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Background: Evaluators have a professional and ethical
responsibility to contribute to the “advancement of an
equitable and just society” (American Evaluation Association
[AEA], 2018b). A rich body of scholarship provides guidance
about how evaluators can do so through culturally
responsive, social justice—oriented and decolonizing
evaluation approaches, as well as culturally responsive
methods, attending to power and privilege in program and
evaluation contexts, and partnering with communities. In this
article, we provide guidance for examining how the program
being evaluated attends to issues of equity and social justice.

Purpose: We present a framework for investigating equity
and social justice within programs through the criteria that
evaluations pursue. The framework is offered as a map of
possibilities and a thinking tool to help evaluators surface,
examine, and negotiate varying values and design evaluative
lines of inquiry to address them.

Setting: We write as evaluation faculty in colleges of
education. We approached the framework through the lens
of our shared commitment to advancing equity and social
justice in evaluation practice. We aimed to bring together our
differing areas of expertise and lived experiences to develop
a resource to support evaluators in advancing equity and
social justice.
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Intervention: Not applicable.
Research Design: Not applicable.

Data Collection and Analysis: Our work builds on a previously
published model of criteria domains. Each domain reflects a
broad category of program characteristics or results that can
be deemed important or desirable for a given program and
context. Here, we refine and expand the model by applying
an equity and social justice lens to 11 different criteria
domains. We draw on the social justice—oriented evaluation
literature for guidance and examples about how evaluators
can advance equity and social justice within each domain and
associated lines of inquiry.

Findings: The framework outlines 11 criteria domains in
which a program’s contribution to equity and social justice
might be examined. We describe each domain and apply it to
an example evaluation to illustrate. We conclude by
discussing the use of the framework to advance equity and
social justice through evaluation practice, education, and
scholarship.
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Evaluators have a professional and ethical
responsibility to contribute to the “advancement of
an equitable and just society” (American Evaluation
Association [AEA], 2018b). This responsibility is
rooted in evaluation’s role in helping society deepen
understanding of social issues and possible
approaches to address them (Cronbach &
Associates, 1980; Greene, 2006; Thomas &
Campbell, 2021). Ultimately, evaluation can be
used to inform action to address complex problems
and improve social conditions (M. Hall, 2020;
Hopson & Cram, 2018; Rossi et al., 2019).

Many social issues and conditions are produced
and upheld through the destructive forces and

consequences of interlocking systems of
oppression. These include colonization and
colonialism (Chilisa et al., 2016;

Waapalaneexkweew, 2018), racism (Hall, 2018;
Thomas et al., 2018), sexism (Hood & Cassaro,
2002; Sielbeck-Bowen et al., 2002), ableism and
marginalization of people with disabilities
(Jacobson et al., 2012; Mertens, 1999),
socioeconomic inequities and class oppression
(AEA, n.d.), and homophobia, transphobia, and
other oppression based on sexual orientation and
gender identity (Miller, 2018; Phillips et al., 2023).
Evaluators have highlighted the critical role
evaluation can play in dismantling systems of
oppression and fostering positive change and
healing (AEA, n.d.; Canadian Evaluation Society,
n.d.; McBride et al., 2020; Neubauer et al., 2020).
Specifically, evaluation can be used to provide
evidence about programs and contexts, foster
learning, and improve decision-making to promote
“healthy, just, and equitable communities”
(Thomas & Campbell, 2021, p. 6).

A rich body of scholarship provides guidance
about how evaluators can advance equity and social
justice in their practice. This includes literature that
advances culturally responsive (e.g., Hood et al.,
2015; Manswell-Butty, 2004; Thomas, 2004),
social justice—oriented (e.g., Mertens & Wilson,
2019), and decolonizing (e.g., Chilisa & Bowman,
2023; Cram, 2016) evaluation approaches and
frameworks—and outlines the shared
commitments that underpin these approaches (e.g.,
Jordan & Hall, 2023; Thomas & Campbell, 2021).
Further, the literature addresses culturally
responsive evaluation methods (e.g., Bowen &
Tillman, 2015; J. Hall, 2020a), attending to power
and privilege in program and evaluation contexts
(e.g., J. Hall, 2020b; Thomas & Campbell, 2021),
and partnering with communities who are involved
with and affected by the program and focal issues
(e.g., Bledsoe, 2021; Madison, 1992; McBride et al.,
2020). Evaluators can also focus their inquiry to
examine how the program, policy, or other

initiative being studied (i.e., the evaluand) itself
advances equity and social justice or reinforces
inequity and injustice (Giacomini & Hurley, 2008;
Rogers, 2016; Teasdale, 2021). To do this,
evaluators can work with those involved and
affected to identify the evaluand characteristics or
results that are important or necessary for the
evaluand to advance greater equity or social justice
within the focal community (Bledsoe, 2021;
Teasdale et al., 2024; Thomas & Campbell, 2021).
These desired characteristics or results can serve as
evaluative criteria that define a “high-quality” or
“impactful” evaluand (Teasdale, Pitts, et al., 2023).
Criteria, in turn, guide the evaluator’s line of
inquiry by shaping the evaluation questions,
performance indicators, and methods they pursue
and the conclusions they reach (Patton, 2021;
Teasdale, 2022a).

To date, there is limited literature about the
specific criteria and lines of inquiry evaluators
might investigate when examining issues of equity
and social justice within the evaluands they study.
Thus, there have been calls for scholarship to
deepen the knowledge base about equity- and social
justice-focused criteria and lines of inquiry (Gates,
Williamson, et al.,, 2022; Teasdale, 2022a;
Teasdale, Strasser, et al., 2023). In response, we
present a framework in this paper to support and
guide evaluators in defining equity- and social
justice—focused criteria and using those criteria to
shape  evaluation  questions, performance
indicators, and evaluative conclusions. We begin by
discussing our positionality and the context for this
article. Next, we review the literature on evaluative
criteria and explain how we developed the
framework. We then outline the framework by
describing 11 domains in which a program’s
contribution to equity and social justice might be
examined and applying each domain to an example
evaluation. We conclude by discussing the use of
the framework in evaluation practice, education,
and scholarship.

Context and Author Positionality

We are evaluation faculty in colleges of education.
We began our collaboration in the fall of 2020 in
the context of the COVID-19 pandemic and
uprisings for racial justice across the United States
and around the world. At that time, many social and
educational programs and funders were grappling
with their roles in systems of oppression and how
they could advance equity and social justice. We
understood that evaluation can play a critical role
in advancing equity and social justice for programs.
Thus, we embarked on our research partnership to



Journal of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation

elevate and learn from social justice—oriented
evaluators—specifically, those who had long
worked to advance racial equity and justice—and
develop resources to support evaluation practice.

Rebecca Teasdale identifies as a white, queer,
abled, cisgender woman. Her interest in the topic
stemmed from her efforts to advance equity and
social justice in her evaluation practice and her
research on evaluative criteria. Through her
scholarship, she seeks to make values and
definitions of quality more explicit in evaluation
practice and support evaluators in systematically
identifying, negotiating, and applying -criteria.
Cherie Avent identifies as a Black, abled, cisgender
woman, spouse, and mother. In her scholarship she
investigates the intersections of social justice—
oriented evaluation and influences on evaluator
practices. Her interest in the subject is rooted in a
commitment to centering culture and social justice
in her evaluation research and practice. We
approached the framework reported here through
the lens of our shared commitment to advancing
equity and social justice in evaluation. We aimed to
bring together our differing areas of expertise and
lived experiences to develop resources to support
the field in fulfilling our collective responsibility to
the “advancement of an equitable and just society”
(AEA, 2018b).

Evaluative Criteria

We conceptualize evaluation as a practice of
examining the quality (i.e., value, merit,
significance) of an evaluand to deepen
understanding, identify improvements, or fulfill
accountability requirements (Schwandt & Gates,
2021). This requires understanding what “quality”
means for the specific evaluand, context, and
constituents. * In evaluation theory, these
definitions of quality are referred to as evaluative
criteria (Davidson, 2005a). Criteria represent
people’s visions of a high-quality evaluand by
describing the characteristics or results that are
deemed important or desirable (Davidson, 2005b;
House, 2015; Mark et al., 2000; Schwandt, 2015).
Thus, criteria represent values about what matters
most (Gates et al., 2024).

Criteria are often associated with Scriven’s
(2007, 2012) logic of evaluation. In this framing,
evaluators establish criteria of merit, set standards
for each criterion, and compare the evaluand’s
performance to the standards (Fournier, 1995). In

! In this article we use the term “constituents” to refer to
community members, program participants, staff,
program leaders, evaluation commissioners, and

this view, criteria are understood as evaluand-
specific indicators of quality. Ozeki et al. (2019)
note that “synonyms sometimes used by evaluators
to describe criteria include indicators, measures, or
variables” (p. 1).

Evaluative criteria also function at a broader
level. In interviews with evaluators, Stake et al.
(1997) found that:

evaluators spoke of criteria but not so much as
succinct and critical particulars—as Scriven
prescribed—but more as broad classes in which
data can be placed and easily referred to [...]
Seldom are the criteria seen as direct criteria of
merit but rather information categories from
which interpretations of merit are made.

(p.92)

That 1is, criteria are understood as broad
dimensions of quality that evaluators use to
represent and organize different perspectives on
quality. Addressing this level, criteria are also
referred to as dimensions of success, quality
domains, and criteria domains (Teasdale, Moore, et
al., in press).

We use an inverted triangle (Figure1) to
represent the multiple levels on which evaluative
criteria operate (Sadler, 1985; Teasdale, 2022b). At
the wide top, criteria function as broad quality
categories. These dimensions of quality help
evaluators distill and make explicit the essence of
what matters most for the context and
constituents—and then shape lines of inquiry to
address the relevant evaluand characteristics or
results. At the narrow bottom of the triangle,
criteria function as evaluand-specific indicators of
quality. These concrete definitions of quality are
derived by operationalizing the broad categories at
the top of the triangle and then used to guide data
collection and synthesis of evidence to reach
conclusions.

Evaluation professional organizations in North
America have called on evaluators to engage with
values transparently (AEA, 2018a, 2018b;
Yarbrough et al.,, 2011). Thus, for both levels,
evaluators are urged to select and articulate explicit
criteria (Davidson, 2005b; Greene et al., 2011;
Roorda & Gullickson, 2019; Schwandt, 2015;
Teasdale, Pitts, et al., 2023). Yet, in practice,
evaluative criteria—and the values they represent—
often remain unstated and implicit (Greene, 2012;
Gullickson, 2020; Gullickson & Hannum, 2019;
Teasdale, Strasser, et al., 2023). To support explicit

evaluators who are involved with and affected by a
specific evaluand and evaluation.
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attention to criteria, scholars have developed
frameworks that outline quality categories for
evaluators to consider (e.g., Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD],
2019; Teasdale, 2021) and describe ethical
perspectives for guiding criteria selection (Roorda
& Gullickson, 2019). Rubrics are also advanced as a
means for explicating evaluand-specific criteria,
defining “good” performance, and guiding
synthesis of evidence and criteria to reach
conclusions (Davidson, 2005b; Dickinson &
Adams, 2017; Martens, 2018; King et al., 2013).
(See Montrosse-Moorhead (2022) for additional
methods of synthesis across criteria.)

Model of Criteria Domains

Our work builds on Teasdale’s (2021; Teasdale,
Pitts, et al., 2023) model of evaluative criteria,
which describes two aspects: domain and source.
Domains refer to the focus or substance of a
criterion by describing high-level categories of
evaluand characteristics or results that can define
quality. Sources describe the individual, group, or
document from which criteria can be drawn. In this
article, we focus primarily on criteria domains.

The domains in the model were identified
through synthesis of existing criteria guidelines,

Figure 1. Evaluative Criteria at Multiple Levels

followed by empirical research. To begin, Teasdale
(2021) synthesized three bodies of guidelines: (1)
frameworks from the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) and its
Development Assistance Committee (DAC; OECD,
1991, 1999, 2002, 2018),2 (2) guidelines from the
Canadian and U.S. federal governments (Centre for
Excellence for Evaluation, 2015; Dumaine, 2012;
Shipman, 2012; Treasury Board of Canada
Secretariat, 2012, 2016; United States General
Accounting Office, 1988), and (3) guidance from
evaluation scholars (Armytage, 2011; Chianca,
2008; Davidson, 2005b; Greene et al., 2011;
Hurteau et al.,, 2009; Schwandt, 2015; Scriven,
2000). Next, a series of empirical studies were
conducted to refine the list of domains. These
included analysis of evaluation reports (Teasdale,
2021, 2022a) and peer-reviewed evaluation studies
(Teasdale, Strasser, et al., 2023).

The resulting list of domains (Table1)
describes high-level categories of quality with
relevance for a range of evaluands. The domains are
defined broadly so they can be adapted and
operationalized to align with specific evaluands,
contexts, and constituents. The list is intended not
to be prescriptive but to serve as a map of
possibilities (Teasdale, 2021).

Criteria as broad categories of quality
(Stake et al., 1997)

Criteria as

program-
specific quality

indicators
(Scriven, 2012)

2 The OECD/DAC guidelines were revised in 2019
(OECD, 2019) to incorporate previous guidance for
evaluations of humanitarian assistance (OECD, 1999).

The humanitarian assistance criteria had already been
included in the synthesis described above.
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Table 1. Criteria Domains

Domain Essential question Description
Alignment How well does the evaluand Evaluand is consistent and coordinated with larger
complement or fit with other or related initiatives, programs, or policies.
programes, initiatives, policies,
etc.?
Design/ Is the evaluand well-conceived Conceptualization and execution of evaluand are

Implementation

Equity

Experience/
Relevance

Outcomes/
Impact
Reach/
Access

Relevance

Replicability

Resource Use /
Resource Allocation

Sustainability

Unintended Effects

and well-executed?

Does the evaluand advance
equity?

Do people have a positive
experience with or positive
attitude about the evaluand?

Did the evaluand work? Did it
yield desired benefits?

Did the evaluand serve and retain
the intended participants?

Was the evaluand well-matched
to participants’ or community
needs and circumstances?
Could the evaluand work
elsewhere?

Was the evaluand cost-effective?

Was the evaluand adequately
funded?

Are the benefits long-lasting?

Did the evaluand have side
effects?

consistent with relevant theory, best practices, or
requirements. Evaluand is conducted as planned.
Evaluand fits the context.

Opportunities, experiences, benefits, and results are
fair and just. Evaluand attends to historical or
structural inequities. Evaluand prioritizes
minoritized populations.

Evaluand activities are delivered in a way that is
respectful, rewarding, or enjoyable. Participants or
staff have a positive opinion or attitude about
evaluand or its activities. Participants or staff are
willing to adopt evaluand or choose to incorporate it
into their ongoing activities.

Evaluand achieves its desired short-term or long-
term outcomes, impact, effects, or results.

Evaluand serves and retains intended participants.
Intended participants are able to engage with the
evaluand without undue barriers.

Evaluand aims and activities are consistent with the
needs, requirements, culture, interests, or
circumstances of its intended participants.

Evaluand components, activities, or its underlying
model or principles can be duplicated or adapted to
another context.

Evaluand funding, personnel, and materials are used
economically. Funding, personnel, and materials are
sufficient for implementation. Evaluand yields an
appropriate level of benefit in relation to the funds,
personnel, and materials required.

Evaluand has (or is likely to have) long-term benefits
through lasting outcomes or continuation of
activities.

Evaluand is associated with absent or minimal
negative consequences or with unplanned positive
consequences.

Adapted from Teasdale, 2021; Teasdale, Pitts, et al., 2023; and Teasdale, Strasser et al., 2023.

in defining and applying equity and social justice as
an evaluative criterion in their practices.

In the model (Teasdale, 2021; Teasdale,
Strasser, et al., 2023), the Equity domain addresses
whether and how (a) opportunities, experiences,
and outcomes are fair and just; (b) the evaluand

Equity as an Evaluative Criterion

The model presented in Table 1 includes Equity as
one of 11 criteria domains. In this article, we refine
and expand the Equity domain to assist evaluators
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addresses historical or structural inequities; and (c)
the evaluand centers minoritized populations. 3
Conceptualizations of equity are highly contextual
(Avent, 2025, Avent et al., 2023; Boyce et al., 2023).
Therefore, rather than imposing a particular
definition of equity, the domain directs attention to
the issues of equity that are most salient for the
evaluand, context, and constituents.

Other scholars and frameworks have also
addressed equity as an evaluative criterion. For
example, Kirkhart (2016) explains:

...equity may be used in the evaluation as a
criteria of merit of the evaluand. This may
apply to program process (e.g., equity of access
to or experience with program services) or
program outcome (e.g., equitable impacts of
services across diverse consumers). To what
extent has inequity been addressed and
reduced by this evaluand (or have inequities
been maintained or even increased)? (p. 116)

Boyce and Smith (2021) define the criterion of
equity as “parity in program access, participation,
and accomplishment for all program participants,
especially those least well-served in the context
(Greene, Boyce, & Ahn, 2011)” (p. 2). Gullickson
and Hannum (2019) argue that using equity as a
criterion allows evaluators to check for alignment
between the values a program espouses, the values
enacted in its practices, and the values realized in
its outcomes.

Rogers (2016) reports that much of the focus on
equity as a criterion centers on measuring unequal
program results. However, in an empirical study,
Gates and colleagues found that evaluators defined
the criterion of equity in terms of program reach
and access, differential experiences and outcomes,
and root causes of inequities (Gates, Madres, et al.,
2022). Further, Giacomini and Hurley (2008)
report that equity is widely embraced as a criterion
for evaluating health programs and policies by
addressing resource distribution and decision-
making. Boyce and colleagues (2023) found that
evaluators working in science, education,
technology, and mathematics (STEM) education
contexts more often investigated the criterion of
diversity, which addresses demographic variety
among program participants and leaders, rather
than equity. Boyce and colleagues (2023) also
reported it was unclear whether STEM education
evaluators investigated the criterion of inclusion,
defined as the extent to which “participants are and

3 We use the term “dominant” to refer to social groups
afforded more power, privilege, and resources than
others (AMA, 2021; J. Hall, 2020b). We use the term

feel welcomed, embraced, included, and valued as
learners” (p. 68). They urged greater attention to
the criteria of equity and inclusion in order to assess
“programmatic attention toward diversity, equity,
and inclusivity” (p. 69).

In contrast to frameworks that include equity
as an evaluative criterion, the revised OECD/DAC
framework for international development (OECD,
2019) does not list equity as a stand-alone criterion.
Instead, evaluators are encouraged to conduct
equity-focused analysis within investigations of the
relevance and effectiveness criteria. For example,
when evaluating effectiveness, evaluators are urged
to look beyond overall outcomes to examine
differential outcomes and outcomes for
marginalized groups. This mirrors empirical
findings from Teasdale (2022a; Teasdale, Strasser,
et al., 2023) that suggest the Equity domain may
function as a lens that cuts across other domains
(e.g., equity of outcomes, equity of experiences).

As part of our larger collaboration, we
investigated criteria in evaluations of programs in
which racial equity and justice played a role
(Teasdale et al., 2024). Our findings confirmed that
evaluators do examine the criterion of Equity
within and across multiple criteria domains (e.g.,
equity of access, equitable outcomes) and expanded
the scope to include both Equity and Social Justice,
reflecting the language evaluators used. Our
findings began to explicate an emerging framework
of how evaluators can apply the Equity / Social
Justice criterion as a cross-cutting lens.

In this article, we present a fully developed
framework. We aim to address gaps in evaluator
training related to criteria (Teasdale, Pitts, et al.,
2023), which may contribute to the limitations in
understanding and use of criteria documented by
OzeKi et al. (2019). Specifically, we offer a resource
to support evaluators in negotiating differing
perspectives on equity and social justice (Avent et
al., 2023), navigating preset lines of inquiry that
may not adequately address equity and social
justice (Gates, Williamson, et al., 2022; