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Abstract: This article seeks to illustrate how the understanding ofprocess
use can be enhanced by the use of Q 111ethodology. It explores the
subjectivity in the experiences of progral1l1lle i111ple111enters ofprocess use
in three evaluation contexts in Northern Ghana. Three 111ain perspectives
e111erged on the process use types-organisational learning and
progral111lle strengthening; evaluation capacity building; and integrative.
The study found that Q 111ethodology contributes significantly to process
use in three 111ain ways: It reduces the lvide range of perspectives on
process lise to a few 111anageable perspectives thereby enabling thelll to be
looked at holistically; it brings together the C011lpOnellts in a perspective
enabling a coherent stOly to be told of a perspective; and it affirrlls
constructivist learning as underpinning process lise. Q 111ethodology was
also found to provide an exciting and insightful experience for the
progra111n1e evaluation participants, students and acade111ic researchers,
even though knowledge and skills in Africa on the 11lethodologJ' was very
scant. The Qc0I11111unity should therefore reach out to S0111e universities in
Africa in order to prOlllote the 111ethodology, which has so n1uch potential
to contribute to societal developl11ent.

Introduction
In the last two decades, various attenlpts have been nlade to expand the
evaluation use literature (Patton, 1997, 2008; Kirkhart, 2000; Mark &
Henry, 2004). Patton (1997), one of those to recognise the uses entirely
associated with the evaluation process and not the findings, coined
'process use' as a sensitizing concept (Patton, 2008, 1997; Harner &
Preskill, 2007; Henry & Mark, 2003; Anlo & Cousins, 2007; Podenls,
2007), while Kirkhart (2000) tried to broaden the concept 'use' by
introducing 'influence' as its replacelnent (Henry & Mark, 2003).
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Patton (1997) revealed that the process of preparing for and being
part of an evaluation can be beneficial to the participants, progranllnes
and their organisations in several ways. The various benefits connected
to participating in an evaluation were labelled process use. Since then, a
lot of interest has been shown in process use because of its potential to
optiInise the use of evaluation (Anlo & Cousins, 2007; King, 2007;
Harner & Preskill, 2007; Podenls, 2007). This interest has ]nainly conle
fronl the West. In 2008, Patton expanded the definition of process use,
stating that process use occurs when those involved in the evaluation
learn fronl the evaluation process itself or nlake progranlnle changes
based on the evaluation process rather than just on the evaluation's
findings:

Process use then includes cognitive, attitudinal and behavior
changes in individuals, and progranl or organizational changes
resulting, either directly or indirectly, fronl engage]nent in the
evaluation process and learning to think evaluatively (e.g.,
increased evaluation capacity, integrating evaluation into the
progranl, goals clarification, conceptualizing the progranl's logic
Illodel, setting evaluation priorities, ilnproving outconles
]lleaSUrelllent). (Patton, 2008, p. 156)

This article is aligned to Patton's (2008) expanded definition of
process use. Process use is conceived here to refer to occurrences that
result in progranllne enhancelnent, individual learning, and
organisational learning as a consequence of progranllne participants'
participation and learning frolll the evaluation process. It is indicated by
changes in individuals' knowledge and behaviour, changes in
progranlllle design and operations and changes in organisational
procedures resulting directly fronl evaluation process and not fronl the
evaluation findings.

Process use is thus distinct fro]n process evaluation. Process use is a
description of an effect of evaluation while process evaluation is a type
of evaluation that is pri]narily concerned with an assesslnent of the a
progranllne's inlplenlentation process with the view to identifying
success and failure factors during progrannne inlplenlentation. Thus
while one is a type of evaluation, the other is a type of effect of an
evaluation.

Process use has been viewed as a long-ternl ]neasure for building
organisational capacity for undertaking evaluations that are used
(King, 2007; Carden & Earl, 2007; Preskill, Zuckerlnan, & Matthews,
2003; Cousins, Goh, Clark, & Lee, 2004; Patton, 2008). It nlobilizes
staff around a course of action (Greene, 1988; Turnbull, 1999; Smits &
Chanlpagne, 2008) and nlakes evaluation becolne part of the treatnlent
of a problenl rather than just being an independent assess]nent of effects
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of a progranlnle (Forss, Rebien & Carlsson, 2002). It strengthens
understandings and the ownership of results and leads, eventually, to a
greater sense of obligation to follow through on the results (Snlits &
Chanlpagne, 2008; Greene, 1988; Preskill et al., 2003), and it is a cost
effective way of strengthening the overall utility ofan evaluation.

In spite of the significance of process use to organisational learning
and evaluation capacity building, various studies note that process use
has not been adequately put to einpirical test (AITIO & Cousins, 2007;
Harnar & Preskill, 2007; Forss et al., 2002). This paper contributes the
perspectives of progranllne iInplelllenters in a developing country
context to the process use literature, which has been noted to be scant in
the evaluation-use literature (AIkin, 2004 in Cornachione, Trolnbetta &
Casa-Nova, 2010; McDonald, 1999).

Literature Review
This section briefly outlines the research that has taken place on process
use as well as the approaches adopted for studying process use.

