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Abstract: Within faculty development programs, although evaluations are 

important, lack of time, resources and knowledge of how to conduct program 

evaluations are often identified as reasons for the lack of rigorous evaluations being 

conducted. The purpose of this article is to explore how to build evaluation capacity 

within faculty development programs. In particular, the article will: (a) review 

literature that can be used to guide evaluation capacity building (ECB) practice, (b) 

link ECB guiding practices to faculty development program contexts, and (c) 

conclude with a discussion about the benefits of engaging in evaluation capacity 

building within faculty development programs. 

 

Faculty development grew to prominence in the 1960s in response to several 

concerns that included universities overemphasizing research over teaching and public 

dissatisfaction with graduate competencies (Riegle, 1987). As a result of these concerns, 

the primary goal of early faculty development initiatives was to address teaching 

improvement and consequently, faculty development became defined as “an 

institutional process which seeks to modify the attitudes, skills, and behaviour of 

faculty members toward greater competence and effectiveness in meeting student 

needs, their own needs, and the needs of the institution” (Francis, 1975, p. 720). In the 

1980s, faculty development evolved to mean any or a combination of the following 

terms: instructional development (focus on teaching), professional development (focus 

on teaching, research and service), organizational development (focus on a unit rather 

than individual faculty members), and personal development (focus on life planning 

and interpersonal skills) (Riegle, 1987). As a result of the evolution of the term faculty 

development, duties of faculty developers have come to include not only providing 

orientation programs to support new and junior faculty members, but also pre-

professional training programs for senior graduate students interested in academic 

careers (Ouellett, 2010). 

Within faculty development, program evaluations (also referred to as program 

assessments) are conducted for three reasons: (i) to improve programs and services, (ii) 
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to document successes and (iii) to meet external requirements (Van Note Chism & 

Szabo, 1997). Although evaluations are important, faculty developers suggest that lack 

of time, resources and knowledge of how to conduct program evaluations are some of 

the main reasons for the lack of rigorous evaluations being conducted (Hines, 2009; 

Kucsera & Svinicki, 2010; Van Note Chism & Szabo, 1997). Kucsera and Svinicki (2010) 

note “those who enter the field are often not trained in the type of procedures that 

would form the foundation for this type of rigorous evaluation” (p. 8). Given this lack 

of evaluation knowledge, and noting that now more than ever, there are increased 

expectations on faculty development programs to demonstrate evidence of their worth 

and merit, there is a clear need for evaluation capacity building within faculty 

development programs. Consequently, the purpose of this article will be to explore how 

to build evaluation capacity within faculty development programs. In particular, this 

article will: (a) review literature that can be used to guide evaluation capacity building 

(ECB) practice, (b) link ECB guiding practices to faculty development program contexts, 

and (c) conclude with a discussion about the benefits of engaging in evaluation capacity 

building within faculty development programs, particularly in the present climate in 

which programs are increasingly expected to provide evidence of the impact of their 

work on both instructional practices and student learning. 

Evaluation Capacity Building  

Various definitions of evaluation capacity building (ECB) exist within the 

literature. In recent years, authors have begun to synthesize ECB literature in an 

attempt to guide practice (Labin, Duffy, Meyers, Wandersman, & Lesesne, 2012; Preskill 

& Boyle, 2008). As a result of these syntheses, two closely-related operational definitions 

of ECB have been developed. For the purpose of this study and guided by the more 

recent synthesis by Labin, et al. (2012), the following definition was chosen: “Evaluation 

capacity building (ECB) is an intentional process to increase individual motivation, 

knowledge, and skills, and to enhance a group or organization’s ability to conduct or 

use evaluation” (Labin et al., 2012, p. 308). To help guide ECB practices, Labin, et al. 

(2012) developed the Integrative ECB model based on theoretical and empirical ECB 

literature. The Integrative ECB Model focuses on three phases of an ECB process: (i) 

determining needs, (ii) determining activities, and (iii) determining results/outcomes.  

