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This report was prepared by the board members and affiliated partners of ¡Milwaukee 
Evaluation! Inc.

¡Milwaukee Evaluation! Inc. is Wisconsin’s American Evaluation Association statewide 
affiliate. The organization aims to promote the science and practice of evaluation in 
pursuit of social justice, provide a forum for evaluators to network, exchange ideas and 
knowledge, and participate in critical capacity-building and professional development 
opportunities. And importantly, we aim to establish a pipeline for evaluators of color and 
underrepresented groups (e.g., low-income, LGBTQIA+, non-college enrolled, Indigenous, 
rural, lay, youth, Spanish-speaking) to increase the number of underrepresented 
evaluators practicing throughout the state of Wisconsin and to address systemic 
oppression and inequality.
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“It is all about power and money. The same folks are getting the same evaluation (or 
research or TA [technical assistance]) grants or contracts and conduct evaluations 
in the same way. It isn’t rocket science why some of the same chronic outcomes and 
poor quality of life have not changed. Evaluation and research studies need to be 
built differently by different people. Higher education needs to produce researchers, 
evaluators, and policy or organizational leaders with critical race, community-based, 
Tribal governance, and a whole lot of other ‘core content.’ If we keep producing basically 
the same monolithic group of academics, how will things ever change? This is embedded 
in the systems and institutions of education, policy, procurement, political, and monetary 
practices. People who educate the next generation of academics and award contracts, 
grants, keynotes, or presidential sessions MUST be held accountable for structurally 
ensuring and requiring diversity in curricular content, human resources, funding 
priorities, contract/grant awards, keynotes, publications, etc., or things won’t change.”        
         - Survey respondent

Established in 2012 and recognized by the American Evaluation Association as the statewide 
local affiliate, ¡Milwaukee Evaluation!, Inc. aims to fundamentally change the way evaluation is 
practiced in Wisconsin. We believe when social justice is intentional and authentically infused 
into the evaluation process, society will become more equitable and just. We also believe 
that when power is redistributed throughout the evaluation field, a new, intersectional and 
intergenerational evaluation workforce will emerge ready to address the most prominent 
issues of the 21st century. ¡Milwaukee Evaluation! Inc.’s work calls out, resists, and undermines 
the institutional racism, sexism, classism, and oppression inherent in the existing evaluation 
infrastructure in the state.

 This is the first known survey to assess the use of Culturally Responsive Evaluation (CRE) in 
Wisconsin. The survey, along with a series of focus groups with evaluators of color (report 
available in 2020), is designed to understand a subset of evaluation practices related to CRE. 
CRE prioritizes social justice, evaluators of color, culture, and context as essential to valid 
knowledge production in general and evaluation in particular. We begin the discussion with an 
emphasis on CRE, how/if/when it is practiced, and the barriers to its use, though we readily 
recognize other styles of evaluation for social justice (e.g., Feminist and Emancipatory) and that 
a study of their use in the state would be equally valuable and instructive. 

 We launched the survey in the fall of 2017, and 54 Wisconsin evaluators and individuals who 
conduct evaluations responded. In 2018, we began analyzing the results, a process that involved 
two in-person data parties with 28 evaluators to interpret the results using data placemats. 
In 2019, we began sharing our preliminary findings in formal settings, including our flagship 
Social Justice & Evaluation Conference in March 2019. In this report, we present a series 
of recommendations for funders, organizational leaders, evaluators, evaluation users and 
consumers, and other practitioners (e.g., data scientists, universities, and government agencies). 

Background

Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUM
M

A
RY

The survey results revealed the following:

●  Survey respondents reported that their evaluations are conducted with inconsistent 
representation, contribution, and leadership from the individuals most impacted by the 
program or policy. Evaluation teams consist of mainly White evaluators who work with 
programs and policies impacting individuals from diverse backgrounds. To address this, 

Key Findings and Recommendations

Being Responsive: The First Assessment of Culturally Responsive 
Evaluation in Wisconsin: Findings from the 2017 Survey
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1 See Metzl, J. M. (2012). Structural competency. American Quarterly, 64(2), 213-218.

evaluation firms, independent consultants, and evaluation teams within  larger 
institutions (e.g., government, non-profit) must promote internal policies requiring that 
the populations most impacted be integrated into the evaluation decision-making process 
from the start of the project. Evaluation entities must also conduct reviews of their hiring 
and promotional policies to understand the workplace bias that results in White-led 
and White-dominant evaluation teams and the oppressive barriers to diversifying paid 
evaluation staff. 

●  While several survey respondents rated themselves highly on measures of cultural 
responsiveness, only 37% of respondents stated they had incorporated CRE into 
their work to some degree, and most evaluators rated their skills as low. Cognitive 
dissonance is a common phenomenon. We want to exercise but also binge Netflix. 
Netflix wins. We want to conduct culturally responsive evaluations, but traditional 
evaluation wins. The CRE survey results do not tell us exactly what is happening. Is it the 
lack of evaluator knowledge or skills, or both? Do evaluators not value and prioritize 
cultural responsiveness and its underlying tenets to the extent needed for change? Did 
the survey accurately measure racist and oppressive beliefs? Is it that the evaluator 
holds social justice beliefs, but institutional or client practices impede its use? The 
survey results suggest that multiple factors are at play. Accordingly, we ask individual 
evaluators to challenge themselves to increase their structural competence1 in current 
and historical injustices and to call out as individuals, evaluation practices policies, and 
programs that can perpetuate injustice in the absence of this lens. Moreover, we ask 
academic entities to intentionally teach Culturally Responsive Evaluation and that any 
evaluator presenting at a conference, staff meeting, or other capacity-building setting 
embed social justice, such as partnering with community members, in the presentation. 
Lastly, we recommend evaluation departments and evaluation firms create internal 
organizational learning spaces to share resources and expertly mentor and challenge 
each other (particularly since few spaces like this exist across the state).

●  Funders served as the greatest barrier to conducting Culturally Responsive Evaluation. 
Survey participants reported that funders do not request CRE and provide little support 
for related practices (e.g., longer timelines to meaningfully engage the populations most 
impacted in the evaluation). This finding highlights the need for grantmaking institutions, 
and the philanthropic sector as a whole to assess their implicit and explicit evaluation 
values and practices and re-align their approach. Culturally responsive assessment is 
culturally affirming and sustaining; it aims to eliminate exploitation. We recommend 
funders support CRE and Indigenous, Feminist, and other social justice approaches. 

The findings in this report offer some promise but unveil structural problems. If we 
administer this survey again, we hope to see:

●  an increase in evaluation teams that include the populations most impacted as decision-
makers and an increase in racially/culturally diverse evaluation teams;

●  evaluators who are not only aware of CRE but are actively practicing CRE; and
●  improved environmental conditions that are conducive to CRE (e.g., a supportive 

philanthropic sector such that grantmakers request CRE by name or require its principles 
in requests-for-proposals) as well as internal organizational policies and learning spaces 
that make it easier for individual evaluators to call out unjust, exploitative practices and 
demand change.

 
 The field of evaluation needs advocates of all races, ethnicities, genders, sexual 

orientations, religions, and classes to step up to shift the field and its influencers to 
realize social justice for all.