There has always been interest in knowing the contribution of
evaluation to progranll1le goals (Hyyrylainen & Viinamaki, 2008).
Evaluation use, defined in this study as the direct effect or benefit of the
evaluation findings and or process to a progra111lne, organisation and
actors involved in the evaluation has occupied a Inajor part of the
evaluation research and literature and it continues to be a Inajor
concern of developI11ent practitioners (SI11its & Chal11pagne, 2008;
Christie, 2007; Johnson, Greensei, Toal, King, Lawrenz, & Volkov, 2009;
Cousins et al., 2004; Henry & Mark, 2003). Evaluators in particular are
unaninlOUS that evaluation should be judged by its use (Patton, 2008;
Henry & Mark, 2003; Preskill & Caracelli, 1997), that is, in ternlS of its
contribution to addressing the problenls progranlnles have been
designed to address (Henry & Mark, 2003).

However, what constitutes evaluation use and how evaluation use
should be facilitated has been a nlatter of debate (Donaldson, Patton,
Fetterl11an, & Scriven, 2010; Patton, 2008; Shulha & Cousins, 1997).
Besides, evaluation use has for a long til11e been linlited to the use of
findings and reC0l1l111endations contained in evaluation reports
(Fleischer & Christie, 2009; Hyyrylainen & Viinal11aki, 2008; AI110 &
Cousins, 2007; Forss et al., 2002; Weiss, 1998). Consequently, nlost
studies on evaluation use in the 70s and 80s were concerned about the
various ways in which evaluation findings were used.

The el11ergence of process use was, according to Shulha and Cousins
(1997), the nlost innovative thinking around evaluation use as at
their tiIne of writing. Works by Ayes (1987); Greene (1988); Cousins
(1995, 1996); Patton (1994) and Preskill (1994) were cited by Shulha
and Cousins (1997) as foundations for the discussions on process use.
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Greene (1988), for exalnple, illustrated a participatory evaluation
process as encolnpassing four elelllents, nalllely iteration, continuous
cOllllllunication and dialogue, substantive stakeholder invo)veluent in
decision-Inaking, and diversity of stakeholder participation. A
participatory evaluation process is conceived as offering three
diInensions of experience to stakeholders: cognitive, affective, and
political (Greene, 1988; Shulha & Cousins, 1997; Slnits & Chanlpagne,
2008). These experiences, especially the cognitive and affective
experiences, produce consequences as learning Inore about the
progranllne or agency and about evaluation. The knowledge gained
about the progranllne and about evaluation results in greater
understanding, acceptance and ownership of the results of the
evaluation, and a sense of responsibility to follow through on the results.

Greene's work addressed the type of the benefits attributable to the
evaluation process (process use) and the effect these benefits have on
the overall use of evaluation findings. Her work has provided sound
foundation for lnuch of the subsequent work that has taken place on
process use.

Following Greene, Patton has been acknowledged as one of the
significant contributors to process use (Shulha & Cousins, 1997) and his
work has inforlned nluch of the current work on process use (Anlo &
Cousins, 2007; Harnar & Preskill, 2007; King, 2007; Carden &. Earl, 2007,
Baptiste, 2010). His work presented process use as strengthening
conllnunication within an organization and assisting in the ilnprovelnent
of progranllnes. It is a lueans of engagelnent with progranlnle
participants and the benefits of process use go beyond the individual
level to the progranll11e and organisational levels (Shulha & Cousins,
1997). Following Patton's work in 1997 in which he described process
use as the various uses that accrue to evaluation as a result of the
evaluation process and not the findings and reconllnendations contained
in the evaluation report, an influx of work has been undertaken on the
subject.

Shulha and Cousins (1997) reviewed and synthesized work done on
evaluation use since 1986. They particularly underscored the enlergence
of process use as a significant consequence of evaluative action. Forss
and colleagues' (Forss et aI., 2002) work is anl0ng the prolninent works
on process use that flowed fronl Patton's 1997 work. They explored
process use using two specific case studies, the Nordic Developlllent
Fund and Swedish MuseunlS. They interviewed staff about the benefits
and problenls concerned with their involvelnent in evaluation to find out
whether this was a worthwhile activity, or whether the evaluation
would be equally effective if out-sourced. A careful analysis was carried
out to ascertain what the staff nlenlbers actually learned fronl the
evaluation, and what benefits resulted frOln their involvenlent. There
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was a deliberate attenIpt to verify whether the patterns of process use
suggested by Patton (1997) were present or not. They concluded that
besides the feedback processes that enable new knowledge to be
n1ainstreallled in progranllnes or organizations, a lot Inore useful things
take place during the evaluation process. They held the view that
process use nlake up an equally il1lportant aspect of evaluation utility as
the use of findings and reconllnendations. Hence, they found it
in1perative for nlore work to be undertaken in process use in order to
know Inore about it and to verify its occurrence.

Another work related to process use is by Cousins, Goh, Clark, & Lee
(2004). They explored the link between participatory evaluation and
organisational learning and developnlent. Their work was anchored in
organisational learning. Process use was conceived as a continuum
which strengthens the evaluative abilities of organizations and was at
the saIne tiIne strengthened by organisational capacity for evaluation.

Recently, An10 and Cousins (2007) exalnined the operationalisation
of process use in the evaluation use literature as a basis for setting the
agenda for research into it. They reviewed 18 elnpirical research studies
published in journals and identified three broad types of process use:
learning, changes in attitude, and others (including social justice,
opportunity, and networking). They also found out that the occurrence
of process use was nlainly through observation by evaluators and self
reported stateluents of stakeholders captured by evaluators. These were
found to be adequate in doclllnenting the occurrence of process use but
not enough to quantify the occurrence of process use by type, depth,
range and anlount or of its non-occurrence.

Harnar and Preskill (2007), pursuing the saIne objective as Anlo and
Cousins (2007), undertook a study to find out what evaluators knew
about and define as process use. They found that a large proportion of
respondents (39%) view process use as related to stakeholder
involvenlent in the evaluation process. Fifty-seven percent perceive
process use as what happens during the evaluation process while 34%
view process use as an outcolne of evaluation process Inanifested in
changes in perspective about their progranlnles, changes in attitudes
towards evaluation, or efforts by stakeholders to Blake prograBlnlatic
in1provenlents.

Baptiste (2010), in response to the call for nlore research on the
operationalisation of process use, developed and applied a theoretical
fraillework to understand how process use was perceived by evaluators.
Her ainl was to exalnine how different the concept of process use was
fronl other use concepts in the evaluation literature and to provide
evidence that could build the content validity of process use. She also
applied a theoretical franlework to analyse stakeholders' reflections of



302 Bernard A. A. Akanbang, Robert Darko-Osei and Pascal Atengde111

their experiences with evaluation activities looking at variables such as
the evaluation tealn's relationship with stakeholders, the relationships
between and alllong stakeholders, the purpose of the evaluation, and the
nlethod of data collection. She concluded that process use exists across
evaluations and is not lilllited to collaborative and participatory
evaluation only and that process use looks different in different
evaluation contexts.

As noted by AnlO and Cousins (2007), lllany of the process use
studies are based on evaluators' reflections on their experiences. Sonle
have also involved the conduct of large-scale surveys alllong evaluators
while others have involved llleta-analysis. Few studies have explored
process use froln the subjectivity of progranllne ilnplelnenters even
though it has been recognized that the perspectives of progranlnle
ilnplenlenters are vital to the use of evaluation (Leviton, 2003; Patton,
2008). The perspectives of progranllne ilnplelnenters have largely been
acknowledged to be scant in the evaluation use literature (Hyyrylainen
& Viinalnaki, 2008).

Design and Methods
A senli-structured questionnaire was first used to explore evaluation
processes used by institutions ilnplelnenting developlnent progranllnes
in the Upper West region of Ghana. The outconle of the analysis of this
survey was used to select three progranllne evaluation contexts. Q
nlethodology was used to explore evaluation participants' experiences of
the different types of process use inherent in the three evaluations. The
criteria used to select the three progralnlne evaluations were that the
progranlnles and projects Blust have been inlplelnented between 2000
and 2010, nlust have had a lifespan of at least four years and nlust have
gone through one fornl of evaluation within the period 2008 and 2011.
This was to ensure that the experience of the evaluation was still fresh in
the nlinds of respondents and to ensure that Inany of the participants
were still available for the present study.

Evaluation case 1 constitutes the evaluation of a developlllent
intervention between 2004 and 2013, with a budget of USD 2S Inillion.
The progranllne supports the governlllent of Ghana in its efforts to
reduce poverty in the northern districts of Ghana through direct
provision of funds to enable lnetropolitan, nlunicipal and district
asselllblies to ilnplelllent projects in selected areas of education, health,
local governance, interior, water and sanitation. The progranlllle went
through two end-of-phase evaluations in 2006 and 2010. Four district
assenlblies in the Upper West region, two in the Upper East region and
four in the Northern region participated in the 2010 evaluation
including the debriefing sessions. The participating staff of these
districts, consisting 111ainly of the district planning officers, budget
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officers, coordinating directors, finance officers, as well as staff of the
three regional econolnic planning units constituted the respondents in
this evaluation case.

Evaluation case 2 consisted of the evaluation of a USD 4.8 l1lillion
prograullne that took place in 2009. The progranlnle started in March,
2006 and ended in February, 2010, and had the objectives of
strengthening conlnlunity participation in health planning and provision
of services and strengthening nlonitoring and supervision at all levels of
health services delivery.

Evaluation case 3 consisted of the evaluation of the second phase of a
progranllne that cOlllnlenced in Noveulber, 2004. The programnle
covered 73 COnllllUnities in 42 districts across six adulinistrative regions
of Ghana, including the Upper West and East regions of Northern Ghana.
The progranllne, which had an initial budget of USD 26 11lillion, had
three ulain cOlllponents: COlll111unity sub-projects, sector support and
project lllallagelllent. The interest in this study is the evaluation of the
cOlllnlunity sub-projects cOlllponent of the progranl111e. The progranlnle
went through a progranlnle conlpletion evaluation in the first quarter of
2011. Twelve districts were part of the end of progranlnle evaluation of
which four were fronl Northern Ghana, specifically, Lawra and Wa
districts in the Upper West region and Garu Tenlpane and Bongo
districts in the Upper East region. Participants in this evaluation
consisted of the nlanagenlent staff of the participating asselllblies, the
district water and sanitation teal1lS, Ineulbers of the Water Sanitation
Developnlent Boards and beneficiary COUl111uuities.

In all the three evaluation cases, evaluation was conceived as a
process of generating and feeding inforlllation into decision-lllaking
processes of progralllnles for their inlprovenlent. Learning for
progranlllle iInproveulent is a key purpose of process use. Consequently,
all the three cases provided enough bases for exploring process use.

