaluations are required. 
	
	Patton, 2011

	Empowerment
	Similar to Capacity Building, empowerment approaches are highly collaborative, aiming to teach knowledge and skills to empower current program stakeholders to take on evaluation roles. In addition, while both models aim to train internal evaluators, empowerment approaches incorporate social justice elements.
	Like other approaches that engage stakeholders in a genuinely collaborative way, empowerment approaches embody some of the best evaluation values such as building a solid foundation for improvement. When stakeholders begin to take on the role of evaluators, they typically become more open to comprehensive insights, both positive and negative, and are more prepared to make changes because they understand the basis for them.
	Along with some other approaches, this one risks compromising the objectivity and contribution of external evaluators if they over-emphasize the importance of stakeholders’ learning above the current evaluation products. It is important to realize that such problems are seldom recognized at the time – the decisions typically seem justified by the circumstances.
	
	Fetterman, Kaftarian, and Wandersman, 2015

	Expert-Opinion, also called Connoisseurship and Criticism
	When programs involve matters that are best assessed by those with expertise in the field, an essential part of an evaluation will be the use of experts rather than other measures such as self-report. Different programs may have different forms of such assessment, such as how good a given outcome is or the quality of an intervention.
	As noted, this approach applies to a subset of programs – those that require experts to determine one or more element of the program. In such cases, those who are not familiar with the field are likely to make important mistakes of judgment, so it is essential to use experts. A common example is that there is no checklist for ordinary people to use to determine the value of art – instead, those with training and experience in the field – experts – are needed.
	The suggestion that some matters require specialized training and experience to support high-level evaluations is not an unreasonable one. The problem, of course, is that determining which matters need experts and which do not is not a simple one, and who makes such determination is likewise a crucially important point. Many evaluators would agree that there are probably far fewer needs for expert-opinions than some would have us believe.
	See Note 1
	Posavac & Carey, 2007; Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014

	Fiscal Evaluation, also called Cost Studies
	These are a set of related approaches that focus particularly on the financial elements of programs - providing conclusions, for example, about how much programs cost per unit of outcome, such as one client no longer using a given substance. Variants may assign specific values to outcomes so the conclusion reports the return on investment, such as two dollars of benefit for every dollar of cost.
	Not only is the focus an intuitively meaningful one that also meets substantial demands of program stakeholders, such approaches build on an impressive body of work detailing how to determine the various financial analyses. Among other things, as virtually all agencies have important financial constraints, comparative evaluations can provide specific information about relatively efficiency, such as noting that one program leads to twice as much value for the same cost as another.
	Although the idea of evaluating costs in a way that permits comparisons and other secondary analyses is an attractive and valuable contribution, there is an important danger that the clarify of exact numbers do not just overlook other important elements, but overstate what has actually been found. Saying that there are two dollars of benefit for every dollar of cost could be based on estimates that range from five cents to five dollars with a median of two dollars, which would lead to very different decisions than if the range were from $1.95 to $2.05. And dollar amounts can oversimplify effects in people’s lives.
	See Note 1
	Posavac & Carey, 2007; Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014

	Goal-Free
	This distinctive approach focuses on evaluators having a “blank slate” as they begin the evaluation – deliberately not learning the program’s intentions for the purpose of avoiding bias. It exemplifies a “bottom up” method of letting insights and conclusions emerge from the data and observations.
	In theory, expectations based on what programs say they intend to do can make it hard for evaluators to perceive subtle evidence for other points in any aspect of a program, so not contaminating the evaluation with those expectations allows the actual data to speak for themselves. This approach would be most useful if there are reasons to believe that assumptions have kept previous observers from seeing important processes and outcomes.
	Assuming that it is possible to approach any evaluation without expectations, an important weakness is that allowing all information to organize itself is a particularly costly method in terms of time, effort, and other resources. Further, it seems virtually impossible for evaluators to have no expectations for any program, as if they could really be unaware of the population, interventions, goals, and other aspects.
	







	Posavac & Carey, 2007

	Improvement-Focused
	In many ways, this is primary an attitude held by evaluators that the program probably has value and is making an important contribution, so problems or weaknesses are most appropriately addressed in ways that detail how the program can fix problems or do even better in the future. This model is commonly added to other models, not replacing them.
	With regard to the products of evaluations, such as reports, this approach is much more likely to provide information and insights that stakeholders will use because of the positive nature of the focus. With regard to the process, evaluators who have an attitude of improvement are much more likely to engage stakeholders in productive ways and to encourage more genuine co-operation. Stakeholders who feel less threatened are more likely to be more open about the full range of program matters.
	The risk of a focus on improvement can be to understate negative findings and to downplay concerns more broadly. In a different light, although many evaluations see this model as a typical addition to other methods, novice evaluators may convince themselves that they follow an Improvement Focused Model, and avoid committing to a primary approach as a result.
	