Call to Action
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 Established in 2012 and recognized by the American 
Evaluation Association as the statewide local affiliate, 
¡Milwaukee Evaluation! Inc., set out to diversify the 
evaluation workforce in Wisconsin and influence the 
practice of evaluation to deeply embed social justice 
principles into everyday evaluation activities. Its specific 
aims are to:

●  promote the science and practice of evaluation for social 
justice in both the public and private sectors of society;

●  provide a forum for professional evaluators to network, 
exchange ideas and knowledge, and participate in 
professional development activities that promote 
excellence in the field of evaluation; and

●  establish and maintain a pipeline for evaluators of color and underrepresented groups 
(e.g., low-income, LGBTQIA+, non-college enrolled, Indigenous, rural, lay, youth, Spanish-
speaking) practicing throughout the state of Wisconsin.

 Moved by the 2011 AEA Public Statement on Cultural Competence that asserts that the 
validity of an evaluation requires cultural competence and that ethical evaluation must 
recognize power dynamics, the affiliate has sought to address structural challenges 
within the evaluation field. From the outset, the affiliate’s founders and early supporters 
surmised the following:

●  Too few evaluators of color are practicing in the state of Wisconsin. Some were 
discouraged from entering or staying in the field of evaluation; others moved out of state 
for better evaluation job opportunities, thus contributing to a brain drain. Evaluators of 
color often held the lowest-paid positions and had little opportunity for advancement 
to lead, manage, or direct evaluation teams or firms. Most evaluators of color were 
relegated to outreach and language translation activities. These trends occurred 
despite widespread recognition that diversity, representation, and inclusion mattered 
on the programmatic side (it should follow that it matters on the evaluation side too) 
and that substantial evaluation and research funding directed to communities of color 
would presumably value diverse evaluation teams and evaluation team members with 
lived experiences. The lack of evaluators of color 
and diverse teams has had rippling occupational 
consequences. Affiliate founders noticed that 
there were few senior evaluators and that new 
and emerging evaluators of color lack an in-state 
mentor or elder of color. Locally based evaluation 
firms have difficulty attracting and retaining 
evaluators of color. 

●  Most evaluation reports were apolitical and lacked 
an understanding of White supremacy, even if they 
purported to address health, economic, social, and 
political, racial disparities. Many evaluation projects 
(and written reports) prioritized a narrative that 
problematized people of color, used methodologies 
that reinforced that narrative, never challenged 
paternalistic program practices, and made it 
difficult to address racism in multiple sectors via 
the evaluation.

About ¡Milwaukee Evaluation!, Inc.

The American Evaluation Association 
(AEA) is an international professional 
association of evaluators. AEA has 
approximately 7,000 members who 
represent all 50 states in the US and 
more than 75 foreign countries.
(eval.org/evaluationroadmap)

2 Zuberi, T., & Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo. (2008). White logic, white methods: Racism and methodology. Lanham: 
Rowman & Littlefield.

What Is White 
Supremacy?

White supremacy refers to political, 
economic, and social systems 
that result in racial and social 
hierarchies and the exploitation, 
domination, and oppression of 
people based on race and other 
identities.2  To understand how 
white supremacy affects the 
scientific process and knowledge 
development, see works by Zuberi 
and Bonilla-Silva (e.g., White Logic, 
White Methods).
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●  The capacity-building, professional development, 
and leadership opportunities available in 
Milwaukee, the state’s largest city, were not in 
keeping with the national conversation around 
the intersection of racism, evaluation, and the 
evaluator’s social responsibility to counter 
injustice. In fact, most professional development 
and capacity-building opportunities were inherently 
apolitical and supported a post-racial evaluation 
agenda that effectively stalled transformative 
evaluation practices. As a result, Wisconsin 
evaluators across race, geography, discipline, 
and sector lacked the necessary skills to address 
domination, exploitation, and oppression stemming 
from the White supremacy embedded within 
either the program or the chosen evaluation 
approach. They tended to engage in non-
productive, “diversity” discussions. This pattern 
led to the distorted use of the terms “data-driven” 
and “evidence-based,” which legitimizes some 
knowledge but not others (i.e., lived experiences). 
The field’s silence toward White supremacy 
reinforced a culture where evaluation was distinct from social justice rather than a tool 
for social justice. 

●  Finally, White evaluators (and allies) who had the power to do something did not 
advance a call to action or develop a plan in the field to rectify the situation by 
tangibly diversifying their teams or planting the seeds of social justice within the larger 
evaluation community. This is a point we will address in an upcoming report as their 
silence has created an exclusionary evaluation infrastructure; impaired the ability of 
evaluation consumers and stakeholders (e.g., grantmakers) to view evaluators of color 
as legitimate; hampered the field’s ability to name, identify, and respond to client policies 
or programs that reinforce White supremacy. The consequences of their silence, we 
believe, has direct ties to the racial and economic inequality that is observed throughout 
the state.

 We began meeting and established the affiliate to create an evaluation infrastructure 
that would directly address these issues. The affiliate is values-based and volunteer-
run. It provides professional development activities that are people of color-centered 
in the areas of emancipation and liberation. While it emphasizes race, it also considers 
gender, class, and sexual orientation equally important. The affiliate has leaned on 
CRE as a point of entry with which to discuss the relationship between social justice 
and evaluation, help prepare evaluators to address injustice, and ensure that diverse 
evaluation teams are capable of meeting 21st-century demands. CRE, in addition to 
other styles such as Feminist evaluation, offers guidance on evaluator capacity needs 
and explicitly states that the composition of the evaluation team matters. 

What Is
Social Justice?

Social justice is a process, not an 
outcome, which: 

1. seeks the fair (re)distribution of 
resources, opportunities, and 
responsibilities;

2. challenges the roots of oppression 
and injustice; 

3. empowers all people to exercise 
self-determination and realize their 
full potential; and

4. builds social solidarity and 
community capacity for 
collaborative action (UC Berkeley, 
no date).
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Since its inception, ¡Milwaukee Evaluation! Inc. 
wanted to survey the field on issues of social 
justice and Culturally Responsive Evaluation 
capacity. In 2017, it began to do so. 

 We focused on Culturally Responsive Evaluation 
because it is an approach that supports validity 
and ethical rigor in evaluation results. The 
American Evaluation Association’s Guiding 
Principles state, “To ensure recognition, accurate 
interpretation, and respect for diversity, 
evaluators should ensure that the members of 
the evaluation team collectively demonstrate 
cultural competence.” Given this understanding, 
this survey project boldly aimed to:

●  understand how evaluators did or did not 
operationalize CRE in their work;

●  identify systemic and capacity barriers of and facilitators for using CRE;

●  share CRE survey data with the local evaluation community to gain broader 
interpretations of survey results and meanings as well as the shared buy-in of its 
interpretations and recommendations, and;

●  use the results to inform the affiliate’s field development strategy and activities and its 
professional development opportunities.

 As we embarked on this project, we wanted to build trust and increase transparency 
with the evaluation community by keeping the members directly engaged and updated 
throughout the process. We also wanted the members of the larger community to 
participate as leaders working behind the scenes and sharing responsibility with the 
larger community. To that end, we engaged Troy M. Williams. In addition, we held two 
data parties to help interpret data and engaged 28 Wisconsin evaluators. Our collective 
efforts culminated in this final report. If resources permit, it may be updated and 
expanded in the future to assess the progress within the state.

ABOUT THIS SURVEY

What Is CRE?
(Culturally Responsive evaluation)

Culturally Responsive Evaluation 
centers values and cultural beliefs 
on the evaluation of a program 
or policy. It provides a particular 
focus on groups that have been 
historically marginalized, asking 
how power is distributed, which 
relationships are valued, and which 
are privileged in an evaluation 
(Hood, Hopson, & Kirkhart, 2015).
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RESULTSAEA’s Statement on Cultural Competence
 Promisingly, 70% of survey respondents reported hearing of and/or reviewing AEA’s 

2011 Statement on Cultural Competence; however, less than a quarter (22%) of survey 
respondents stated they had incorporated it into their work (see Figure 1). Still, many 
respondents had been contemplating how to do so. When asked about these results, one 
data party participant stated, “Often, statements stay statements and go no further.” In 
Wisconsin, AEA’s statement has had some influence, but much more could be done to 
apply the important tenets within the statement.

RESULTS

Awareness is High, Application is Low

How familiar are you with the American Evaluation Association’s 
Public Statement on Cultural Competence?

30%

20%

9%

19%

22%

This is my first time hearing 
about AEA’s statement.

I am aware of AEA’s statement 
but have not reviewed it.

I read AEA’s statement previously but have not spent much 
time thinking about its applicability to my work.

I read AEA’s statement previously and have been actively 
thinking about how to incorporate it into my work.

I read AEA’s statement previously and 
have incorporated it into my work.

16

11

5

10

12

Figure 1.  Wisconsin evaluators are aware of AEA's Public Statement on Cultural Competence, but it 
has had little impact on the practice of evaluation in Wisconsin.
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RESULTS
Culturally Responsive Evaluation 
 While eighty-seven percent of survey respondents (n = 47) reported an awareness of 

CRE, a much smaller number (37%) stated they had actually incorporated CRE into their 
work (see Figure 2). When asked further about this application, more than half of the 
respondents reported that they used CRE to develop evaluation plans (59%), choose 
evaluation questions (59%), and collect (52%) and report (52%) on the findings. Fewer 
respondents (37% and 31%, respectively) reported they use CRE to analyze the data 
and develop evaluation teams (see Figure 3), two immensely important tenets of CRE. 
Again, the data shows that awareness is high but has not reached a high enough level of 
application or practice.

How familiar are you with 
Culturally Responsive Evaluation?

13%

13%

37%

37%

This is my first time hearing about 
Culturally Responsive Evaluation.

I am aware of Culturally Responsive Evaluation but have not 
spent much time thinking about its applicability to my work.

I am aware of Culturally Responsive Evaluation and have been 
actively thinking about how to incorporate it into my work.

I am aware of Culturally Responsive Evaluation  
and have incorporated it into my work.

7

7

20

20

Evaluators use Culturally Responsive Evaluation when:

59%

59%

52%

52%

37%

31%

17%

13%

Developing an evaluation plan

Choosing evaluation questions

Reporting data

Collecting data

Analyzing data

Developing the evaluation team

Other

No response

32

32

28

28

20

17

9

7

Figure 2.  Most respondents were familiar with CRE. Only 37% felt they had incorporated CRE into 
their work. 

Figure 3.  Evaluators were asked when they used CRE in evaluation processes. The use of CRE to 
analyze the data and develop evaluation teams, important tenets of CRE, were low. 
Respondents could select all that applied. 
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Survey respondent data suggests that most evaluations are being conducted with 
inconsistent representation, contribution, and leadership from the individuals/
groups most impacted by the program or policy being evaluated. When asked what 
percentage of the time culturally responsive tenets (e.g., representation of individuals 
with lived/shared experience as part of the team) were present in their evaluation work, 
respondents stated that this happened less than half the time (see Figure 4). The results 
can be approximately split into thirds: one-third of the respondents are not doing the 
practices at all, a third group of respondents are doing the practices about half the time, 
and a final group of evaluators are doing each practice nearly all the time.

Rate the percentage of time the following is true in 
your evaluation work over the past 12 months:

Persons in charge of the evaluation have 
shared/living experiences with the 

population(s) of focus in the evaluation.

I have shared/lived experiences similar to the 
population(s) of focus in the evaluation.

Persons in charge of the evaluation are of 
the same race or ethnicity as the 

population(s) they are evaluating.

I am of the same race or ethnicity as the 
population(s) I am evaluating.

Members of the evaluation team are reflective 
of or are from the community or poulation(s) 

of focus in the evaluation.

Groups who are the focus of the evaluation 
are engaged and consulted when 

analyzing/interpreting data.

0 - 9
%

 (I 
didn’t

 or

bas
ica

lly
 didn’t

)

10
 - 3

0%
 (a

bout a

th
ird

 of t
he t

im
e)

31- 
60%

 (a
bout h

alf

th
e t

im
e)

61 -
 90%

 (a
bout

3/4
  o

f t
he t

im
e)

91 -
 10

0%
 (a

lm
ost

all
 th

e t
im

e)

No re
sp

onse

Mean
(1 = 0 - 9%

to
5 = 91 - 100%)

2.79

2.66

2.87

2.91

2.80

2.87

10

11

10

9

8

9

7

8

8

8

11

12

14

13

11

11

15

10

8

9

12

12

6

8

5

3

5

5

6

8

10

10

8

9

8

7

Figure 4.  Respondents rated the percentage of time that CRE tenets were true in their evaluation 
work over the past 12 months.

RESULTS
Inconsistent Representation
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Rate the percentage of time the following is true 
in your work over the past 12 months:

2.71 2.97

have shared/lived experience with the 
population(s) of focus in the evaluation.

are of the same race or ethnicity as the 
population(s) they are evaluating.

1
0 - 9%

2
10 - 30%

3
31 - 60%

4
61 - 90%

5  
91 - 100%

Persons in charge of the evaluation:

2.43 2.93 Respondents of Color

White Respondents

Figure 5.  Respondents were asked to rate the percentage of time the above items were true on 
a 5-point scale from 1 = "0-9% (I didn't or basically didn't)" to 5 = "91-100% (almost all the time).” 
On average, persons of color believed less of the time that evaluation leadership had shared/lived 
experience with the population(s) of focus compared to White respondents.

RESULTS
We examined the respondent responses by race/ethnicity. We found that when assessing 

the practices of the people in charge, respondents of color (n = 21) reported lower 
scores when compared to White respondents (n = 33; see Figure 5). Respondents of 
color believe that people of color are less represented than their White counterparts 
believe.

 These findings point to the need for White people to share responsibility in ensuring 
evaluation teams are representative of the populations they are serving. One data party 
participant stated, “White people need to step up! This cannot just be people on the 
margins pushing for change. This is why burnout occurs.” To serve as effective allies, 
White people need to routinely and proactively champion for diverse and representative 
evaluation teams. 

 Data further supported these findings. We asked respondents to rate the challenges 
they encountered while doing CRE. Of the 47 respondents, 41% found it challenging to 
ensure that persons in charge of the evaluation “have shared/lived experiences” or were 
“of the same race or ethnicity” (39%) as the population(s) of focus in the evaluation (see 
Figure 6).
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Which of the following are most challenging in your work? (select up to five)

41%

39%

35%

22

21

20

20

12

12

10

9

8

7

5

1

19

18

7

Ensuring that persons in charge of the evaluation have shared/lived 
experiences with the population(s) of focus in the evaluation

Ensuring that persons in charge of the evaluation are of the same 
race or ethnicity as the population(s) of focus in the evaluation

Making it easy for people to identify 
one’s own cultural blind spots

Having the skills to manage conflict between project stakeholders and the evalution team 
when discussing racism, discrimination, and opression as part of the evaluation effort

Ensuring the evaluator(s) have shared/lived experiences 
with the population(s) of focus in the evaluation 

Explicitly addressing the historical and current marginalization, oppression, and 
discrimination of the population who is the focus of the evaluation effort

Engaging and consulting with members of the population who are the 
focus of the evaluation when analyzing and interpreting data

Having the skills to engage in productive, meaningful conversations about culture 
and oppression with project stakeholders that move the evaluation forward

Using one’s own evaluation power to promote 
equity and self-determination

Having the skills to mentor other evaluators 
in how to address oppression

Finding ways to assess one’s own 
cultural awareness or biases

Recognizing diversity within 
cultural categories

Avoiding reinforcing cultural stereotypes and 
prejudice in evaluation work

Remembering that cultural 
categories are fluid

No response

Figure 6.  The most frequent responses to “Which of the following are most challenging in your 
work? Select up to five.” Several of the most frequent responses were related to excluding 
individuals most impacted from positions of power in the evaluation.

RESULTS

A sizable group of survey respondents do not use CRE when developing evaluation teams (only 31% 
selected it; see Figure 3). One survey respondent provided illuminating insight into why there might 
be low rates of inclusion, stating “often there are not enough opportunities to have these discussions, 
especially when working in bureaucracies and there is pressure to just ‘get it done’ without enough 
thought or engagement from the people who are affected most by the issues.” This insight speaks to 
the need for organizations to reflect on conflicting values when productivity may be in opposition to 
inclusionary and social justice processes. 

 Data party participants discussed several promising advocacy strategies to increase inclusion, including 
educating organizational leadership about negative (and unjust) consequences of excluding the most 
impacted populations from the decision-making process. Other strategies included sharing peer-
reviewed CRE resources or AEA’s cultural competence statement, evaluator competencies, or guiding 
principles endorsed by the largest professional evaluation organization in the country, all of which 
might sway some stakeholders to support evaluation practices consistent with CRE. 

https://www.eval.org/page/competencies
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RESULTS
We found major practice gaps that have implications for individual professional skill 

development, application of CRE (e.g., project management), organizational practices, and 
systemic issues such as the lack of CRE mentors. This survey covered many interrelated 
topics from cultural responsiveness, CRE, and a subset of emancipatory, anti-racism/
discrimination, and anti-oppression topics in an attempt to identify future professional 
development and emancipatory capacity-building for the state. We asked survey 
respondents to rate their practice in several areas of CRE (see Figure 7). Responses varied 
but overarchingly corresponded with a belief in cultural responsiveness.  yet lower ratings 
in the skills related to cultural and structural responsiveness.

 Further, on average, persons of color rated themselves more highly on all but one 
self-assessed item when compared to White respondents (see Figure 7). One survey 
respondent provided further detail on White allyship in Wisconsin: “There is a lack of 
White people who are ready to be good allies. It's so frustrating because it's the people of 
color who have to do all the work in these spaces, and some can't even speak up for fear of 
losing that relationship.”

Gaps in Anti-Oppression Skills

Rate the percentage of time the following is true 
in your work over the past 12 months:

1
Not at all

2 3 4
To a great extent

3.1 3.33.0

Respondents of Color
White Respondents

All Respondents

To what extent have you been able to critically 
review your own biases in the past?

To what extent do you have ways to assess your 
own cultural awareness?

To what extent have you explored the diversity, fluidness, or intersectionality 
present within or across cultural categories?

To what extent is it easy for people to express concerns to 
you about your cultural blind spots?

To what extent do you have skills to manage conflict 
between project stakeholders and your evaluation team 
when discussing racism, discrimination, and opression?

To what extent do you have the skills to mentor other 
evaluators on how to address oppression?

To what extent do you use your power to 
promote equity and self-determination?

To what extent do your evaluation designs explicitly address 
the historical and current marginalization, opression and 

discrimination of the population(s) of focus in the evaluation?

To what extent have you actively avoided reinforcing cultural 
stereotypes and prejudice in your evaluation practice?

To what extent have you engaged in productive, meaningful 
conversations about culture and oppression with the project 

stakeholders that move the evaluation forward?

2.72.82.7

3.0 3.22.9

3.02.8 3.1

2.4 2.72.3

2.5 2.92.3

3.1 3.52.9

2.6 2.92.4

3.2 3.62.9

2.6 2.82.5

2.8 - All Respondents

Figure 7.  Respondents rated whether these statements were true on a four-point scale (4 = To 
a great extent; 3 and 2 unanchored; 1 = Not at all). Respondents of color rated themselves more 
highly than White respondents on all but one measure. On average, White respondents perceived 
themselves to be more open to feedback about their cultural blind spots.

Did
you see
this?!
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RESULTS
When looking at responses by years of experience, about half of the survey respondents (n 

= 26) had six or more years of evaluation experience. When compared to the other half 
of the evaluators (n = 23) with less than six years of experience, the more experienced 
evaluators ranked themselves more highly on all measures of skills and practices of cultural 
responsiveness. This included higher ratings on the percentage of time that experienced 
evaluators were:

●  conducting more culturally responsive evaluation practices (e.g., ensuring that the people in 
charge of the evaluation “have shared/lived experiences” or were “of the same race or ethnicity” 
as the population(s) of focus in the evaluation) (see Figure 8); and 

●  carrying out culturally responsive tenets (e.g., “to what extent do you use your power to 
promote equity and self-determination?”).

 It is possible that evaluators with more experience have increased skills in cultural 
responsiveness. However, we might question their ratings as desirability-based given the vast 
differences in their ratings of perceived items such as “Persons in charge of the evaluation have 
shared/lived experiences with the population(s) of focus in the evaluation,” which was rated as 
2.14 by those with less than six years of experience and 3.36 by those with six or more years 
of experience. More research that independently assesses the actual evaluation process and 
procedures for cultural responsiveness should be completed to better understand the validity 
of these ratings.

Rate the percentage of time the following is true 
in your work over the past 12 months:

3.362.14

Less than 6 years
of experience

More than 6 years
of experience

Persons in charge of the evaluation have shared/lived experiences 
with the population(s) of focus in the evaluation.

I have shared/living experiences similar to the 
population(s) of focus in the evaluation.

Persons in charge of the evaluation are of the eame race or 
ethnicity as the population(s) they are evaluating.

