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Goals of our Discussion

• To define “Collaborative Evaluation”
• To  exemplify how collaborative evaluation 

works for West Virginia GEAR UP
• To discuss and explore how collaboration 

might work in other settings
• To provide resources to support high 

quality evaluation and collaboration



What is Collaborative 
Evaluation?

• Involves active participation of key 
stakeholders
– Done with stakeholders, not to them

• Shares power and responsibility for 
evaluation design and decisions

• Program stakeholders and evaluators are 
equal partners in design and planning



The Collaborators
WV Higher Education 
Policy Commission 
(HEPC)
• Coordinating body for  

higher education in WV
• Division of Student 

Success and P-20 
Initiatives administers 
GEAR UP

• Plans, coordinates, and 
monitors all GEAR UP 
services for students in 
10 counties

Edvantia, Inc.

• Non-profit educational 
research, evaluation, and 
development company

• Responsible for leading 
design, implementation of 
the GEAR UP evaluation 
in West Virginia 



West Virginia GEAR UP

• Six-year state grant
• Will serve more than 13,000 students from 

2008-2014
• 10 counties, more than 5,000 students per 

year
• 2014 cohort and 11th and 12th graders each 

year of the grant
• 32 Middle Schools
• 17 High Schools





The Evaluation

• 16 Questions: 
– 5 formative, 9 outcomes, 2 sustainability

• Rigorous, longitudinal quasi-experiment
– 2 levels of matching

• Student
• School

• Embedded design using mixed methods
– Multiple data collection methods



How We Work

• Documented agreements
• Regular communication via different 

methods
• Share instruments, reports, other 

documents for review, comment, and 
revision

• Open to critiques and suggestions
• Work to understand each others’ needs
• Stay flexible to enhance responsiveness



Why Collaborate?

• Shares power and responsibility
• Broadens perspective
• Enhances validity
• Builds capacity
• Increases utilization
• Can increase satisfaction with processes



Collaboration Pro/Con
Collaboration is good!

• Empowers stakeholders 
and can build evaluation 
capacity

• Helps ensure evaluators 
are well-informed about 
the program

• Increases validity of 
findings and 
interpretations

• Increases sense of 
ownership and likelihood 
of evaluation use

Collaboration can be tricky.
• Multiple or competing 

needs/perspectives can 
be difficult to navigate and 
resolve satisfactorily

• Requires ample initial time 
investment to establish 
relationships, expectations

• Needs regular, ongoing 
investment from all



Making it Work, Working it Out

Read the  scenario 
and discuss what 
kind of collaboration 
(if any) you see 
between the 
stakeholders. What 
is going right? What 
is going wrong? How 
can they make things 
better?

Skill-Building Activities



Making it Work, Working it Out

Read the  scenario 
and discuss what 
kind of collaboration 
(if any) you see 
between the 
stakeholders. What 
is going right? What 
is going wrong? How 
can they make things 
better?

Skill-Building Activities



Some Helpful Resources

• American Evaluation Association (AEA): 
www.eval.org

• Collaborative, Participatory & 
Empowerment Evaluation Topical Interest 
Group: http://comm.eval.org/EVAL/cpetig

• NEIRTEC Guide to Collaborative 
Evaluation: www.neirtec.org/evaluation

• Evaluation Checklist Project: 
www.wmich.edu/evalctr/checklists

• Evaluation Wiki: www.evaluationwiki.org



Effective Collaboration

Copies of this presentation are available at 
www.wvgearup.org in the Resources section under the 
Educator Resources tab.
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West Virginia GEARUP Evaluation Questions 
 
Implementation (Formative) Questions: 
 
F1. Are project activities being implemented with fidelity to the design? 
F2. Are services to students, parents, and schools/teachers achieving the desired reach? 
F3. How do stakeholders perceive the quality of project activities, interventions, products, 

and outputs? 
F4. What problems have emerged in implementing project activities and interventions, and 

how are they being resolved by those responsible for delivery? 
F5. How effectively, efficiently, and appropriately are (a) resources being used, and (b) 

partners collaborating toward GEAR UP goals?  
 

Outcome Questions: 
 
O1.  To what extent does GEAR UP increase student interest and involvement in school?  
O2.  To what extent is student academic achievement increasing?  
O3.  To what extent does GEAR UP promote student academic progression?  
O4.  To what extent does GEAR UP promote student career awareness and interests?  
O5.  To what extent does GEAR UP promote students’ “college knowledge”?  
O6.  Does student participation in postsecondary opportunities increase?  
O7.  To what extent do GEAR UP activities promote academic development and capacity of 

GEAR UP schools and educators?  
O8.  To what extent does GEAR UP increase parent knowledge of college admissions and 

financial aid?  
O9.  How do activities and interventions, and other variables, relate to the above goals?  

 
Sustainability Questions:  
 
S1.  How, to whom, and how successfully is project information being disseminated? 
S2.  Which, if any, project elements appear to be sustainable beyond the life of the project? 
 



 

Evaluators will collect some data through the Performance Online Evaluation Tracking System (POETS). 

West Virginia GEARUP Evaluation Overview 
 
Design 
• Rigorous, longitudinal quasi-experiment  

o Two levels of matching 
 Students: match treatment student cohort (Class of 2014) with comparison student cohorts 

(Classes of 2013 and 2015) within GEAR UP schools 
 Schools: match GEAR UP schools with similar non-participating schools 

• Embedded design using mixed methods 
 
Data Collection Methods 
• Review of project records, documentation, and participation data 
• Event observations (site coordinator meetings, college fairs, career days, kick-off events, etc.) 
• Extant school and student data 
• Extant assessment data 
• Interviews 

o Site coordinators 
o Other project stakeholders 

• Surveys 
o School personnel 
o Treatment student cohort (Class of 2014) 
o Parents of treatment student cohort 
o Comparison student cohorts (Classes of 2013 and 2015) 
o Parents of comparison student cohorts 
o Priority student cohorts (11th and 12th grade students each year) 

 
Student and Parent Survey Schedule 

School Year 
Class of   2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

2009 Students  
12th Grade 

     

2010 Students  
11th Grade 

 
12th Grade 

    

2011 Students   
11th Grade 

 
12th Grade 

   

2012 Students    
11th Grade 

 
12th Grade 

  

2013 Students & Parents  
8th Grade 

  
10th Grade 

 
11th Grade 

 
12th Grade 

 

2014 Students & Parents  
7th Grade 

 
8th Grade 

 
9th Grade 

 
10th Grade 

 
11th Grade 

 
12th Grade 

2015 Students & Parents  
6th Grade 

  
8th Grade 

  
10th Grade 

 
11th Grade 
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The American Evaluation

Association (AEA) strives to

promote ethical practice in the

evaluation of programs,

products, personnel, and policy.

AEA has developed these

Principles to guide evaluators in

their professional practice.

These Guiding Principles are an abbreviated
version of the full principles that were
developed and endorsed by the American
Evaluation Association in 1994 and reviewed
and revised in 2004. A full text of the Guiding
Principles is available online at www.eval.org.



procedure should be foregone because
of potential risks. 

4. Conduct the evaluation and communicate
its results in a way that respects
stakeholders' dignity and self-worth.

5. Foster social equity in evaluation, when
feasible, so that those who give to the
evaluation may benefit in return. 

6. Understand, respect, and take into
account differences among stakeholders
such as culture, religion, disability, age,
sexual orientation and ethnicity.

E.  Responsibilities for General and Public
Welfare: Evaluators articulate and take into
account the diversity of general and public
interests and values, and thus should:

1. Include relevant perspectives and
interests of the full range of
stakeholders.  

2. Consider not only immediate operations
and outcomes of the evaluation, but also
the broad assumptions, implications and
potential side effects.

3. Allow stakeholders’ access to, and
actively disseminate, evaluative
information, and present evaluation
results in understandable forms that
respect people and honor promises of
confidentiality.  

4. Maintain a balance between client and
other stakeholder needs and interests. 

5. Take into account the public interest and
good, going beyond analysis of particular
stakeholder interests to consider the
welfare of society as a whole.

A. Systematic Inquiry: Evaluators conduct
systematic, data-based inquiries, and thus
should:

1. Adhere to the highest technical standards
appropriate to the methods they use. 

2. Explore with the client the shortcomings and
strengths of evaluation questions and
approaches.

3. Communicate the approaches, methods, and
limitations of the evaluation accurately and
in sufficient detail to allow others to
understand, interpret, and critique their work. 

B. Competence: Evaluators provide competent
performance to stakeholders, and thus should:

1. Ensure that the evaluation team collectively
possesses the education, abilities, skills, and
experience appropriate to the evaluation.

2. Ensure that the evaluation team collectively
demonstrates cultural competence and uses
appropriate evaluation strategies and skills
to work with culturally different groups.

3. Practice within the limits of their competence,
decline to conduct evaluations that fall
substantially outside those limits, and make
clear any limitations on the evaluation that
might result if declining is not feasible.

4. Seek to maintain and improve their
competencies in order to provide the highest
level of performance in their evaluations.

C. Integrity/Honesty: Evaluators display honesty
and integrity in their own behavior, and attempt
to ensure the honesty and integrity of the entire
evaluation process, and thus should:

1. Negotiate honestly with clients and relevant
stakeholders concerning the costs, tasks,
limitations of methodology, scope of results,
and uses of data.

2. Disclose any roles or relationships that
might pose a real or apparent conflict of
interest prior to accepting an assignment.

3. Record and report all changes to the
original negotiated project plans, and the
reasons for them, including any possible
impacts that could result. 

4. Be explicit about their own, their clients',
and other stakeholders' interests and
values related to the evaluation.

5. Represent accurately their procedures,
data, and findings, and attempt to prevent
or correct misuse of their work by others.

6. Work to resolve any concerns related to
procedures or activities likely to produce
misleading evaluative information, decline
to conduct the evaluation if concerns cannot
be resolved, and consult colleagues or
relevant stakeholders about other ways to
proceed if declining is not feasible.

7. Disclose all sources of financial support for
an evaluation, and the source of the
request for the evaluation.

D. Respect for People: Evaluators respect the
security, dignity, and self-worth of respondents,
program participants, clients, and other
evaluation stakeholders, and thus should:

1. Seek a comprehensive understanding of
the contextual elements of the evaluation.

2. Abide by current professional ethics,
standards, and regulations regarding
confidentiality, informed consent, and
potential risks or harms to participants.

3. Seek to maximize the benefits and reduce
any unnecessary harms that might occur
from an evaluation and carefully judge
when the benefits from the evaluation or

AEA Guiding Principles for Evaluators

WWW.EVAL.ORG
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