
Eualuability assessment involves key policymakers, managers, 
and staff in developing program theo y and clarifying intended 
uses of evaluation information, thus helping solve problems 
that inhibit useful program evaluation. 
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Program evaluation includes the measurement of program performance 
(resource expenditures, program activities, and program outcomes) and 
the testing of causal assumptions linking program resources, activities, 
and outcomes. One important potential use of program evaluation is its 
use by key policymakers, managers, and staff to change program activities 
or objectives in ways that will lead to improved program performance: 
greater efficiency, greater effectiveness, or greater net benefits. Horst, Nay, 
Scanlon, and Wholey (1974) and Wholey (1983a) identify four problems 
that inhibit such uses of evaluation. 

1. Lack of definition of the problem addressed, the program inter- 
vention, the expected outcomes of the program, or the expected impact on 
the problem addressed. 

2. Lack of a clear logic of testable assumptions linking expenditure 
of program resources, the implementation of the program, the outcomes 
to be caused by that program, and the resulting impact. 

Leonard Bickman suggested the topic for this chapter and provided helpful 
advice as it took shape. Christopher Bellavita, Cynthia McSwain, Beryl Radin, 
Debra Rog, Ronald Stupak, Margaret Wholey, and an anonymous reviewer pro- 
vided very helpful comments on the manuscript. 
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theoretical base, evaluability assessment helps policymakers and managers 
supply that base as a first step in evaluation planning. 

Evaluability assessment is most useful in large, decentralized pro- 
grams in which policymaking and management responsibilities are 
dispersed and results are not readily apparent. Evaluability assessment 
helps key managers and staff understand, and in some cases modify, the 
expectations of those who have the most important influence over the 
program. By recognizing recurring patterns in interview notes, extracts 
from program documents, and site-visit reports, evaluators develop key 
concepts and variables that identify important intended program inputs, 
activities, intermediate outcomes, and longer-term outcomes-and thus 
take the first step in clarifying the theory underlying program activities. 
By identifying assumed causal linkages among program inputs, activities, 
and outcomes (from interview notes, program documents, site-visit reports, 
and knowledge of other similar programs), evaluators take the second step 
in developing program theory. Evaluators clarify differences among the 
assumptions and expectations of key policymakers, managers, and relevant 
interest groups-and document differences between intended and actual 
program inputs, activities, and outcomes. Subsequent meetings with man- 
agers and policymakers ensure that there is a common understanding of 
program theory before further evaluation work is undertaken. Evaluability 
assessment often develops policymaker-management consensus on pro- 
gram intent that is sufficiently strong to outlast changes of these key 
individuals. 

Evaluability assessment helps policymakers and managers agree on 
key aspects of program theory that are to be tested in subsequent evalua- 
tions, namely, expected activities and outcomes that will be monitored 
and causal assumptions that will be tested Thus, evaluability assessment 
helps solve the third problem inhibiting useful evaluation. As in Tennes- 
see’s prenatal program, evaluability assessment tends to focus evaluation 
resources on intermediate outcome objectives that are subject to the influ- 
ence of, but not completely under the control of, managers. 

Finally, evaluabili ty assessment encourages policymakers and man- 
agers to act on the basis of evaluation information. As in Aid Association 
for Lutherans’ fraternal benefit program, evaluability assessment is often 
useful in the planning of evaluations that will be used to stimulate 
improved program performance. On occasion, as in Tennessee’s prenatal 
program, evaluability assessment can also be useful in planning evalua- 
tions that executives and managers will use to convince others of the value 
of the program. 
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