I am of the same race or ethnicity as the 
population(s) I am evaluating.

Members of the evaluation team are reflective of or are from the 
community(ies) or population(s) of focus in the evalutation.

Groups who are the focus of the evaluation are engaged and 
consulted with when analyzing/interpreting data.

3.082.05

3.132.61

2.7 3.17

2.962.68

3.082.64

1
0 - 9%

2
10 - 30%

3
31 - 60%

4
61 - 90%

5  
91 - 100%

Figure 8.  Respondents rated the percentage of time they engaged in the practices on a five-point 
scale, with anchors of 1 = 0-9% (I didn’t or basically didn’t), 2 = 10-30% (about a third of the time), 
3 = 31-60% (about half the time), 4 = 61-90% (about ¾ of the time), and 5 = 91-100% (almost all 
the time). Individuals with more than six years of experience felt that they and the field were doing 
better on cultural responsiveness than less experienced evaluators.
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In accordance with the demonstrated need for evaluators to do much more to advance social 
justice, some evaluators indicate they are intentionally applying a social justice lens to their 
evaluation-related decisions. For example, one survey respondent stated,

 “Each measure, indicator, question, and framing are openly discussed regarding: 1) its 
importance and significance of understanding the subject matter; 2) its conception and 
interpretation broadly—and whether it’s associated with negative stereotypes of the 
community being centered; 3) the political and ethical ramifications of it; and 4) if problematic, 
but important, the alternative ways of measuring, quantifying, describing, or framing it in 
order to ensure that harm is lessened. Additionally, my approach to research is community-
driven, which means that community is a part of the process from start to finish, and [the 
community’s] concerns and perspectives shape what is included and excluded.” 

 Another respondent highlighted the importance of being intentional about using more 
positive narratives about underrepresented communities: “I choose to avoid tools that focus 
on criminal activity in Black neighborhoods and focus on social capital measures instead.” A 
thorough review of indicators, measures, evaluation questions, and report framing is one 
example of how organizations can be more intentional about implementing the processes to 
institutionalize social justice evaluation.

In addition to intentional decision-making processes, language is an important aspect of CRE, 
and several survey respondents reported that they actively avoided reinforcing cultural 
stereotypes and prejudice. They aimed to call attention to those who are privileged by 
language and to scrutinize the language choices in the following examples:

●  “In meetings, I ask people to specify what they mean if they use terms like, ‘those families’ 
or ‘those kind of parents.’ This is awkward and creates tension but also prompts really 
important discussions about the assumptions that people bring to their work.” 

●  “I seek to disrupt the traditional language used in evaluations that examine school 
achievement. Youth were instrumental in creating the survey used and were given the space 
to speak their truth in regard to their experiences in the public education system, which many 
did.”

●  “We’ve thought about how to frame reports to ensure we don’t talk about communities as 
needy, poor, etc. Instead, we’ve been trying an asset-based approach, talking about what 
communities have going for them and what they’ve been able to harness to create positive 
change.” 

This attention to language and the inclusion of lay evaluators in the dissemination and process 
of evaluation are two among many approaches for ensuring a more Culturally Responsive 
Evaluation process.

RESULTS
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We asked survey respondents to rate several known barriers to using CRE and to tell us 
about some of the challenges they encountered in their work. The most common barrier 
selected was, “Funders don’t request/want CRE” (see Figure 9). 

Challenges to Using a CRE Approach:

39%

35%

26%

Funders don’t request/want it.

Clients don’t request/want it.

I am not sure how to do it.

Stakeholders don’t buy into it.

It’s hard to see how it’s different from other approaches.
(e.g., Participatory or Feminist evaluation)

It’s expensive/difficult to budget for.

It’s too time-intensive.

It’s not applicable to the program/entity being evaluated.

It’s difficult to use in a quantitative design.

Other

No Response

21

19

15

14

12

11

10

7

5

7

9

Figure 9. Those who control projects and policies (funders, clients, and stakeholders) were most 
frequently chosen as challenges to using a CRE approach. Respondents could check all that ap-
plied. Most respondents selected only one (n = 13) or two (n = 12) of the listed challenges, followed 
by selection of zero or three (n = 9).

RESULTS
Funders, Clients, and Other

Stakeholders Do Not Request CRE
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Quotes from the survey explain why funders often do not request CRE:

●  “CRE represents a tremendous shift in organizational culture and philosophical views. Funders are 
challenged by an approach [CRE] that inherently challenges their way of doing business.” Using CRE 
requires power to be redistributed to historically marginalized communities, so they can decide the 
focus of the evaluation, determine what counts as success and credible evidence, and be responsible 
for interpreting the data’s meaning and the best course of action. The historically and traditionally 
least powerful evaluation stakeholder, the evaluand, would assume many of the same responsibilities 
of the so-called experts and of the funders themselves.

●  “Given the culture of funding, an evaluation proposal with a CRE approach could be seen as less 
advantageous by funders.” Since funders often ask for “rigor” according to experimental standards, 
they are unlikely to score the elements that are the tenets of CRE (e.g., evaluation that includes 
leadership from those with lived experience) as highly. 

●  “Funders will ask for ‘cultural competency’ on the team but do not understand fully what those 
processes mean and how much time and money it will take to do CRE well.” Even when participatory 
evaluation methods are used, the evaluand’s role is typically reduced to providing input and feedback 
in a listening session or focus group rather than making strategic decisions at senior executive tables. 
Survey respondents raise an important point about the lack of clarity and understanding of cultural 
responsiveness among various stakeholder groups, including evaluators. Currently, we do not have 
clear-cut rubrics for excellent and authentic CRE, mid-grade CRE, and so forth. How do we prevent a 
“watering-down” of the approach as more evaluators practice it? In addition, one survey respondent 
provided an example of why longer timelines are needed. In this case, it was to help a person of 
color avoid the internalization of oppressive frames, stating, “…just recently, I had to tell someone 
they are not an ‘Angry Black Woman’ and help them to not internalize that viewpoint. After that, we 
didn't have time to identify the next steps for her to deal with her colleagues. Helping people see their 
blind spots causes White fragility, which can make the room awkward and stifle conversation. Then, 
people need time to process that, heal from it, and move forward. Most meetings are one hour and 
usually, you stumble across a blind spot and then have to come up with a process to address it on 
the spot. The nuance of each blind spot is hard to predict and harder to broach. Then, when you do, 
you can't achieve the other meeting objectives.”

While the majority of the survey respondents indicated that funders often serve as a barrier to CRE, 
some respondents reported having some success with funders. One survey respondent gave 
examples that could be replicated by others, “Working with communities, I advocate with funders 
to involve community members as authors of their own results of the work. I engage them in 
discussions of how it is important to change the paradigm from reporting and dissemination that 
keep the power, to telling the story of the work in the hands of others (describe what ‘they’ did), to 
moving toward agency in telling their own story (describe what ‘we’ did). So, my evaluation reporting 
always includes those doing the actual work. I encourage funders to send those folks to present at 
conferences at least alongside myself as ‘evaluator,’ but they are given the spotlight to share the 
results of their work.”

