
This chapter recasts evaluation use in terms of influence 
and proposes an integrated theory that conceptualizes 
evaluation influence in three dimensions-source, intm- 
tion, and time. 
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Use of evaluation has been a concern since the earliest days of the profes- 
sion. Although some challenge the centrality of use in the identity of the 
profession (see Henry, this volume; Mushkin, 1973; Scriven, 1991), the pri- 
macy of use as a focus of evaluation is well recognized. It has bounded the- 
ories of evaluation, marked debates, and framed meta-evaluation inquiry. 
Historically, the evolution of evaluation use has been marked by an increas- 
ing recognition of its multiple attributes (Cousins and Leithwood, 1986; 
Johnson, 1998; Leviton and Hughes, 1981; Preskill and Caracelli, 1997; 
Shulha and Cousins, 1997). Nevertheless an inclusive understanding of the 
influence of evaluation has been hampered by the scope and language of 
past approaches. This chapter argues that it is time to step back and recon- 
ceptualize the terrain of evaluation’s influence by mapping influence along 
three dimensions-source, intention, and time. Each of these is defined, 
justified, and illustrated in the sections that follow, acknowledging histor- 
ical antecedents. The chapter highlights related issues raised by the three- 
dimensional conceptualization and closes with reflections on the potential 
utility of an integrated theory of influence. 

Historical Context 

Evaluators have shown a long-standing interest in the nature and extent of 
their works impact. Historically, conversations about influence have 
occurred under several themes-internal and external evaluation, evalua- 
tor roles, evaluation as a profession, ethics and values, and use of results 
(Anderson and Ball, 1978; Suchman, 1967). As the profession grew, these 
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development. For example, this theory could be used to test Shulha’s 
hypothesis (this volume) that evaluation and evaluation inquiry exhibit dif- 
ferent patterns of influence or to extend the work of theorists such as John- 
son (1998) to differentiate logic models underlying specific types of 
influence. 

In closing, it is important to recognize how a more inclusive view of 
evaluation influence has positive implications for the evaluation profes- 
sion as a whole (Shulha and Cousins, 1997). Although construct under- 
representation has been previously addressed as a validity issue, its 
pragmatic effect is that evaluation influence is underestimated. As con- 
struct underrepresentation is corrected, not only does validity improve, 
but also the full scope of evaluation influence becomes increasingly visi- 
ble. For example, understanding long-term evaluation impact builds cred- 
ibility for the profession and generates support for evaluation among 
service delivery professionals. This integrated theory of influence helps us 
recognize that evaluation practice has had a more pervasive impact than 
heretofore perceived. 

Notes 
1. The first two dimensions were addressed by Kirkhart (1995). The model presented 

here reflects a revision of that earlier work. This chapter is the product of many thought- 
ful conversations among the coauthors of this volume, energetic debates with early col- 
laborators David M. Fetterman, Jean A. King, and William R. Shadish Jr., and continuing 
dialogue with Nick L. Smith. 
2. Here the term developmental is used to acknowledge that these distinctions are not 

defined by the passage of time alone. They also stand in relation to the evaluation 
process, which itself moves through stages. For example, end-01-cycle influence is tied 
to the length of an evaluation cycle, not fixed at a certain number of weeks or months. 
3. The logic here is analogous to that underlying interval recording procedures (Bloom, 

Fischer, and Orme, 1999). A time period is taken as the frame of reference, and any 
activity of interest-in this case, influence-that occurs during that interval is noted. 
When one shifts one’s attention to a subsequent time period, evidence of influence 
would be noted again, even if it represented a continuation from the previous interval. 
4. Although developmental use can occur within and across the time frames discussed 

in this chapter, Patton’s (1997) example of developmental evaluation as reflective prac- 
tice provides a clear instance of end-of-cycle influence. He describes a reflective cycle in 
which an issue is identified, a response is tried, the trial is observed, observations are 
reported and reflected on, patterns and themes are identified, action implications are 
determined, and the process is repeated. Note that this example includes data-based 
reflection, bridging process use and results-based use. 
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