	Posavac & Carey, 2007

	Industrial Inspection
	Similar to the Black Box, this approach is sometimes described for the purpose of providing a contrast with more complete and more valuable evaluations. This methods examines the final products of a program and details what needs to happen with any that do not meet standards.
	Similar to the Black Box, the main strength of this approach is its fit to the expectations of many people. There are those who assume that programs are already working well enough that the infrequent problems can be fixed after the fact. To the degree that these expectations are correct, this is an efficient model because resources are not wasted looking for complications. Of course, most evaluators believe such expectations are egregiously wrong.
	The weaknesses are similar to those of the Black Box – its simplicity means that important aspects of the breadth of comprehensive program evaluations are simply missing – insufficient attention is paid to needs, implementation, stakeholders, side effects, improvement or the mechanisms of change. Further, although the method might make sense if problems were so rare that few corrections are needed, that is not the case with most programs.
	
	Posavac & Carey, 2007

	Meta-Analysis
	Like meta-analyses in the general field, meta-analysis as an approach to evaluation takes the results of many individual studies and draws conclusions based on the multiple findings.
	Combining results as a meta-analysis provides greater statistical power by effectively combining participants from multiple studies. Especially as evaluations are often under-powered and thus have increased likelihood of false negative findings, this approach provides a way to detect mild to moderate effects while also following traditional expectations for evidence.
	Although the theory of meta-analysis is sound, the actual programs that are often included typically include enough variation in details to make examining a main outcome at least questionable. Much more, the focus on outcomes means that substantial areas of evaluations such as needs, implementation, stakeholders, side effects, improvement focus, and probably nuances are downplayed if not completely ignored.
	See Note 1
	Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014

	Naturalistic / Qualitative, also called Constructivist
	Although some evaluations that are identified in the category may simply use qualitative methods to gather information, thorough-going Naturalistic evaluations follow a philosophical view that rich data collected in more collaborative ways is vastly superior to what is seen as a narrow focus with quantitative methods.
	The commitment to comprehensive information and collaborative methods have substantial potential to make these evaluations rich in terms of insights and conducted in a manner that brings reports to an agency prepared to listen to the full range of insights and use the information to improve the agency. Many participants find that having someone interested not only in their information but the way they talk about their information helps them be especially transparent about program matters.
	This approach can stretch limits of practicality as it tends to take more time and resources than quantitative methods. It also tends to be somewhat idealistic in assumptions that stakeholders value improvements more than their own approaches and individual benefits. So even when stakeholders may initially agree to this method, the actual details can strain the initial commitment.
	
	Posavac & Carey, 2007

	Objectives Based
	The evaluation considers the program’s existing objectives as the standards and focuses on the degree to which the program meets these targets.
	This approach is a common one, so there are many examples of its use. It is generally perceived to be especially fair – programs are evaluated based on what they themselves intended to achieve.
	The objectives that a program chooses may not be appropriate or sufficiently rigorous, so the evaluation may conclude there are good outcomes when the program does not achieve good enough results.
	
	Posavac & Carey, 2007

	Ontologically Integrative Evaluation
	This approach explicitly addresses the problem of worldviews based in western values and assumptions, and provides a framework for evaluators to explore their own ontological assumptions and to learn about the assumptions of the evaluand.
	This model is a sophisticated and comprehensive one, so it is an especially good match for evaluators who are already committed to the challenging work of de-centering their own assumptions as they seek to learn the assumptions of the evaluand and to collaborate meaningfully with those who hold those different views. 
	Newer evaluators and those who are still learning about cultural humility and culturally responsive approaches to evaluation may do best by considering what the Ontologically Integrative Evaluation might contribute to their work, but incorporate this model in their approach gradually rather than all at once. 
	