Phase 1, determining needs, involves analysing (a) the reason(s) why individuals 

or organizations want to build evaluation capacity, (b) the goals/objectives individuals 
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have of the ECB process, (c) the needs of the context, and (d) the resources (e.g., staff, 

time and/or money) and strengths (e.g., attitudes, existing evaluation expertise and/or 

practices) present within the context (Labin et al., 2012). Determining whether reasons 

that trigger ECB processes are externally (e.g., to meet accountability requirements) 

and/or internally motivated (e.g., perceived lack of internal evaluation knowledge and 

skills) is important because these reasons influence the goals and objectives of an ECB 

process (Preskill & Boyle, 2008). Furthermore, Preskill and Boyle (2008) emphasize the 

importance of understanding the context because if individuals, particularly, key 

leaders in a context do not see evaluation as beneficial, this will greatly impact the 

support and resources allocated to an ECB process. 

Phase 2, determining activities, involves determining the ECB strategies to be 

used, how these strategies will be implemented, and finally evaluating the ECB efforts 

(Labin et al., 2012). The selection of ECB strategies is greatly influenced by findings 

from Phase 1 of the ECB process. Preskill and Boyle (2008) provide a list of 10 ECB 

teaching and learning strategies that could be used for building evaluation capacity of 

individuals and/or organizations. These ECB strategies include:  

1. Internship: participating in a formal program that provides practical 

evaluation experience for novices; 

2. Written materials: reading and using written documents about evaluation 

processes and findings;  

3. Technology: using online resources such as Web sites and/or e-learning 

programs to learn from and about evaluation; 

4. Meetings: allocating time and space to discuss evaluation activities specifically 

for the purpose of learning from and about evaluation; 

5. Appreciative inquiry (AI): using an assets-based, collaborative, narrative 

approach to learning about evaluation that focuses on strengths within the 

organization; 

6. Communities of practice: sharing evaluation experiences, practices, 

information, and readings among members who have common interests and 

needs (sometimes called learning circles); 

7. Training: attending courses, workshops, and seminars on evaluation  

8. Involvement in an evaluation process: participating in the design and/or 

implementation of an evaluation; 

9. Technical assistance: receiving help from an internal or external evaluator; and, 
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10. Coaching or mentoring: building a relationship with an evaluation expert 

who provides individualized technical and professional support (Preskill & 

Boyle, 2008, p. 447). 

The selection of ECB strategies is driven by the context, resources and objectives 

of an ECB process (Preskill & Boyle, 2008). For example, if an objective of the ECB 

process is to focus on individuals gaining evaluation know-how, strategies such as 

internship and training may be well suited; whereas, if an objective is to support shared 

understanding of evaluation and build stronger relationships amongst individuals, 

strategies such as appreciative inquiry and communities of practice may be better 

suited.  

Finally, Phase 3, determining results/outcomes involves evaluating the impact of 

the ECB process on individuals and organizations (Labin et al., 2012). The focus in this 

final phase is closely linked to the operational definition of ECB selected for this study 

in that what is sought is evidence that the ECB process resulted in increased evaluation 

capacity as evidence through increased individual motivation, knowledge, and skills, 

and enhanced ability of an organization to conduct or use evaluation. 

Evaluation capacity building within faculty development programs 

Faculty development programs share a number of characteristics as 

organizations in that they: (a) tend to lie at the periphery of higher education 

institutions; (b) serve a number of different clients and must respond to conflicting 

expectations; (c) must develop their programs to meet the needs of diverse users; and, 

(d) generally lack evidence of their impact on higher education (Wergin, 1977). Within 

these ‘organizational’ constraints, faculty development programs are still expected to 

conduct rigorous program evaluations to meet accountability and improvement 

purposes. Coupled with these constraints is the fact that faculty developers are 

generally not trained in the type of procedures that are foundational for this type of 

rigorous evaluation. Consequently, it is imperative for faculty development programs 

to begin address some of these deficits by actively planning and implementing 

evaluation capacity building (ECB) initiatives that will result in increases in faculty 

developers’ motivation, knowledge, and skills, and ultimately enhance their ability to 

conduct and/or use evaluation.  

According to Wergin (1977) when faculty development programs are planning to 

conduct evaluations, it is important to: determine evaluation criteria, negotiate 



Building evaluation capacity  69 

 

Graduate Student SYMPOSIUM, Selected Papers, Vol. 9 

evaluation criteria with relevant stakeholders, design internal evaluation processes, and 

determine how to present evaluation findings. Given the peripheral nature of faculty 

development programs, an internal evaluator must be able to recognize the importance 

of negotiating and determining evaluation criteria. When determining relevant 

stakeholders (e.g., users, funders, or university administration), and their expectations, 

the evaluator must not only determine which stakeholder expectations to incorporate in 

developing evaluation criteria but must also be able to set up and conduct the 

evaluation within the constraints of institutional power dynamics. 

Furthermore, Wergin (1977) recognised that no one evaluation approach would 

fit every situation. To determine which evaluation approach and design is best suited to 

a given faculty development program evaluation, an internal evaluator must possess an 

understanding of various evaluation models, approaches and designs and be able use a 

selection of models, approaches and designs to best suit the given context and program 

(Preskill & Russ-Eft, 2005). Wergin (1977) used Daniel Stufflebeam’s CIPP (Context-

Input-Process-Product) model for evaluation to highlight the different emphases 

different faculty development programs could have. For example, in relatively new 

faculty development programs, context and input evaluations might be especially 

pertinent given that context evaluations can be used to determine program needs and 

objectives while input evaluations can be used to assess the feasibility and cost-

effectiveness of alternative plans, strategies and budgets; whereas, in established 

programs, concerns may lie in the areas of process and product evaluations (Wergin, 

1977). Process evaluations could be used to assess program implementation while 

product evaluations would be used to measure outcomes whether short- or long-term 

and/or intended or unintended (Wergin, 1977). Regardless of which CIPP model 

component a program wishes to focus on, the evaluator must be able to determine how 

to use available evaluation models or approaches (e.g., behavioural objectives approach, 

Kirkpatrick’s (1996) four-level model, goal-free evaluation or utilization-focused 

evaluation) and designs (e.g., observational, quasi-experimental or experimental) to 

meet the needs of that given context. 

ECB initiatives must therefore be designed in such a way that faculty developers 

can gain the necessary skills needed to not only communicate with stakeholders (e.g., 

users, funders, or university administration) but also to confidently select between 

evaluation approaches and design needed within their given context. Taking into 

account the constraints that are likely be present within a given faculty development 
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program due to limits in resources (e.g., staff, time and/or money) and strengths (e.g., 

attitudes, existing evaluation expertise and/or practices), ECB teaching and learning 

strategies that could provide faculty developers with the necessary skills include: 

written materials, technology, appreciative inquiry, training, technical assistance, and 

involvement in an evaluation process. Written materials and technology provide media 

that a large group of participants can use to learn about evaluation. This is particularly 

useful when working on negotiating and determining evaluation criteria as faculty 

developers involved in the decision-making process can have shared baseline 

knowledge of evaluation that they can use to contribute to the process. An appreciative 

inquiry strategy could be used by faculty development programs to identify faculty 

developers who already possess some of the skills needed to communicate with various 

stakeholders, design evaluations and/or present evaluation findings. For areas in which 

a need is identified and further skill development is required, faculty development 

programs could send individual(s) for the necessary training. Alternatively, if faculty 

development programs do not have individuals with the skill sets needed to conduct 

rigorous evaluations, technical assistance could be sought from an external evaluator 

and in order to build evaluation capacity internally, interested faculty developers could 

be involved in the evaluation process with the external evaluator so that they could 

learn the necessary skills through apprenticeship. Ultimately, regardless of which ECB 

teaching and learning strategies a faculty development program chooses to implement, 

the underlying goal is to build evaluation capacity within the program such that the 

necessary expertise is available to conduct rigorous internal evaluations.  

Engaging in evaluation capacity building to enhance impact evaluation 

 In recent years, faculty development programs have been trying to find ways to 

provide evidence of the impact of their work on not only instructional practices but also 

on student learning. Impact within faculty development literature takes on different 

meanings and is often equated with other words (e.g., achievement, consequence, 

different, effect or outcome) which are not entirely synonymous (Gray & Radloff, 2008). 

Conceptual usage of the term is closely linked to variations of Kirkpatrick’s (1996) four-

level model of evaluation while rhetorical usage (i.e., in terms of seeking to persuade 

and highlight  positives) is more often linked to the three reasons program evaluations 

are conducted in faculty development – accountability, development, and adding to 

new knowledge (Gray & Radloff, 2008). Gray & Radloff (2008) caution: 
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Impact is a double-edged sword. In using the idea of impact, academic 

developers must be careful what they wish for. There is a danger that, when used 

rhetorically, impact can produce exaggerated or misleading claims for what the 

work is about or what it can actually achieve (p. 103). 

  

 Kirkpatrick’s four-level model was developed to evaluate the impact of training 

on participants’ reactions (how participants feel about a program), learning 

(knowledge, skills and attitudes acquired), behaviour (changes in performance as a 

result of training) and results (return on invest for an organization) (Kirkpatrick, 1996). 

Although criticisms of the model have been documented (e.g., Bates, 2004; Preskill & 

Russ-Eft, 2005; Rajeev, Madan, & Jayarajan, 2009), its simplicity and practicality has 

resulted in its continued use within faculty development literature (e.g., Ambrosino & 

Peel, 2011; Stes, Min-Leliveld, Gijbels, & Van Petegem, 2010; Trigwell, Caballero 

Rodriguez, & Han, 2011).  

One criticism of Kirkpatrick’s four-level model that is particularly pertinent to 

faculty development program is that the model adopts an oversimplified view of 

training effectiveness (Bates, 2004). According to Bates (2004), the model does not take 

into account the unique characteristics of individuals attending training and of the 

organization in which they work. Consequently, variations of Kirkpatrick’s model such 

as Guskey’s (2000) Model for Evaluating Professional Development and Kreber and Brook’s 

(2001) Model of Educational Development Program Impact Evaluation have attempted to 

account for this criticism while maintaining the simplicity and practicality of the 

underlying model. The model for evaluating professional development consists of five 

hierarchically arranged levels: (i) participants’ reactions, (ii) participants’ learning, (iii) 

organization support and change, (iv) participants’ use of new knowledge and skills, 

and (v) student learning outcomes (Guskey, 2000); while the model of educational 

development program impact evaluation consists of six possible levels on which to 

evaluate: (i) participants’ perceptions, (ii) participants’ beliefs about teaching and 

learning, (iii) participants’ teaching performance, (iv) students’ perceptions of staff’s 

teaching performance, (v) students’ learning, and (vi) the culture of the institution 

(Kreber & Brook, 2001).  

Given the simplicity and practicality that these models offer practitioners, it is 

highly likely that these models will find greater usage in faculty development program 

evaluations. It is, however, important to note that these models are not the only 
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evaluation models/approaches that faculty developers can use to evaluate the impact of 

their work. Success Case Method and Goal-Free evaluation are alternative evaluation 

approaches that faculty development programs can utilize to provide evidence of the 

impact of their work on instructional practices and student learning. Success Case 

Method (SCM) is an evaluation approach developed by Robert Brinkerhoff that focuses 

on the practicalities of deliberately searching for and illuminating instances of success 

within a program and using these successes to contrast against elements of a program 

that are not working (Preskill & Russ-Eft, 2005; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). The 

appeal to using this evaluation approach for faculty development programs is that the 

intention is to discover, analyse and document any successes, whether large or small, 

that a given program is having so that these successes can be built on and extended. 

While a wide range of evaluation methods can be employed, often SCM evaluations are 

concerned with achieving reasonable rigour while giving low-cost, quick responses to 

evaluation questions (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).  

Finally, goal-free evaluation is an approach introduced by Michael Scriven which 

involves an evaluator (usually an external evaluator) purposefully ignoring a program’s 

stated goals and objectives (Preskill & Russ-Eft, 2005). The evaluator instead focuses on 

searching for all effects, both intended or unintended, of a program (Stufflebeam & 

Shinkfield, 2007). Wergin (1977) advocated the use of goal-free evaluations as a form of 

external audit of internal evaluations that faculty development programs conduct. 

Given that goal-free evaluation provides an independent evaluation of a program, the 

supplementary information provided to faculty development programs can be 

compared with information from internal evaluations to enhance credibility of internal 

findings. 

Evaluation capacity building (ECB) provides faculty developers the opportunity 

to gain the knowledge and skills necessary to make informed decisions regarding the 

selection of evaluation models, approaches and design that are best suited to their 

faculty development contexts. If faculty development programs can invest resources 

(staff, time and money) in planning and implementing evaluation capacity building 

(ECB) initiatives this can ultimately result in increased motivation, knowledge, and 

skills amongst faculty developers, and ultimately enhance their ability to conduct 

evaluations to improve programs and services, to document successes and  to meet 

accountability requirements. 
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