
 
 

16 Sconticut Neck Rd #290 ▪ Fairhaven MA 02719 ▪ www.eval.org ▪ 1-508-748-3326 
 

 

AEA 2007/2008 Internal Scan 
Report to the Membership  
 
The American Evaluation Association undertook an internal scan to learn more about its 
membership during the period September 2007 to January 2008. Methods included an online 
survey of the full membership, follow-up interviews, and online Question and Answer (Q&A) 
groups. 
 
Currently available reports from the scan include: 

• American Evaluation Association Internal Scan Report to the Membership 
• Index of Quantitative Analysis of the 2007 AEA Member Survey 
• Index of Qualitative Analysis of the 2007 AEA Member Survey 
• Index of Qualitative Analysis of Interviews from the 2007-2008 AEA Internal Scan 
• Index of Qualitative Analysis of Online Q&A Groups from the 2007-2008 AEA Internal Scan 
• Presentation of the American Evaluation Association Internal Scan Findings 

 
Currently available instruments from the scan include: 
• AEA Member Survey 2007 
• AEA Member Interviewer Guidelines and Interview Protocol 
• AEA Online Question and Answer (Q&A) Groups Protocol 

 
All reports and instruments listed above may be found online on the AEA website at 
www.eval.org. 
 
This document contains the American Evaluation Association Internal Scan Report to the 
Membership. 

http://www.eval.org/
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The American Evaluation Association (AEA) internal scan, conducted by 
Goodman Research Group, Inc. (GRG) between September 2007 and January 
2008, had the goal of providing the association with accurate and comprehensive 
data on the membership and their professional development needs.  The scan 
included a web-based survey of the entire membership, and follow-up interviews 
and online Q&A groups with samples of the membership. 
 
KEY FINDINGS  
 
AEA Composition  
 
¾ A majority of responding members is female and White and resides 

primarily in the United States; however, the proportion of members of 
color and international members appear to be on the rise. 

¾ A substantial proportion of brand new members are already moderately 
to very experienced in evaluation. 

¾ The primary academic backgrounds of members are Education and 
Psychology. 

¾ The most common primary professional identity among responding 
members is that of evaluator; however, members wear many hats and 
their external identification as evaluators depends on context and 
audience. 

 
Nature of Members’ Evaluation Work 
 
¾ Members are employed in a variety of settings.  While the most 

frequently reported setting is college/university, the majority are 
primarily employed in non-university settings. 

¾ Next to conducting evaluations, the two most commonly practiced forms 
of evaluation work are providing technical assistance and evaluation 
capacity building.  

¾ Aside from program evaluations, the only type of evaluation conducted 
by a majority of responding members, the most three most common 
types of evaluations conducted are performance monitoring, policy 
evaluations, and curricula evaluations. 

¾ Education and health/public health are the membership’s top two content 
areas.  Eight in ten members work in one or both of these areas. 

¾ Approximately two in ten U.S. members focus at least some of their 
evaluation work outside the U.S. 

¾ Key evaluation-related professional challenges include how others 
(mis)understand evaluation, pressure from clients and funders to use 
specific (and sometimes inappropriate) research methods, underutilized 
evaluations, and, for new members in particular, sufficient guidance and 
support for their evaluation work. 

¾ Members with various primary professional identities (i.e., evaluator, 
faculty, researcher) differ significantly by background characteristics, 
time devoted to evaluation, types of evaluation-related work, and content 
areas. 
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Members’ Experiences with AEA 
 
¾ Most members’ strongest professional association affiliation is with 

AEA. Of those who affiliate most strongly with another association, 
AERA is the most frequently mentioned.   

¾ AEA publications – American Journal of Evaluation, New Directions for 
Evaluation, and the Guiding Principles for Evaluators – are the most 
widely used and among the most useful of the association’s resources.  A 
majority of the members also find the annual meeting very useful.  
Relative to other resources, the EVALTALK listserv, Topical Interest 
Groups, and the electronic newsletter are considered less useful. 

¾ Two potential new resources are endorsed highly by a majority of the 
responding members:  an online archive of evaluation materials (e.g., 
reports, instruments) and new live regional training opportunities.  A 
journal targeted to practitioners and updates on relevant public policy 
issues that affect the field of evaluation are also quite popular. Generally, 
the association’s least experienced members, particularly students, are 
most enthusiastic about these offerings.  

¾ There is some uncertainty among members as to what AEA’s current 
role, if any, is in public conversations about evaluation policy, although 
they endorse the association’s involvement in maintaining and promoting 
high quality evaluations and want to be kept abreast of the progress and 
status of such conversations. 

¾ While some members view the evaluation field as tumultuous due to 
ideological and methodological tensions, members generally feel secure 
in the future of evaluation, recognizing that an increasing range of 
organizations are expressing interest in evaluation.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The American Evaluation Association (AEA) contracted with Goodman 
Research Group, Inc. (GRG) in late July 2007 to conduct an internal scan of the 
AEA membership.  The Board appointed a five-person task force to work with 
GRG.  The overarching goal of the scan was to provide the association with 
accurate and comprehensive data on the membership and their professional 
development needs.  The questions of interest at the outset of the scan (see AEA 
RFP in Appendix A) included:   
 
Composition of the Membership: 
y What is the composition of the association’s membership? 
y How experienced are members in the field of evaluation? 
y What academic and non-academic preparation do members have for their 

current positions? 
 
How Members Practice Evaluation: 
y How do members practice evaluation and in what fields? 
y In what settings do members carry out their evaluation work? 
y What are members’ job responsibilities?  
y What is the nature of members’ work in particular sectors? 
y What are members’ evaluation-related professional challenges? 

 
Value of AEA Membership: 
y How does AEA membership benefit members? 
y What is members’ involvement in other professional associations? 
y How useful are AEA’s current services and products? 
y Why are members more or less satisfied with particular 

products/services? 
y What alternative services/products do members desire from AEA? 
y How do members envision the future of AEA and the field of evaluation? 

 
The primary audience for the scan is the AEA Board and the intended use of the 
scan results is to help inform the Board’s strategic planning, in conjunction with 
the results of other association initiatives and considerations (e.g., financial 
considerations, capacity).  AEA is also disseminating the internal scan to the 
membership in a variety of ways.   
 
Following a description of the internal scan methods, we present the results in 
three main sections, beginning with the composition of the membership, turning 
to members’ evaluation-related work, and finally considering members’ 
experiences with AEA.  We then offer conclusions and considerations for use by 
the AEA Board.  An addendum to the report (at the end of this report) outlines 
the presentation and discussion of the findings at the winter 2008 Board meeting.   
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METHODS 
 
The scan was a descriptive study, meant to characterize the AEA membership, 
the nature of members’ work, and their experiences with AEA.  The scan 
included three components (described below) that gathered both quantitative and 
qualitative data.   
 
A WEB-BASED SURVEY OF THE AEA MEMBERSHIP 
 
The AEA Member Survey was conducted with all members, including U.S. and 
international members.  AEA and GRG believed it was important to survey the 
full membership, rather than a sample, in order to emphasize the value AEA 
places on each member’s input (noted in the AEA RFP for the internal scan).   
 
GRG and the AEA task force co-developed the member survey and GRG pilot 
tested the survey with AEA committee members and a small purposive sample of 
other members.  The survey consisted of 28 distinct web pages, including a 
welcome page and thank you/confirmation page, and featured a number of 
branching patterns.  The survey primarily consisted of close-ended questions but 
also included three opportunities for open-ended comments.  (See Appendix B 
for a paper copy of the survey.)   
 
A total of 5,460 surveys were distributed and we received valid responses from 
2,657 members, yielding a response rate of 49%.  We believe the response rate 
achieved in this survey is good.  Nonetheless, half of the membership did not 
respond, and therefore the possibility of nonresponse bias cannot be overlooked.  
We took three steps to explore the possibility of nonresponse bias:  1) we 
conducted a nonrespondent bias survey, 2) we investigated differences between 
earlier and later responders, and 3) we compared the respondents to known data 
for the AEA membership.   
 
The results of the nonrespondent bias survey raise the possibility that stronger 
affiliation with a professional association other than AEA may have been a factor 
in nonresponse.  This is not altogether surprising, as others studies have linked 
salience of issues to response rate.1  Comparing earlier and later respondents to 
the member survey, we found that earlier responders were more likely to be 
White and were somewhat more likely than later respondents to be longer-term 
members of AEA.  However, our comparison of respondent and known 
demographic data suggests the member survey respondents were proportionally 
representative of the entire membership in terms of race; they also were 
proportionally equivalent in terms of gender and US/international status.   
 

 
1 Sheehan, K., & McMillan, S. (1999). Response variation in e-mail surveys: An 
exploration. Journal of Advertising Research, 39, 45-54. 
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The 2007 member survey response rate is slightly higher than the two AEA 
member surveys of which we are aware:  the 2001 AEA member survey (44%)2 
and the 2004 AEA Independent Consulting TIG member survey (37%)3.  The 
response rate is also higher than the response rates of a few other professional 
association member surveys we found in a cursory search of relevant 
professional association web sites:  2003 APSA international membership survey 
(38%)4, 2007 APHA Community Health Planning and Policy Development 
Section member survey (12%)5, and 2008 APHA Statistics Section member 
survey (29%)6. 
 
Finally, in a meta-analysis exploring factors associated with higher response rates 
in electronic surveys, Cook et al. (2000) reported the mean response rate for the 
68 surveys reported in 49 studies was 39.6% (SD=19.6%).7  The studies included 
in this meta-analysis included those published in Public Opinion Quarterly, 
Journal of Marketing Research, and American Sociological Review as well as 
unpublished research. 
 
INTERVIEWS  
 
In order to enhance the findings from the member survey, GRG conducted 
follow-up interviews with a sample of 56 AEA members who responded to 
the survey.  Approximately half of the interviews were completed in person 
at the annual AEA conference in Baltimore in November and the other half 
were completed by telephone in December 2007 and January 2008. 
  
The interview sampling plan was a stratified random sample by evaluator type 
(i.e., evaluators in firms, independent contractor evaluators, evaluators in 
universities, and evaluators in government) and experience in evaluation (i.e., 
number of years working in the field).  The sampling is described in further detail 
in Appendix D.  One exclusion criterion for the interview selection was 
affiliation with the AEA Board or committees.  We also used quotas to limit the 
number of international and Beltway area interviewees (for the in-person 
interviews in Baltimore).   
 
GRG and the AEA task force co-developed the interview protocol and then GRG 
pilot tested the protocol with a small purposive sample of members.  (A copy of 
the protocol is provided in Appendix C.)   
 

 
2 Unpublished data from the AEA office 
3 Jarosewich, T., Essenmacher, V. L., Lynch, C. O., Williams, J. E., Doino-Ingersoll, 
J. (2006). Independent consulting topical interest group: 2004 industry survey. New 
Directions For Evaluation, 111, 9-21. 
4 Retrieved from http://www.apsanet.org/imgtest/survey.pdf 
5 Retrieved from http://www.apha.org/NR/rdonlyres/01EB89FB-FEF6-4E8F-A7F9-
5F1E0DE2CF61/0/chppd_2007_2.pdf 
6 Retrieved from http://www.apha.org/NR/rdonlyres/9983F55B-B29A-465C-AFA6-
269272210411/0/StatSurveyHighlights08_Website.pdf 
7 C. Cook, F. Heath, R.L. Thompson. (2001). A meta-analysis of response rates in 
web- or Internet-based surveys. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60(6), 
821-836. 
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ONLINE Q&A GROUPS  
 
To further explore themes of interest arising from the scan (and in a cost-
effective way), GRG conducted three online Q&A groups, one group with new 
evaluators, one with moderately experienced evaluators in firms (i.e., with 6-10 
years of experience in evaluation), and one with experienced independent 
contractor evaluators (i.e., 11-15 years of experience).  We explored the same 
three topics in each group:  professional identity in evaluation, evaluation-related 
professional challenges, and AEA’s role in evaluation policy.  We used a semi-
structured protocol, developed in consultation with the task force.  (A copy of the 
protocol is provided in Appendix D.)     
 
We assigned every member in each of the strata a random number and initially 
invited 20 from each group (the maximum number of participants we desired per 
group).  (Our exclusion criteria were “in an AEA leadership position” and 
“participated in an internal scan interview.”)  As we received declinations (or no 
response), we invited the next member from our random numbers table.  
Eventually, we exhausted that table, so, ultimately, every member of the strata 
had received an invitation.  Thus, the online Q&A group participants should be 
viewed as a self-selected sample. 
 
Thirty-two members contributed to the groups.  On average, each participant 
posted three responses over the course of one week, with the level of response 
decreasing over the Q&A period.  Despite lower than expected participation, this 
cost-effective data collection method did stimulate some creative thinking among 
members that we believed was worth mining for insights. 
 
DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Survey data were imported into SPSS, where analyses included frequencies, 
crosstabs (with appropriate statistical tests), and nonparametric statistical 
tests.  Where we comment on group differences in the report, they are 
statistically significant at the p<.05 level.   
 
The qualitative data from the survey, interviews and Q&A groups were 
analyzed inductively, allowing for emergent themes.  We analyzed the 
qualitative data in three phases – as we completed the survey, interviews, and 
Q&A groups, respectively, and our approach was to analyze the data by 
question.         
 
Appendix E provides more details on the internal scan methods, including survey 
procedures, a breakdown of the survey response rate over the time it was 
conducted, steps that we took to minimize survey nonresponse, the data from the 
three steps to explore the possibility of nonresponse bias (mentioned above), the 
full sampling plan for the interviews, online Q&A group procedures, and level of 
participation in the online Q&A groups. 
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COMPOSITION OF THE AEA MEMBERSHIP 
 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDING 
MEMBERS 
 
A majority of responding members is female and White and resides primarily in 
the United States.  About half of responding members are in their 40s or 50s and 
one-third are younger than 40.  About half of respondents have doctorates and 
most of the remaining respondents have Master’s degrees (as their highest level 
of education).  Responding members have a range of experience in evaluation, 
with one-third being newer evaluators with less than five years of experience in 
the field.  About two-thirds of respondents have been members of AEA for four 
years or less.  (See Table 1.)   
 
Table 1 
Background Characteristics of Responding Members 
  Percentage 
Gender (n=2,637) Female 

Male 
67% 
33% 

Race/ethnicitya (n=2,620) White 
Black or African American 
Asian 
Hispanic or Latino 
American Indian or Alaskan 
Native 
Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander 
International member 
Chose not to respond 
Other 

73% 
7% 
5% 
5% 
2% 

 
<1% 

 
8% 
3% 
2% 

Primary residence (n=2,648) United States 
Other 

86% 
14% 

Age range (n=2,619) 20s or 30s 
40s 
50s 
60s or older 

33% 
24% 
29% 
14% 

Highest degree (n=2,537) Doctorate 
Master’s 
Bachelor’s 

52% 
42% 
 7% 

Years experience in evaluation 
(n=2,652) 

Less than 5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
16 or more years 

33% 
24% 
16% 
 27% 

Length of membership (n=2,633) b Less than 1 year 
1-4 years 
5 or more years 

21% 
44% 
36% 

a 159 respondents selected more than one response.   
b Respondents self-reported their years of membership, therefore, the possibility of 
measurement error cannot be discounted.  Response choices were <1 year, 1-2 years, 
3-4 years, 5-6 years, 7-8 years, 9-10 years, and 10+ years.  We then separated 
respondents into the three categories shown.  These same three categories were used 
in the AEA 2001 Member Survey to distinguish brand new members, from those 
with a shorter-term commitment, from those with a longer-term commitment. 
NOTE: Due to rounding, percentages may not total 100. 



Experience and Education of New Members 
 
Generally, respondents who are longer-term members of AEA have more 
experience in the evaluation field and have more education (i.e., they are more 
likely to have doctorates) than newer members.  However, it is worth noting that 
among the newest responding members (those who have been members for less 
than one year): 
¾ 38% are moderately to very experienced in evaluation (with six or more 

years of experience) and  
¾ 33% of these new members have doctorates. 

 
Gender, Race, and Education of International Members 
 
The background characteristics of international members, specifically their 
gender, race, and education, differs from U.S. members.  As seen in Figure 1, 
compared to U.S.-based members, higher percentages of those who reside 
outside the United States are male and people of color, and a lower percentage of 
those living outside the U.S. have doctorates.   
 
Figure 1 
Comparison of Gender, Race, and Education of U.S versus International 
Residents 
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Trends in Composition of AEA Membership over Time 
 
Using total years of membership as a proxy for historic intervals, we observe that 
the female, people of color, and international composition of AEA is on the rise.  
As illustrated in Figure 2, compared to those with intermediate- and longer-term 
commitments to the association, higher percentages of new members are female, 
people of color, and reside outside the United States.8  
 
Figure 2 
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Trends in Gender, Racial, and International Composition of AEA Membership 
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BACKGROUND  
 
A
respondents checked off all of the degrees they hold and the fields in wh
hold those degrees.  (From these data, we computed each respondent’s highest 
degree, shown in Table 1). 
 
B
 
N
degree, with Psychology, by far, the most common Bachelor’s degree field 
(26% of those who indicated a field).  Other commonly indicated fields 
included Education and Sociology. (See Table 2).  Additionally, 9% of 
respondents indicated holding a second Bachelor’s degree (n=235), most 
commonly in Education (n=47) or Psychology (n=29). 
 

 
8 The increase in the percentage of females is supported by AEA membership data.  
According to the AEA office, the percentage of females in the association rose from 
60% in 2001 to 66% in 2008.  Among new members, the percentage of females 
climbed from 60% in 1996 to 71% in 2007. 
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Table 2 
Bachelor’s Degree Field, Most Common Responses 
 Percentage 
Psychology 26% 
Sociology 9% 
Education 8% 
Other fields not listed (each field <4%) 58% 
n = 2,389. Percentages include both first and second Bachelor’s degrees.  Due to 
rounding, percentages may not total 100. 
 
Master’s Degree 
 
Eighty-seven percent (n=2,298) of responding members indicated holding a 
Master’s degree and described the field in which they hold that degree; 
Education and Psychology topped the list. (See Table 3). More than one-
tenth of survey respondents (13%, n=351) indicated having a second 
Master’s degree, most commonly in Education (n=36, Health/Public health 
(n=33), Public policy/public administration (n=33), or Business and 
management (n=26). 
 
Table 3 
Master’s Degree Field, Most Common Responses 
 Percentage 
Psychology  15% 
Education 14% 
Health/Public health 10% 
Public policy/public administration  9% 
Other fields not listed (each field <7%)  50% 
n = 2,289. Percentages include both first and second Master’s degrees.  Due to 
rounding, percentages may not total 100. 
 
Doctorate 
 
Just over one-half of members indicated that they hold a doctoral degree 
(54%, n=1,422) and described the field of that degree.  Once again, 
Education and Psychology were the most common degree fields. (See Table 
4).  In addition, 27 participants indicated holding a second doctorate. The 
most common field listed was Evaluation (19% of dual-doctorate holders).  
 



 
G O O D M A N  R E S E A R C H  G R O U P ,  I N C .        A p r i l  2 0 0 8  9

Table 4 
Doctorate Field, Most Common Responses 
 Percentage 
Education 23% 
Psychology 18% 
Educational psychology 10% 
Evaluation  10% 
Sociology 8% 
Health/Public health 6% 
Other fields not listed (each field <5%) 25% 
n = 1,422. Percentages include both first and second doctoral degrees.  
 
MEMBERS’ PROFESSIONAL IDENTITIES IN EVALUATION  
 
The results of the member survey show four overarching member identities, in 
response to the close-ended question, “Many of us wear more than one hat in the 
evaluation field.  What is currently your primary professional identity in the 
evaluation field?” Not surprising, the most common professional identity among 
responding members was that of evaluator; nearly half of the respondents 
identified primarily as evaluators.  The other key identities included university 
faculty members, researchers, and students. The four identities of evaluator, 
faculty, researcher, and student account cumulatively for 85% of the responding 
members. (See Table 5.)      
 
Table 5 
Primary Professional Identity in the Evaluation Field 
 Percentage 
Evaluator (in any capacity) 49% 
College or university faculty member or instructor 15% 
Researcher 14% 
Student involved in evaluation (paid or unpaid) 7% 
Other (each identity <2%) 15% 
n = 2,655 
 
Aside from these predominant identity groups, members are composed of myriad 
smaller groups, including those who choose to describe their professional identity 
using their job titles (e.g., research assistant, research associate, project manager), 
those who identify according to how they are employed (e.g., consultants, 
university employees), trainers, retirees, and others. 
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A Closer Look at Professional Identity 
 
The online Q&A groups further explored the topic of professional identity.  
Participation in the groups was lower than expected; however, the available 
responses help us understand why members do or do not (or would or would not) 
identify themselves as evaluators.  Two factors seem especially important to new 
members:  experience and perceived competence. 
 
New members, in particular, use phrases such as “don’t have enough 
experience,” and “too new to the field” in commenting on why they may not 
identify themselves as evaluators.  They also refer to their competence using 
expressions such as “don’t know enough” or “don’t feel able to offer competent 
evaluation services to someone yet.”  A few new evaluators point to lack of 
certification in evaluation as a factor holding them back from identifying as an 
evaluator. 
 
A common theme among more experienced members is that they “end up 
wearing many hats” in their jobs; thus, the label “evaluator” does not feel 
inclusive enough for them, as one member explains, “Describing myself solely as 
an evaluator can be limiting in the work I do.  Evaluation is a key part of that 
work, but I have expanded my consulting to include fund development, research 
design, survey development, marketing analysis, training and presentations, etc.”   
 
However, perhaps even more important than their self-reference is their 
consideration of what the term means to others, primarily potential clients.  For 
some, the broader term “consultant” is a common sense marketing strategy.  In 
this way, the discussion revealed a chameleon-like quality among members, who 
identify themselves differently depending on the context and/or audience.  One 
member relayed that she uses the terms evaluator and consultant interchangeably, 
but as she unpacked her thoughts in the discussion realized that she tends to “use 
evaluator when I want to stress function and consultant when I want to stress 
business relationship.”   
 
Finally, another opinion is that evaluation (still) has a negative or ambiguous 
connotation to potential clients and consumers of evaluation.  This causes some 
members to shy away from identifying themselves (at least to others) as 
evaluators.  One member, who prefers the term “consultant evaluator” to 
“evaluator,” explains that one of the advantages in this is “altering the 
perceptions of those I am working with, so that we are working together toward a 
goal, rather than me being there to judge them or their work.” 
 
Background Differences by Professional Identity 
 
Compared to other members, a far higher percentage of faculty members have 
doctorates; 90% of the faculty members have doctorates, compared to 60% of 
researchers and 49% of evaluators.9 
 

 
9 As expected, none of the responding members who identified as students had 
doctorates. 
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The faculty group has a higher percentage of males than do other member 
groups, so there is more of a gender balance; the female/male percentage split for 
faculty is 54% females/46% males, compared to 67%/33% for researchers, 
71%/29% for evaluators, and 74%/26% for students.   
 
Among members who identify as evaluators, faculty, or researchers, faculty 
members are the most experienced in the evaluation field and researchers are the 
least experienced.10  For example, 41% of faculty members have more than 16 
years of experience in the field, while only 29% of evaluators and 21% of 
researchers have more than 16 years of experience.  Researchers also are younger 
than evaluators and faculty and, as a group, are newer to AEA.   
 
Faculty Members’ Academic Appointments 
 
Those respondents who indicated a faculty identity in evaluation completed a 
separate set of questions about their academic appointments.  Most faculty 
members hold their primary appointment in an Education department, followed 
by equal numbers in Psychology and Health/Public health departments.  A 
majority are in full-time tenured or tenure-track positions, most commonly as full 
professors. Table 6 displays those results. 
 
Table 6 
Faculty Members’ Academic Appointments 
  Number Percentage 
Department 
appointment (n=395) 

Education 
Psychology 
Health/Public Health 
Educational Psychology 
Social Work 
Public Policy 
Other (each department <5%) 

124 
 51 
 51 
24 
24 
19 

102 

31% 
13% 
13% 
6% 
6% 
5% 
26% 

Level of courses 
(n=369) 

Graduate only 
Graduate and undergraduate 
Undergraduate only 

209 
118 
42 

57% 
32% 
11% 

Appointment (n=391) Tenured or tenure-track full          
professor 
Tenured or tenure-track 
associate professor 
Tenured or tenure-track 
assistant professor 
Nontenure track position 
Other 

122 
 

95 
 

69 
 

73 
32 

31% 
 

24% 
 

18% 
 

19% 
8% 

Status (n=396) Full-time 
Part-time 

367 
29 

93% 
7% 

 
 

                                                 
10 The vast majority (85%) of students had less than five years of evaluation 
experience, and only 1 percent had 16 or more years. 
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MEMBERS’ EMPLOYMENT IN EVALUATION  
 
The highest percentage of members is employed at colleges or universities.  
Others’ key ways of being employed include as employees in research, 
evaluation, and/or consulting firms, as independent contractors, as employees in 
local, state, or federal government and as employees in non-profit organizations.  
(See Table 7.)   
 
Table 7 
Primary Employment in Evaluation  
 Percentage 
Employee of a college/university 29% 
Employee of a research evaluation and/or consulting firm 19% 
Self-employed independent contractora 16% 
Employee of a local, state, or federal government 12% 
Non-profit organization 7% 
Student involved in evaluation (paid or unpaid) 6% 
Other b 11% 
n = 2,649 
a Independent contractors work primarily in non-profit companies/agencies (59%) and 
state or local government (45%).  They also are contracted by colleges/universities 
(38%), non-profit research firms (33%), foundations (33%), federal government (27%), 
for-profit research firms (24%), and for-profit companies (16%). 
b Some of the other places of employment mentioned by respondents included 
foundations, schools, and international organizations. 
 
NEXUS OF PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY AND EMPLOYMENT 
 
Respondents who identified as evaluators were distributed primarily among 
firms, independent contractors, universities, government, and non-profits. These 
five subgroups account cumulatively for 89% of the members who identify as 
evaluators.   
 
In contrast, the vast majority of respondents who identified as faculty members 
were employed in evaluation in universities,11 while a small percentage were 
employed in evaluation as independent contractors.   
 
Respondents who identified as researchers were primarily and evenly distributed 
between universities and firms.  (See Table 8.) 
 

                                                 
11 In addition to the evaluation-related work they do at their colleges/universities, 
74% of faculty are contracted to do evaluation-related work in other settings.  Of 
those who practice evaluation outside their universities, the highest percentage (37%) 
are contracted to do work in state or local governments. 
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Table 8 
Primary Employment in Evaluation by Key Professional Identity Groups 
 Percentage 

Employee of a research evaluation and/or 
consulting firm 25% 

Self-employed independent contractor  22% 
Employee of a college/university 18% 
Employee of local, state, or federal 
government 14% 

Employee of a non-profit 10% 

Evaluator (n=1,311) 

Other 11% 
Employee of a college/university 79% 
Self-employed independent contractor 13% 

Faculty (n=395) 

Other 8% 
Employee of a college/university 33% 
Employee of a research evaluation and/or 
consulting firm 31% 

Employee of local, state, or federal 
government 12% 

Self-employed independent contractor 8% 

Researcher (n=358) 

Other 16% 
Student involved in evaluation (paid or 
unpaid) 73% 

Employee of a college/university 10% 

Student (n=194) 

Other 17% 
 
 
MEMBERS’ EVALUATION-RELATED WORK 
 
TIME DEVOTED TO EVALUATION 
 
Overall, AEA members devote more than half of their work time to evaluation.  
However, as Figure 3 shows, members who identify as evaluators spend 
considerably more time on evaluation than do faculty, researchers, and students.  
While this is not very surprising, the contrast in time devoted to evaluation is 
nonetheless remarkable.  
 



Figure 3 
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Evaluation by Professional Identity 

ount of time they devote to evaluation.  Of 

n 

n 

VALUATION-RELATED WORK 

early all members are involved in conducting evaluations, yet only 8% of them 

 

able 9  
Evaluation-Related Work in Which Members Engage  
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note, evaluators in non-profits spend less of their work time on evaluation than 
do other types of evaluators. Evaluators in nonprofits also are less experienced i
evaluation compared to their counterparts in other employment settings.  Forty-
five percent of evaluators in non-profits have less than five years of experience i
evaluation, compared to 35% of university-based evaluators, 30% of evaluators 
in government, 27% of evaluators in firms, and 14% of independent contractor 
evaluators who have less than five years of experience.   
 
E
 
N
focus exclusively on this form of evaluation.  Most practice other evaluation-
related work, as presented in Table 9.  Next to conducting evaluations, the two
most commonly practiced forms of evaluation are: 
¾ providing technical assistance and  
¾ evaluation capacity building.  

 
T
Types of 
  Percentage 
Conducting evaluations (in any capacity) 91% 
Technical assistance 57% 
Evaluation capacity building 54% 
Training others in evaluation 48% 
Writing about evaluation 45% 
Planning/contracting for evaluations that others conduct 39% 
Teaching evaluation 30% 
n = 2,645 
 


	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	KEY FINDINGS 
	AEA Composition 
	Nature of Members’ Evaluation Work
	Members’ Experiences with AEA


	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	A WEB-BASED SURVEY OF THE AEA MEMBERSHIP
	INTERVIEWS 
	ONLINE Q&A GROUPS 
	DATA ANALYSIS

	COMPOSITION OF THE AEA MEMBERSHIP
	BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDING MEMBERS
	Experience and Education of New Members
	Gender, Race, and Education of International Members
	Trends in Composition of AEA Membership over Time

	PATHWAYS INTO EVALUATION:  ACADEMIC BACKGROUND 
	Bachelor’s Degree
	Master’s Degree
	Doctorate

	MEMBERS’ PROFESSIONAL IDENTITIES IN EVALUATION 
	A Closer Look at Professional Identity
	Background Differences by Professional Identity
	Faculty Members’ Academic Appointments

	MEMBERS’ EMPLOYMENT IN EVALUATION 
	NEXUS OF PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY AND EMPLOYMENT

	MEMBERS’ EVALUATION-RELATED WORK
	TIME DEVOTED TO EVALUATION
	EVALUATION-RELATED WORK
	CONTENT AREAS
	Evaluation-Related Work Focused Outside the United States

	CONDUCTING EVALUATIONS
	Role in Conducting Evaluations
	Types of Evaluations Conducted

	EVALUATION-RELATED PROFESSIONAL CHALLENGES
	HOW MEMBERS EXPLAIN THEIR EVALUATION WORK

	MEMBERS’ EXPERIENCES WITH AEA
	STRENGTH OF AFFILIATION
	THE VALUE OF CURRENT RESOURCES
	Awareness and Use of Resources
	Perceived Usefulness of Resources
	Annual Meeting
	Journals


	ENVISIONING THE FUTURE OF AEA
	Desirability of New Services/Products
	Online Archive 
	Regional Trainings
	Journal for Practitioners
	Evaluation Policy

	Future of Evaluation  
	Advice to AEA to Prepare for the Future


	CONCLUSIONS
	CONSIDERATIONS FOR USE 
	CONSIDERATIONS FOR LONG-TERM DATA COLLECTION

	ADDENDUM:  PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AT WINTER 2008 AEA BOARD MEETING
	INTERNAL SCAN METHODS
	Web-Based Survey of the AEA Membership
	Sampling Plan
	Description of the Survey 
	 Steps to Minimize Nonresponse
	Response Rate and Steps to Understand Nonresponse Bias
	Survey Analysis


	INTERVIEWS
	ONLINE Q&A GROUPS

	Word Bookmarks
	OLE_LINK3
	Q0003
	OLE_LINK2
	OLE_LINK4
	OLE_LINK1
	TL0002
	Q0001
	TL0003
	LINE0001
	TL0004
	LINE0002
	Q0002
	TL0005
	LINE0004
	Q0004
	TL0006
	LINE0006
	TL0007
	Q0005
	Q0014
	TL0008
	LINE0008
	Q0015
	Q0016
	LINE0010
	TL0009
	Q0017
	Q0018
	LINE0011
	LINE0012
	TL0010
	Q0019
	Q0028
	LINE0014
	TL0011
	Q0029
	Q0038
	LINE0016
	TL0012
	Q0039
	Q0072
	LINE0018
	TL0013
	Q0073
	Q0074
	Q0075
	Q0077
	Q0078
	Q0079
	LINE0019
	LINE0020
	TL0014
	Q0080
	LINE0021
	Q0081
	LINE0022
	TL0015
	Q0082
	Q0083
	LINE0024
	TL0016
	Q0084
	LINE0026
	TL0017
	TL0018
	LINE0027
	Q0085
	Q0086
	Q0087
	Q0088
	LINE0028
	Q0099
	LINE0029
	Q0100
	TL0019
	LINE0031
	TL0020
	TL0021
	Q0101
	Q0102
	Q0103
	Q0104
	Q0107
	Q0110
	Q0113
	Q0116
	Q0118
	Q0119
	LINE0033
	Q0120
	TL0022
	LINE0035
	TL0023
	TL0024
	LINE0036
	TL0025
	Q0152
	LINE0038
	Q0153
	Q0154
	LINE0041
	TL0027
	TL0028
	LINE0042
	TL0029
	TL0030
	LINE0044
	TL0031
	LINE0045
	LINE0046
	TL0032
	TL0033
	LINE0047
	Q0182
	LINE0048
	LINE0049
	LINE0050
	Q0183
	TL0034
	TL0035
	Q0184
	Q0185
	Q0186
	Q0187
	LINE0051
	Q0188
	LINE0052
	Q0189
	TL0036
	LINE0054
	Q0198
	Q0199
	TL0037
	LINE0055
	LINE0056
	TL0038
	TL0039
	TL0040
	TL0041
	LINE0057
	TL0042
	TL0043
	TL0044
	OLE_LINK7
	OLE_LINK8
	OLE_LINK5
	OLE_LINK6
	OLE_LINK10
	OLE_LINK9