	Billman, 2023

	Outcome as Value-Added Assessment
	This approach, commonly used with yearly standardized assessment of students’ achievement at multiple schools, concentrates on the gains made, permitting comparison of average gains across schools.
	The structure of systematically collecting scores for all students and in multiple schools supports many meaningful analyses, especially regarding how high- and low-achieving students change over time, which is commonly not reported in other approaches.
	The reliance on a single outcome measure over-emphasizes that element, ignoring other potentially important aspects. Although the comprehensive collection of data permits comparisons across settings, the meaningful factors that might be associated with differences are not necessarily assessed or considered. Stufflebeam and Coryn also note that this approach is viewed with substantial suspicion by a wide range of educators.
	See Note 1
	Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014

	Social Science Research 
	The approaches in this class share the common feature of using rigorous Research Design methods to test hypotheses about causality, providing strong evidence about the degree to which the program caused the observed results.
	These approaches provide substantial confidence in findings with regard to the causes of outcomes, which is a highly valued point, given the increasing focus on evidence-based practice. It is important to note that such levels of confidence require a number of components such as sufficient statistical power as well as use of reliable and valid instruments and procedures, but not all “Research” approaches have all those components.
	The weaknesses of these approaches are their generally poor fit with real programs. Important elements of experiments such as random assignment to conditions are at the very least difficult to apply to many programs, and at times appear clearly unethical. The focus on evidence for causal relations typically also distracts from the comprehensive evaluation of many elements of programs such as challenges to implementation and learning how programs can be improved.
	
	Posavac & Carey, 2007 

	Success Case
	The evaluation focuses on a generally small number of cases that illustrate the best current outcomes of the program, contrasting them with the least successful cases. The goal is to learn why these examples were so successful.
	This approach is especially valuable in formative evaluations, as it concentrates efforts on learning what is going well or best, so those elements can be emphasized or enhanced.
	Focusing on what can go right does not provide a full evaluation of the program, especially for a summative evaluation. A few successes generally do not make up for a large number of failures, so an indication of the average or typical result is a missing element.
	
	Posavac & Carey, 2007

	Systems Oriented
	A systems oriented model is an ambitious attempt to view programs in a way that recognizes complex, multi-directional relationships. It also pays attention to the boundaries between elements and to multiple perspectives.
	Systems oriented approaches have the potential to avoid the simplistic thinking about single causes and single effects that are common in many traditional research practices even when the research theories are less simplistic. The better fit of thinking about the evaluation to the complex world of programs may also appeal to stakeholders who deal with real-world complications.
	A common weakness is that evaluators may say they approach matters in a system-orientation, and they may hold that conviction as a philosophical position, but the lack of clear guidance on how exactly to incorporate a systems perspective in an evaluation means that the promise of the model is often unrealized.
	
	Williams & Imam, 2007

	Theory Based
	Theory-based approaches to evaluation examine the extent to which the explicit theory used by a program is supported by the evidence found.   
	As theories usually specify particular mechanisms of change, these approaches have the advantage of clear expectations regarding those mechanisms, rather than either using measures that the agency has chosen for any of multiple reasons or assessing those elements most commonly used in similar programs.
	Although movement toward evidence-based practice should mean that more programs are committed to particular theories, in fact, many programs use methods related to various theories, and individual staff may add further variation. Many programs also say they follow a given theory, but their practices are not that specific or consistent. So many programs are a poor match to the tight expectations of a theory-based model.
	
	Posavac & Carey, 2007

	Transformative
	This approach involves a thorough commitment to principles and practices of social justice, cultural competence, and active support of marginalized groups.
	Transformative evaluations are consistent with many evaluators’ values and ideals, especially in addressing perspectives and insights of groups that are generally not included fully in evaluations.
	Substantial numbers of stakeholders are generally less sympathetic to the values of transformation, although these perspectives may often be expressed as concerns that others will not take the evaluation as seriously as a more traditional approach.
	
	Mertens, 2009

	Utilization Focused
	Utilization focused approaches strongly emphasize the actual use of the evaluation by insisting that those who use the program are centrally involved in the evaluation process, especially by learning from them how the evaluation is most likely to be incorporated into future program plans.
	The pragmatic nature of this evaluation, including the fact that select groups of stakeholders are asked to commit to collaboration with the evaluators, means that the common problem in other evaluations of lofty ideals not connected with actual practice is largely avoided. In particular, with the explicit value of use throughout the process, another common problem of reports sitting on shelves, un-used, is also avoided.
	Although getting commitment from some stakeholders to be involved throughout the evaluation process is better than the typical situation of hoping for involvement only to be disappointed, this approach risks first that the limited group of stakeholders may not be a good representation of the entire program and second that as stakeholders change over time, the value of the evaluation will also fade.
	
	Patton, 2008



Note 1 - Stufflebeam & Coryn (2014) list this as one of the “Quasi-Evaluation Studies” – a group of approaches that are sufficiently narrow in focus that they do not comprehensively evaluate the program, although they provide value and respond to the client’s request. See especially pp. 133-135 in Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014.
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