Thirty-five percent of respondents identified that evaluation clients do not request or want CRE 
approaches, and 26% stated that stakeholders do not buy into CRE. When providing more detail 
of the barriers they encountered, one survey respondent stated that they work in a sector that has 
a colorblind culture and lacks self-awareness of how their collective actions perpetuate injustice. 
They noted, “I work in a sector that can't even have healthy discussions of race/ethnicity. They can 
celebrate diversity, if they notice it. They would say everyone is the same, and we should 
treat people all the same. They will have uncomfortable discussions about race but never 
change their program as a result of racial disparities or evaluation data. The evaluation 
does respond to ‘culture,’ but it's their ‘culture’ that drives the evaluation, which simply 
perpetuates the status quo.” 

RESULTS

Did
you see
this?!
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CRUCIAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The four recommendations listed below emerged from the survey data, data parties, and 
our collective expertise. The responses from the survey data demonstrate a crucial and 
significant need for change in evaluation practices. We highlight four key recommendations:

Funders must require a Culturally Responsive Evaluation (and/or similar approach, such as 
Feminist or Emancipatory Evaluation) to advance social justice. Otherwise, grantmakers 
will continue to perpetuate inequities. When asked why CRE is such a challenge, the 
most frequent response (39%) was that funders (especially federal or governmental 
agencies) do not request or want CRE. Evaluation proposals are written to address the 
funders’ evaluation preferences; thus, few proposals will develop a CRE approach without 
some acknowledgement of the funders’ support for this approach. Funders should value 
CRE and what it can bring to the learning process and effectiveness of a program or 
policy intervention. In line with national funders, such as Annie E. Casey, Wisconsin-based 
grantmakers as well as grantmakers providing financial resources to Wisconsin can:

a. vet the evaluator’s portfolio for authentic and substantive structural competence, cultural 
responsiveness, anti-oppression, and social justice application. Each of these aspects make 
evaluations stronger; 

b. build internal organization capacity through anti-racist, anti-oppression trainings to build 
capacity to assess “authentic and substantive” cultural, structural, and anti-oppressive 
competence in evaluation applications and processes;

c. ask evaluators to assess whether White supremacy shapes the funder’s portfolio, 
specifically grantee strategies and outcomes. Alter any practices that are inconsistent with 
social justice and/or perpetuate inequality;

d. require evaluators to explicitly address how their methodology does not perpetuate White 
supremacy, and do not accept any evaluation report that excludes this vital information;

e. market and conduct outreach to a diverse set of evaluators rather than just the usual 
suspects whenever evaluation services are needed3;  

f. support evaluation mentorship programs especially for evaluators from underrepresented 
backgrounds; and

g. ensure that the final list of evaluators interviewed is diverse. Reward teams with longheld 
and existing racial/ethnic composition and lived experience.

AEA local affiliates, academia4, conferences, convenings, and other capacity-building 
engagements that teach evaluation must explore the authentic application of CRE and 
related social justice principles. Only 37% of the survey respondents had applied CRE to 
their evaluation practice, and the survey revealed significant gaps in skills. Whether it is an 
undergraduate student, a practitioner new to evaluation attending a seminar, or a seasoned 
evaluator attending a staff meeting, everyone who teaches evaluation is responsible for 
implementing this recommendation. Specifically, we ask educators, trainers, presenters/
lecturers, and capacity-builders to

a. train evaluators in conflict management and how to productively name racist and exploitive 
policies, programs, activities, and organizational practices in a way that promotes positive 
organizational change (also see Thomas et al., 2018);

b. train evaluation institutions to identify and address organizational bias and blind spots in how 
data and knowledge is constructed; and

c. explicitly cover emancipation, colonialism, liberation, Critical Race Theory, immigration, 
Black feminism, Feminist Theory, Native American and Indigenous epistemologies, LGBTQIA+ 
theory, White fragility, as well as other literature written by authors of color to allow for a 
nuanced, deep discussion on social justice.

1.

2.

3  Non-profit and government leaders can act on these recommendations as well. 
4  We tried to survey 2-year and 4-year evaluation instructors on whether they included CRE but had 
a low response rate across the state (just four respondents).
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Educators, trainers, and capacity-builders must do their due diligence to accurately 
convey high standards for CRE and related principles. Likewise, when transformative 
and justice frameworks are mainstreamed, they can lose their meaning as they become 
reduced to “simple tasks” rather than transformational practices. We fear that as 
CRE becomes popular, it will be watered down, appropriated, or co-opted. The need for 
high standards was apparent in the survey. One data party participant described the 
necessary commitment, stating, “An hour every couple of months isn’t going to make 
an impact. If we are serious about CRE, we need to show it by making more time for it. 
Without more frequent opportunities to meet, talk and share, we won’t make progress, 
and our efforts will stagnate. More frequent meetings allow for the opportunity to bring 
more people to the table and to continue a conversation about actually putting CRE 
into action.” Another stated, “Creating stronger expectations around minimal cultural 
competency might be valuable. Two years of continuous, structured, and skillfully 
facilitated equity-focused work should be suggested as the standard duration for cultural 
competency training.” Evaluators need to think of this work as a journey that requires a 
significant investment of time and effort.

Evaluation entities must implement policies that require the incorporation of people with 
lived experience throughout the evaluation process; this includes evaluators of color 
and other underrepresented groups (e.g., low-income, LGBTQIA+, non-college enrolled, 
Indigenous, rural, lay, youth, Spanish-speaking). Without this engagement, power will 
continue to be reserved for and held by privileged individuals, and the community will 
continue to be removed from the decision-making that affects its own environment and 
future. There are many standards of practice that organizations can implement to create 
change in the evaluation practice toward CRE. One survey respondent described how they 
systematically review indicators and measures to ensure that they do not perpetuate 
stereotypes but instead consider the political and ethical implications from a social 
justice lens. Other suggestions include:

 
a. generating learning spaces throughout the evaluation project for evaluators of color, 

White evaluators, and stakeholders to learn together, share resources, and expertly 
mentor and challenge each other; 

b. requiring partnership with organizations who have lived experience with the proposed 
population(s);

c. conducting participatory approaches that include group development of evaluation 
questions, data parties for analysis, and reporting with community members;

d. ensuring that community members benefit from the evaluation process (e.g., salaries, 
$100/hour rate stipends for their involvement); 

e. creating talking points and other templates to help influence clients and stakeholders to 
conduct CRE; and

f. clearly delineating the amazing results that can occur with CRE compared to other styles 
of evaluation and hold partners accountable for any harm caused by evaluation results.

3.

CRE and other social justice evaluation 
approaches are in danger of being watered 
down, APPROPRIATED, or co-opted. We must 
protect against this and hold true to the 
liberating tenets of these approaches. 

4.
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In addition to the recommendations highlighted above, evaluation firms should develop 
diversity, equity, and inclusion plans, set goals to promote more evaluators of color 
and from underrepresented groups in the next five years, and develop mechanisms for 
tracking progress. Survey respondents stated that members of the evaluation team 
were reflective of the communities or population(s) of focus in the evaluation less than 
half of the time (average = 2.80 on a 1 to 5 scale). The most frequently cited challenge to 
survey respondents was ensuring that persons in charge of the evaluation have shared/
lived experiences with the population(s) of focus in the evaluation (41%). One data party 
participant reflected, “We need to do a better job of making the hiring process more open 
and inclusive and evaluate ourselves. We should track the demographics of who applies, 
who gets an interview, and who gets offered a position. In addition, we need to ensure 
that those who serve on hiring committees have had training regarding implicit bias.”

 A significant infrastructure gap that will impact this recommendation is the need for 
more evaluation mentors of color and with lived experience who have experience running 
their own firms. Beyond hiring, promotion should also mean that the evaluator can 
manage bigger evaluation budgets ($100K to $1 Million) and more complex evaluations 
with larger "big data" datasets as well as potentially open and run their own firm within 
another 5 to 7 years.

CONCLUSION
This survey highlighted exclusion entrenched in the systems within the field of evaluation. 

As the opening quote stated, “…how will things ever change? This is embedded 
in the systems and institutions of education, policy, procurement, political, and 
monetary practices.” We must change how evaluation is conducted across many 
institutions (philanthropy, academia, evaluation-focused organizations, and field-
specific professional organizations) and sectors. These results offer a compelling 
call for a review of the composition of evaluation teams and organizational missions. 
Without improvements, evaluation will continue to contribute to the vast disparities 
in opportunity and outcomes in our state. Alternatively, if the field of evaluation 
rallies together to learn, implement new skills, and critically advocate for Culturally 
Responsive Evaluation approaches, the field can advance a renewed agenda for social 
justice. While we focused on Wisconsin, we encourage other local affiliates to reflect 
on the practices within their own state and their integral role in change. We plan to use 
the results to design future capacity-building programs.

 Inequitable practices in evaluation cannot be tolerated as the impact of such practices 
are widespread and significant. Inequities within the evaluation field are rooted in power 
inequities and are perpetuated by the actions and silence of individuals with privileged 
identities. To create the seismic shift that needs to occur in Wisconsin, advocates of CRE 
must step up to influence the people in power and organize community members to 
authentically engage in the evaluation processes. The current evaluation infrastructure 
and the standards upheld by funders and other stakeholders (as reported in this 
survey) have resulted in wide gaps in the use of CRE and its related principles, most 
notably in the inconsistent representation within evaluation teams and the low number 
of evaluators with the skills to take on anti-oppression work.

CO
N

CLUSIO
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APPENDIX 1: METHODS
As described in this report, ¡Milwaukee Evaluation!, Inc. works on multiple projects, using 

a collaborative approach to achieve a better result. We were intentional about engaging 
many pockets of the community, including ¡Milwaukee Evaluation! members, American 
Evaluation Association members, and local evaluators to gather feedback, build interest, 
and develop leadership and capacity. This engagement served to sustain the impact of 
this work to build a movement around the report’s findings. 

Items
 The survey was developed in several stages. In the first stage, ¡Milwaukee Evaluation! 

crafted questions and discussed options internally. Several blocks of survey questions 
were informed by the self-assessment “Is My Evaluation Culturally Responsive?” 5 by 
Public Policy Associates (2015). The board also discussed content validity and how 
to gather truthful responses in the hopes of minimizing social desirability effects. 
We decided to provide anonymity, requested honesty, and cautioned against socially 
desirable responses in our survey introduction.

 In the next stage, we garnered feedback and guidance from local and national leaders in 
evaluation, including Kathy Newcomer, former AEA President, Cindy Crusto, Yale Faculty 
and a member of the American Evaluation Association Cultural Competence in Evaluation 
Task Force, and Michelle Robinson, formerly with Kids Forward. We incorporated 
their feedback in subsequent additions and discussed large changes as a board (e.g., 
improvements to the survey scales). After all iterations, we piloted the survey link with 
board members for a final review.

 This process culminated in 35 survey items. Twenty-three items were multiple choice 
(e.g., familiarity with CRE, the extent to which the evaluator has reviewed their own 
biases), and five were open-ended (e.g., “provide an example of how you have avoided 
reinforcing cultural stereotypes and prejudice in your work”). Seven additional questions 
gathered demographic information.

Distribution
 The survey was distributed through the software Qualtrics, using an anonymous link. The 

survey invitation was sent out in October of 2017, using ¡Milwaukee Evaluation!’s listserv 
and social media contact lists. The invitation email was also sent directly to more than 15 
evaluation network managers, requesting them to forward it to their networks to widen 
the survey’s reach. As the results came in, we tracked demographics to guide additional 
outreach. We sent additional reminder requests to increase survey respondents who 
identify as non-binary/third gender or male, people of color, people in locations other 
than Madison, and those in sectors outside of academia. Two official reminders were 
sent via ¡Milwaukee Evaluation!’s listserv seven and six days later, respectively. Follow-up 
emails were sent again to network managers or leaders, asking them to share with their 
networks. After reporting to board members with the initial results, we sent one final 
request for participation in our December 2017 newsletter. We received 65 responses, 
with the final response recorded on December 21, 2017.

Participatory and Collaborative Data Analysis and Interpretation
 We used a multi-stage, iterative process to analyze and interpret the survey data. 

 In the first stage (initial exploration), we ran descriptive statistics using MS Excel to 
explore quantitative data. We also used MS Excel to store and perform content analysis 
on the qualitative data generated from open-ended answers. This data was transformed 

5  This tool was created to assess evaluation services for diversity, inclusion, and equity, and it was featured 
in a 4-part webinar series hosted by ¡Milwaukee Evaluation! Inc. and Public Policy Associates, Inc.
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into data placemats used at two data parties, along with an initial presentation at a local 
academic evaluation community of practice, to explore the data.

 In the second stage (data interpretation), we facilitated two participatory data analysis 
sessions in the fall of 2018, attended by 28 people (combined total; see Figure 10 for 
Demographic Information for the Survey and Data Party). 

Gender n % n %

Female 42 78 20 72

Male 6 11 6 21

Non-binary/Third Gender 1 2 0 0

Gender Fluid 1 2 0 0

No Response 4 7 2 7

Age1 n % n %

22-29 13 24 -- --

30-39 19 35 -- --

40-49 9 17 -- --

50-64 7 13 -- --

65+ 1 2 -- --

No Response 5 9 -- --

Race/Ethnicity2 n % n %

People of color (all races/ethnicities) 21 39 10 36

White 33 61 18 64

Black or African American 8 15 4 14

American Indian or Alaska Native & White 2 4 0 0

Hispanic or Latino 2 4 0 0

Asian 1 2 2 7

Asian & Other 0 0 1 4

Black or African American & Hispanic or Latino 1 2 0 0

Black or African American & Other 1 2 1 4

Black or African American & White 1 2 0 0

No Response 5 9 2 7

Organizational Sector n % n %

Academia/Higher Education 27 50 12 43

Community Non-profit 8 15 2 7

Consulting/Private Sector 4 7 2 7

Government (e.g., health department) 4 7 5 18

Foundation or Funder 3 6 1 4

K-12 Education 2 4 0 0

No Response 6 11 2 7

Wisconsin Work Location n % n %

Madison 28 52 21 75

Milwaukee 10 19 4 14

Multiple Cities 3 6 0 0

Southeast WI 2 4 0 0

Eau Claire 1 2 0 0

Menomonie 1 2 0 0

Chicago IL 0 0 1 4

No Response 9 17 2 7

Length of Time Conducting Evaluation-Related Work n % n %

Less than One Year 4 7 3 11

1-2 Years 11 20 2 7

3-5 Years 8 15 8 29

6-10 Years 12 22 5 18

11-15 Years 6 11 3 11

16+ Years 8 15 5 18

No Response 5 9 2 7

Evaluator Identity n % n %

Yes, if someone asks what I do, I say I’m an evaluator. 29 54 18 64

Not primarily. I conduct evaluation-related work, but it’s not my primary job. 20 37 7 25