Q nlethodology was adopted for the study because of its unique
advantages including its ability to generate and categorise a range of
ideas about the topic under investigation (Danielson, 2009; Brown,
1980; Anlin, 2000), its suitability for snlall respondent nlunbers without
causing validity and reliability problenls (Watts & Stenner, 2005; Brown,
1980), and above all its conforulity with constructivist learning theory
upon which the study is based (Boro~,Visu-Petra & Cheie, 2007).

Following the selection of the three evaluation cases, a Q
nlethodology procedure involving the following sequential stages was
used: generation of ideas about the research topic (concourse),
generation of Qsalllple and generation of person salnples (van Exel & de
Graaf 2005; Webler, Danielson & Tuler, 2009). The concourse for this
research consisted Inainly of reported statelnents of what constitutes
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process use in evaluation as found in peer-reviewed journal articles and
books on evaluation. However, as part of the process of generating the Q
salllple, provision was nlade for additional statelnents to be obtained
fro III progranllne ilnplelnenters. Participants nlostly identified
thelnselves with the 62 statelnents generated fronl the literature while
an additional five statelnents were added fronl participants bringing the
concourse to 67 statelnents. The Qsalnple was generated by subjecting
the concourse statelnents to field test anlong 15 progranllue
iluplenlenters to find out how the statenlents represented the
perception of evaluation stakeholders. The field test helped to identify
all statelnents that were duplicating each other as well as those which
were not velY clear. These statelnents were edited to ensure accuracy in
granlluar as a way of increasing face validity. In the field testing, four
thelues or categories eluerged, and provided a basis for selecting the
stateluents for the Q salnple. These thelnes were progranlnle
strengthening, enhancing shared understanding, developing evaluation
capacity and organisational developnlent.

Following the advice of Brown (1980) and using Fisher's balanced
block design, nine statelnents were taken fronl each block. An additional
statelnent was randolnly picked froln alnong the relnaining statelnents
in order to allow for the attainlnent of a -4 to +4 distribution. Thirty
seven (37) statelnents nlake up the final Qsalnple (see Appendix).

Three person salnples (P sets) were created to correspond to the
nUluber of evaluation cases studied. All participants involved in the
evaluation of these three progranllnes were targeted to be interviewed.
Hence, no specific sanlpling procedure was used to select respondents.
In all 41 valid respondents were received. These respondents canle fronl
diverse backgrounds including developnlent studies, engineering, public
adlninistration and health. Those fronl developlnent studies accounted
for 56% of respondents. The average tilne spent working on
progranllnes by respondents was five years while the Inean nunlber of
evaluations respondents participated in was three. Thus respondents
had alnple experience of the subject nlatter under investigation to
enable thenl reveal their individual experiences of the evaluation
process. It was observed fronl the results that a perspective associated
with a respondent could not be inllnediately linked to a certain
background characteristic. In order words, no unique pattern was
observed between a perspective and background of respondents. Once
the Q salnple was developed, it was adlninistered to individual
participants in a solo setting because it was practically not possible to
get all respondents to converge as a group. The Q sanlple was
adlninistered face-tu-face in order to aid the understanding of the
results better and consequently aid a Inore penetrating interpretation of
the factors (van Exel & de Graaf2005). Respondents were to fill the Q
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sort grid based upon their level of agreenlent or disagreelllent with the
statell1ents on the cards. The condition of instruction was 'Based upon
your experience of the evaluation you participated in, which of the
following staten1ents is n10st like or n10st unlike process use to you?'
An1ple space was provided below the Q sort to allow participants to
write their COlllluents on why they placed cards the way they did. These
con1111ents were found to be very helpful during factor interpretation as
they provided deeper insight into the perspectives contained in the
factors.

Principal COlllponent Analysis (PCA) within PQMethod was used to
analyse the data. PCA was used because of its wider appeal and use
beyond the Q conlluunity. It was also luuch easier to use especially for
beginners because luuch of the analytical results were autonlatically
generated and required luininlal contribution of the researcher. Alllong
eight factors with eigenvalues above 1, three were retained on the basis
that each had at least two clear and significant loaders. The post-sort
interviews with individual participants who loaded significantly on a
factor confirlued that the participants' constructions of process use were
adequately represented by the factors.

Results
Three different perspectives eluerged fronl the analysis of the process
use types inherent in the evaluations: organisational/prograllllne
learning; integrative/hybrid; and evaluation capacity building.

Organisational Learning Group
The thrust of this perspective is that process use enhances

organisational learning and developlnent and progranln1e
strengthening. The group's perspective is reflected in the statenlents
contained in Table 1, which are derived fronl the distinguishing
statelnents for the factor and the nornlalised factor score tables.

The group's perspective is that process use provides opportunities
for organisations to learn and develop. Organisations or programnles
develop when they are able to both capture learning-success factors and
constrain unproductive factors during the life of the progralllllle.
Through this learning, they are able to luitigate the constraining factors
while the best practices are scaled up to enhance the perforluance of the
progranlnle. During the evaluation process, staff also connect with
evaluators or other staff frolll different units of the prograllllne or
organisation. These people becolne readily available to assist in
resolving work-related problenls, thereby expanding the organisational
hun1an capacity to resolve problenls. Process use also generates
interest and lllobilises staff around organisation activities as a direct
result of staffs increased sense of worth and belonging as
nurtured by the evaluation process. Consequently staff COlll11litlllent to
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the organisation's activities is increased leading to enhanced
perforlnance of the progranllne or organisation. Staff participation in the
evaluation stinlulates thenl to think nlore logically about the links
between progranlnle activities, outputs and inlpacts, provides clarity on
grey areas of the progrannnes and builds consensus alnong progranllne
inlplenlenters.

Table 1: Stateillents Illustrating Organisational Learning Group

No Statement Rank

25 It becanle obvious to us that evaluation is a key 3
capacity if we are to be both a learning organisation
and one that is built to last.

29 The different stakeholders or participants we nlet 2
during the evaluation turned out to be useful contacts
for resolving work-related issues.

37 Staff participation in the evaluations increased their 2
conlnlitlnent to the organisation and its activities.

19 Process use should be the focus of any evaluation that 2
intends to achieve use.

5 New skills as collaboration or survey techniques are 4
learned through participation in evaluation.
Participation in the evaluation process stilnulates

8 individuals to think nlore about the progranlnle and 4
their expectations of its outcolnes.

Engaging in the evaluation was one way to strengthen
13 organisational learning. 3

We gained a broader perspective of the progranlnle
35 fronl the issues that elnerged during the evaluation 3

process.

Profiling of process use becolnes of essence to organisational
developnlent as well as progrannne strengthening. Connnents taken
fronl respondents that elucidate their views on the perspective are:

Process use provokes thinking especially on current and existing
structures and actions and this gives an indication for refornl
where necessary.
The evaluation process keeps the inlplelnenters inforlned on
what went wrong and what went well. New issues are also learnt
during the evaluation process thereby creating roon1 to address
gaps in future project ilnplenlentation.

Evaluation and its process bring out best practices and pitfalls for
inlprovenlent in the life of a project/progranlnle.
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Evaluation helps in restructuring or initiating reforlns that can
help an organisation attain its set objectives or goals.
The evaluation process strongly provoked thinking in the existing
order and revealed certain practices that were inilnical to the
inlplenlentation of the project.
Evaluations are intended to 111ake organisations Inore effective in
the execution and pursuit of their visions and Inissions.
Most organisations did not know that they were operating
wrongly until the outconles of evaluation. Verily, a lot of
organisations are back on track due to evaluation reports on the
part of those set ups: corrections were nlade, ignorance is no
longer in existence with those organisations.
The group least agreed with statelnents that link process use to

direct influence in decision-nlaking in progranlnles or organisations.
Consequently, stateillents on reorganisation of progranlnles, increased
level of involvenlent of senior levellllanagelllent in evaluation activities,
the strengthening of staff nlorale and the integration of data collection in
progranlnle and organisational activities, illlplelllentation changes in
progranlnle arrangelllents as a result of initial evaluation findings,
evaluation process feeding advice directly to decision-nlakers were
ranked low by the group.

Post-analysis interview revealed that the low consideration of these
statenlents by the group stenlS fronl lack of institutionalisation of
process in evaluation. Consequently, staff and progranlnle lllanagenlent
still looked forward to the final evaluation report as the basis for
infornling decisions on their progranlnles.

Integrative or Hybrid Group
This factor's perspective portrays the nlulti-dinlensional nature of
process use. It illustrates process use as all-enconlpassing and includes
organisational developlllent, evaluation capacity building, progranl111e
strengthening, shared understanding, and nl0rale boosting. Table 2
illustrates the statelllents that contain the group's perspective. During
the post-sorting interview, respondents enlphasised the learning,
capacity building, organisational and or progranlllle refornl inherent in
process use to support their perspective. One of thenl, for instance,
conllnented: 'Evaluation is both a learning and corrective llleasure for
organisational success. Evaluation also builds capacity of staff and
elinlinates errors'. Another lllelllber of the group said the following in
order to buttress the integrative perspective held by the group:
'Periodic evaluations are necessary to identify lapses in an entity's
operations which when corrected put the organisation on a better
footing. Besides, when awareness is created, people have the tendency
to function better'.
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Table 2: Statenlents Illustrating Integrative/Hybrid Perspective

No Statement Rank

2

2

4

4

23

Organisational learning and discovery occurs through
the steps of gathering and producing the evaluation
report.
Different levels of staff across progranll11e areas now
collaborate to cOlllplete reports about lessons learned
duringilllplelllentation.

The evaluation helped us understand each other's
Illotives and to SOllle extent also respect our differences.

A nunlber of people becal11e exposed to the value of data
for 111aking policy decisions and began to take the
progral11111e data 1110re seriously.

33 We were encouraged during the evaluation process 2
because we realised that we are doing things the way
they should be done.

35 We gained a broader perspective of the progralllllle 3
frol11 the issues that el11erged during the evaluation
process.

30 The evaluation process fed advice directly to decision 3
nlakers resulting in a change in certain actions.

27 The evaluation process provoked thinking on existing 3
order and the need to refornl.

15 The director iInplelnented slnall but iInportant changes 1
to the progranllne as a direct result of initial evaluation
findings.

31 The progranll11e cOlllponents were reorganised and 1
becal11e better connected before the final evaluation
report.

However the group disagrees with sonle specific categories of these
uses especially those relating to evaluation capacity building, such as the
use of the evaluation fralnework as a tool for work planning, learning of
survey techniques, the acceptance of evaluation as a regular part of
prograllllne and the idea that participation in an evaluation stiIllulates
individuals to think nlore about the progralllllle and its outcollles, and
engaging in an evaluation as a Ineans of strengthening organisational
learning and the fact that evaluation is no longer a threatening activity.

Evaluation Capacity Building (ECB) Group
This factor's perspective is that process use is a way of institutionaIising
evaluation capacity in organisations and progralllllles. In other words,
the perspective of the group is that process use is a way of creating an

28

24

32
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environnlent in which evaluation and thinking evaluatively is
111ainstreallled in organisations. Senior leadership beconle keen on
evaluation resulting in the profiling of evaluation as fundaillental to
organisational learning and progran1l11e strengthening. Consequently,
data collection becoilles an integral part of a progral11111e or
organisation's activities. Skills in collaboration and survey techniques
are entrenched in the progranll11e or organisation while staff now think
nlore evaluatively, that is, they think nlore deeply on the logical link
between progral11nle activities and outputs and outcol11es. Table 3
illustrates the evaluative capacity building perspective of the group.

Table 3: Statements Illustrating ECB Perspective

No Statement Rank

10 Corrective action thinking that leads to iIllprovenlent in
practice was triggered by the questions asked. 2

9 Evaluation steps have beconle an accepted and regular
part of the progranlnle or initiative. 2

22 Data collection has now been integrated into ongoing
nlonitoring and oversight functions of the organisation. 1

3 As we nlove into the next phase of evaluation, senior
leadership is likely to beC0111e a nlajor player in 1
evaluation activities.

3S We gained a broader perspective of the progranll11e fr0l11
the issues that eillerged during the evaluation process. 1

24 Organisational learning and discovery occurs through the
steps ofgathering and producing the evaluation report. 1

27 The evaluation process provoked thinking on existing
order and the need to reforill. 4

S New skills, such as collaboration or survey techniques, are
learned through participation in evaluation. 4

8 Participation in the evaluation process stiInulates
individuals to think nlore about the progranll11e and their 3
expectations of its outcol11es.

13 Engaging in the evaluation was one way to strengthen
organisational learning. 3

SOllIe benefits recounted by participant in the evaluation process to
substantiate this perspective included the insight they gained frOlll the
evaluation process regarding the logical link (progranlnle theory)
between progranllne inputs, activities, outputs and outcoilles and how
these should be organised to ensure the desired changed envisaged by
prograllll11eS are achieved. Two 111elllbers of the group captured the
perspective of the group in the following ways:
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The evaluation process iinproved our knowledge about how
progranllnes should be organised, taking into consideration its
expectations and outcolnes.

The evaluation process built our capacity in the progranlnle
which was reflected in the next planning phase of the progranlnle.
Statelnents as stirring up things and getting people involved,

enhancing shared understanding, reorganisation ofprogranlnle, changes
in staff attitudes were least recognised by this factor.
Consensus Statements
Table 4 depicts statelnents on which there was consensus across the
three nlain perspectives that elnerged froin the study.

Table 4: Consensus Statements

Factors

No Statement 1 2 3

1 Process use is a by-product of evaluations -4 -4 -4
and deserves no attention.

2 The evaluation process resulted in waste of -4 -4 -4
the precious tillle of organisations and their
staff.

6 Process use is an attelnpt to justify -2 -2 -3
evaluations in view of disappointillents with
their contribution to progranllne goals and
objectives.

16 Regular decision Inaking processes and 0 1 0
procedures have been adjusted to ensure
illlprovelllent in progrannne functioning.

35 We gained a broader perspective of the 3 3 1
progranllne froln the issues that enlerged
during the evaluation process.

It can be observed that there is unanilnously strong disagreelllent across
the three factors on stateinent 1, 2 and 6. These three statelnents reflect
the view that process use does not deserve any special attention in
evaluation, because it will occur in any evaluation without any special
effort. Focusing on it will take the precious tillle of staff and
organisations and can result in delays in the availability of evaluation
findings for critical decision Illaking; increases cost of undertaking
evaluation; and that it is a concept that has been carved out to justify the
need for evaluations. The general disagreenlent across the three factors
of this view of process use shows the strong interest alnong progranlnle
inlplelllenters in process use. These views were not expected especially
fronl progranlnle iInplelnenters, who have been perceived and tagged as
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not very receptive to evaluation. The rejection of the views is rather an
indication of the inlportant place evaluation occupy in the nlinds of
progranllne staff, and therefore a potential for collaboration with theln
to Inaxilnise the utility of evaluation.

The recognition that process use needs to be facilitated in order to
derive nlaxinlUlll benefits fronl it is indicative of the need for
collaboration between evaluators and non-evaluators. SOllle benefits
recounted by respondents in support of their views included for
instance, the recognition that process use guarantees the availability of
quality and reliable data, which can serve as a basis for Illaking
appropriate reconlnlendations; ensures the early identification of
shortfalls and their quick resolution; and facilitates healthy interaction
between evaluators on one hand and iInplelnenters on the other leading
to shared understanding of issues and for appropriate recollllllendations
to be nlade. Further light on these statelnents by SOllle respondents are
shown here:

The opportunity to validate and clarify issues brought about the
appropriate understanding of the issues raised by the evaluators
and their appreciation of the challenges in the progranllne and for
appropriate reconlnlendations to be nlade. This would have been
missed leading to wrong reconunendations.
The quality of output generated fronl the evaluation depends on
how confident and conlfortable as well as secure the respondents
feel. A poor adnlinistering of the process would lead to Inisleading
responses that would Illar the integrity of the evaluation.
Not nluch inforlnation on perforlnance gaps are identified in
reports. But when an evaluation is done with process use in nlind,
a lot of issues conle up which helps with the solutions to the
problellls.
Evaluation is an inlportant Ineasure and ensures that the
progranllne is on track. Shortfalls are identified early and
addressed. Hence it is not a waste but a nleans to strategize for
inlprovement.
Process use rather than increasing cost and tinle spent in
evaluations, ensures that things are done right and cost and
delays are decreased.
Process use deserves sonle attention since it aims at
inlprovelnents in evaluations. The fact that evaluation wi!! come
after every project or work schedule is enough to change
attitudes.

Without evaluation, there can be no process use to iInprove
progranlnle and organisational functioning. The purpose of
evaluation is to deterlnine whether or not the progranlnle is



312 Bernard A. A. Akanbong, Robert Darko-Osei and Pascal Atengde111

1110ving towards achieving its goals and objectives, and if not,
what are the factors/issues derailing it and what can be the
corrective 111eaSures. This is significant for progranlll1e success.

There is nearly a neutral opinion on statell1ent 16, which conveys
inforll1ation on the ability of process to directly affect decision-nlaking.
The lack of a strong voice or opinion especially in agreell1ent with the
statell1ent shows a weakness of process use, which is unanticipated. The
strength in the argllll1ent for process use is that it is a Illechanisnl that
ensures that evaluations are used (Podenls, 2007). Respondents'
inability to establish a strong opinion on this stateIllent is a reflection
that process use Illay be able to bring out the issues clearly during the
evaluation process but that Illay not be enough to provide a basis for
decision-ll1aking if it is not consciously adopted as a strategy for
ensuring the use of evaluation.

Statell1ent 35 which expresses the idea that process use enhances
shared understanding received the highest level of agreelllent across the
three factors. Process use enhances understanding of progranlll1e by
both evaluators and progranlll1e iJnplell1enters as exclailned by one
respondent. 'I now have a better understanding of the progranlnle'.

When evaluators and progranllne iJllplelllenters are at the saIne level of
understanding of the progranlll1e, a way is paved for a positive
interaction and exchange alnong theln leading to forll1ulation of
reconllnendations that are ilnplelnentable. The consensus in agreelnent
on this statelnent indicates the potential process use has in providing
clarity on progranllnes whose inlpielnentation arrangelnents nlay be
unconventional as is the case of innovative progranllnes. When such
progranlll1es eInploy process use evaluation at the initial stages of
progranlnle illlplell1entation, progranllne staff have opportunities to
learn 1110re about the progranUl1e and therefore are in a better position
to ilnplelnent the progranllne nlore confidently and successfully.

Discussion
The use of Q 111ethodology to explore the experience of progranlnle
inlplenlenters of process use has brought to the fore how the study of
subjectivity can contribute to the enhancelnent of evaluation research
and practice. It has added to the tools available for capturing
experiences of people involved in evaluation. The nlost widely used
Inethod of capturing experiences of process use has been through self
reported statelnents of evaluators and large-scale surveys. This
approach has resulted in creating a wide array of process use types
making it velY difficult when it cOlnes to policy decision-ll1aking on
which process use types to vigorously pursue or not. The systenlatic
study of subjectivity as revealed in this study allows for the creation of a
Inanageable list of perspectives fronl wide range of process use types in
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the extant literature thereby allowing the lnanageable list to be looked at
holistically. Starting with eight perspectives enconlpassing: enhancing
shared understanding, supporting and reinforcing the progranlllle
intervention, infusing evaluative thinking into the organisational culture,
instrulllentation effects and reactivity, increasing engagelllent, self
deterlllination and ownership; progranllne and organisational
developnlent (Patton, 2008), developlllent of networks, learning to
learn, boosting Inorale (Forss et al., 2002), the Q-salllple developBlent
process reduced these to four theillatic areas. Q-sort analysis further
reduced perspectives on process use to three, allowing for a
conlprehensive analysis to be Blade on theln and for easy and quicker
decision-lnaking.

Another area of contribution of Q Illethodology to prograllllne
evaluation use is that it has delnonstrated that subjectivity is not always
synonynl0us with diversity and that subjectivity when appropriately
studied delllonstrates sonle convergences. All issues hinge on a hook or
key point. The systenlatic study of subjectivity therefore allows the spirit
of a wide range of ideas on an issue to be uncovered for a coherent story
to be revealed fronl the different cOlnponents inherent in a perspective.
For instance, it was realised that developing networks, creating shared
understanding, increasing participants' sense of engagelnent and self
deternlination do not stand on their own as different and unrelated
types of process use but tell a story of progranune strengthening and
organisational developnlent as depicted by Factor 1.

The study also revealed the potential Q Inethodology has in
contributing to constructivist lEarning. In constructivist learning when
individuals are engaged in an intense interaction as a group, they
individually and collectively construct knowledge for theBlselves. FrOBl
an organisational learning perspective, such individuals singly and as a
collective group, COllIe to a better knowledge of one another, the
organisation with which they are involved and ultilnately the essential
features underlying the phenonlena that brought thenl together (Suarez
et aI., 2009; Forss et aI., 2002; Preskill et aI., 2003; Torres & Preskill,
2001). The result of such individual and collective learning is an
illlprovenlent in the organisational capacity to enhance perfornlance
(Preskill, 2005, in Anlo & Cousins, 2007).

Q nlethodology was found to provide such a learning experience for
the study participants. The process of sorting the cards coupled with the
interaction that takes place between the statenlents on the cards were
found to provide insights for participants thereby enabling theln to
refine and expand their existing stock of knowledge. The request
by respondents to keep the cards for personal use affirnls the learning
that they gained fronl the card-sorting process. Q lllethodology is thus
seen as a way of advancing constructivist learning without necessarily
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requiring the different individuals to physically lueet and exchange
ideas. The interaction of the ideas takes place through ranking and
conlparing the stateluents containing divergent perspectives on the
cards.

Conclusion
Q nlethodology contributes to process use through providing linlited
perspectives to be conlprehensively looked into and for easy and
quicker decision-luaking. It allows for a coherent stoly to be told of the
l11any cOluponents in a perspective and therefore for the cardinal point
inherent in a perspective to be uncovered. The luethodology provides an
exciting and insightful experience for participants in the study. It is
appealing to progranll11e iluplelnenters, students of developlllent studies
and acadelllic researchers, even though knowledge and skills in Africa
on the Illethodology are very scant. A luajor challenge, therefore, in the
conduct of the study was accessibility to knowledge and technical
guidance on Q nlethodology. The Q discussion group (Q
Inethod@listserv.kent.edu) and webpage (www.qlllethod.org) were,
however, readily available and were heavily relied upon in the design,
conduct, analysis and writing of the paper. The Q conll11unity should
reach out to sonle universities in Africa in order to pronlote the
111ethodology, which has so nluch potential to contribute to societal
developnlent.
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Appendix: QSample and Factor Scores
Statements 1 2 3

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Process use is a by-product of evaluations and deserves
no attention.

The evaluation process resulted in waste of the precious
tilne of organisations and their staff.

As we nlove into the next phase of evaluation, senior
leadership is likely to becolne a Inajor player in
evaluation activities.

Staff attitude to work changed even before the final
report was released.

New skills, such as collaboration or survey techniques,
are learned through participating in evaluations.

Process use is an attelnpt to justify evaluations because
of disappointlllents with their contribution to
progranlllle goals/objectives.

The progranlllle staff use the evaluation design as a
fraluework for planning work.

Participation in the evaluation stinlulates individuals to
think nlore about the progranlllle and their
expectations of its outcomes.
Evaluation steps have becolne an accepted and regular
part ot the progralume.
Corrective action thinking that leads to itllproveluent in
practice was triggered by the questions asked.

Changes are Illade in the nonnal course of bU3iness
based on what has been learned fronl the evaluation
process.

Evaluation is no longer perceived as a threatening
activity.

Engaging in the evaluation was a way to strengthen
organisational learning.

Process use increases evaluation costs and delays in
evaluation findings.

The director ilnpleluented slnall but illlportant changes
to the progranllne as a direct result of initial evaluation
findings.
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Statements

16 Regular decision 111aking processes and procedures
have been adjusted to ensure ill1prOVel11ent in
progralll1l1e functioning.

17 Learning to learn, to organise a systell1atic inquiry, to
patiently search for questions, facts and evidence of
impact have becolne ilnportant to staff.

18 Certain concerns and issues raised during the
evaluation give legitill1acy to our thoughts and
intentions about how the progranllne should be
organised.

19 Staff participation in the evaluations increased their
COllllllitll1ent to the organisation and its activities.

20 Staff are now willingly participating in the evaluation to
intentionally learn evaluation skills.

21 The evaluation stirred things up and got people
involved again.

22 Data collection has now been integrated into ongoing
1110nitoring and oversight functions of the organisation.

23 People becallle exposed to the value of data for nlaking
policy decisions and began to take the progranllne data
nlore seriously.

24 Organisational learning and discovery occurs through
the steps of gathering and producing the evaluation
report.

2S It becanle obvious to us that evaluation is a key capacity
if we are to be buth a learning organisation and one that
is built to last.

26 We learned to assess one another and to search for
reasons why people profess certain opinions about the
progranl1ne.

27 The evaluation process provoked thinking on existing
order and the need to refonn.

28 The evaluation helped us understand each other's
ITIotives and to sonle extent also respect our differences.

29 The different stakeholders or participants we Illet
during the evaluation turned out to be useful contacts
for resolving work-related issues.

30 The evaluation process fed advice directly to decision
Inakers resulting in a change in certain actions.

31 The progranllne conlponents were reorganised and
becalne better connected before the final evaluation
report.
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Statements 1 2

319

3

32 Different levels of staff across progranune areas now -1
collaborate to cOlllplete reports about lessons learned
during inlplenlentation.

33 We were encouraged during the evaluation process -2
because we realised that we are doing things the way
they should be done.

34 Best practices and pitfalls in progranllne -3
iInplelnentation were already identified before the
evaluation report was ready.

35 We gained a broader perspective of the progranune 3
froll1 the issues that elnerged during the evaluation
process

36 Many of the lessons of the evaluation callle frolll the 0
evaluation process and not the report because the
report was not adequate to inforIn decision Inaking.

37 Process use should be the focus of any evaluation that 2
intends to achieve use.
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