Other Responses: “In the process of learning more” and “Still in school so too soon to tell” 1 2 1 4

No Response 4 7 2 7

Had Formal Training in Cultural Competence n % n %

Yes 32 59 17 61

No 17 31 9 32

No Response 5 9 2 7

Survey 
Participants

(n  = 54)

Data Party 
Participants

(n  = 28)

Demographic Information for the Survey and Data Party
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Gender n % n %

Female 42 78 20 72

Male 6 11 6 21

Non-binary/Third Gender 1 2 0 0

Gender Fluid 1 2 0 0

No Response 4 7 2 7

Age1 n % n %

22-29 13 24 -- --

30-39 19 35 -- --

40-49 9 17 -- --

50-64 7 13 -- --

65+ 1 2 -- --

No Response 5 9 -- --

Race/Ethnicity2 n % n %

People of color (all races/ethnicities) 21 39 10 36

White 33 61 18 64

Black or African American 8 15 4 14

American Indian or Alaska Native & White 2 4 0 0

Hispanic or Latino 2 4 0 0

Asian 1 2 2 7

Asian & Other 0 0 1 4

Black or African American & Hispanic or Latino 1 2 0 0

Black or African American & Other 1 2 1 4

Black or African American & White 1 2 0 0

No Response 5 9 2 7

Organizational Sector n % n %

Academia/Higher Education 27 50 12 43

Community Non-profit 8 15 2 7

Consulting/Private Sector 4 7 2 7

Government (e.g., health department) 4 7 5 18

Foundation or Funder 3 6 1 4

K-12 Education 2 4 0 0

No Response 6 11 2 7

Wisconsin Work Location n % n %

Madison 28 52 21 75

Milwaukee 10 19 4 14

Multiple Cities 3 6 0 0

Southeast WI 2 4 0 0

Eau Claire 1 2 0 0

Menomonie 1 2 0 0

Chicago IL 0 0 1 4

No Response 9 17 2 7

Length of Time Conducting Evaluation-Related Work n % n %

Less than One Year 4 7 3 11

1-2 Years 11 20 2 7

3-5 Years 8 15 8 29

6-10 Years 12 22 5 18

11-15 Years 6 11 3 11

16+ Years 8 15 5 18

No Response 5 9 2 7

Evaluator Identity n % n %

Yes, if someone asks what I do, I say I’m an evaluator. 29 54 18 64

Not primarily. I conduct evaluation-related work, but it’s not my primary job. 20 37 7 25

Other Responses: “In the process of learning more” and “Still in school so too soon to tell” 1 2 1 4

No Response 4 7 2 7

Had Formal Training in Cultural Competence n % n %

Yes 32 59 17 61

No 17 31 9 32

No Response 5 9 2 7

Survey 
Participants

(n  = 54)

Data Party 
Participants

(n  = 28)

Demographic Information for the Survey and Data Party
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Figure 10. Demographic Data: Survey Participants and Data Party Participants.
1  Age was unintentionally left out of the registration survey for the data party.
2 To offer the respondents a more accurate representation of their race, they could choose all ap-
plicable races/ethnicities instead of just one category.
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Figure 11. An example of one 8.5"x11" data placemat used to prompt small group discussion re-
garding the Culturally Responsive Evaluation Survey data.

Figure 12. Participants at one data session discussing their rec-
ommendations while reviewing the data placemats.

We began the data parties (Franz, 2013) by introducing the survey project goals and shared 
agreements. We were concerned about White fragility creating discord and disagreement 
(e.g., participants voicing defensive statements that would derail truthful dialogue and focus 
the attention on “appeasing” White participants). To address this, we asked participants to 
approve a community agreement that included values such as respect and encouraged 
participants to use “I” statements in their remarks. We subscribed to a shared agreement 
that all participants did not have to be on the same page at the end of the data party, which 
we hoped would lessen the need for uniform responses.

 To allow for individual differences 
in processing times when reviewing 
each new placemat, we asked 
the respondents to quietly and 
individually write down their 
thoughts on an index card. They 
were asked to reflect on the 
question at the top of the placemat 
(“How are evaluators assessing their 
own cultural competence?” and 
“What are your recommendations 
for improving evaluation practices 
in Wisconsin?”). After the individual 
assessments, each table discussed 
their observations as a small group. 
This allowed participants to play 
off of each other’s ideas about the 
data. Participants sat at tables of 4-6 
individuals (see Figure 12).
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 To ensure that we had feedback on all the placemats, each table was asked to start on a 
different placemat and review up to four of the nine placemats. Appointing table leaders 
ensured that the tables continued to progress to additional data placemats and that we 
captured the themes from each group’s discussion. The table leaders had been provided 
information about the meeting process and the placemats ahead of the data party. Index 
cards and notes were gathered at the event, or table leaders later emailed them to the 
facilitators.

 After the small group discussion portion of the data party, the entire data party group 
reconvened to discuss the overall themes that had emerged from their conversations. 
We wanted to encourage individuals to voice any overarching thoughts they or their 
group had regarding the data.

 In the third and final stage (extended interpretation), we conducted additional analysis. 
We conducted cross-tabulations, comparing the results between the evaluators of color 
and White evaluators, and between new evaluators and senior evaluators. We conducted 
a closer examination of qualitative data in the context of quantitative data (and vice 
versa). We also learned a great deal from our presentations at two conferences (the 
2018 Wisconsin Public Health Association, Green Bay, WI and the 2018 Visitor Studies 
Association Conference, Chicago, IL) due to audience feedback (e.g., resources to avoid 
tokenization, how large-scale associations are thinking about CRE integration).

Respondent Demographics
 In total, 65 evaluators or individuals who conduct evaluation-related work responded to 

the survey. Since ¡Milwaukee Evaluation! serves Wisconsin, the analysis focused on the 
54 individuals whom we were able to identify as located in Wisconsin. Figure 10 displays 
the demographic breakdowns of the survey and data party participants. It should 
be noted that 54% of the respondents identified as evaluators, while the remaining 
respondents indicated that evaluation was part of their work. The survey sample was 
mostly female, White, and located in the southeastern part of the state. People of color 
represented 40% of the survey sample. The sample was split in several important ways: 
about half work within academia, and the other half work in a variety of settings from 
government to for-profit and non-profit. About half of the respondents are 40 years 
of age or less, and the other half are 40+ years of age. Slightly more than half (51%) 
have six or more years of evaluation experience, and just over half (54%) identify as 
evaluators.
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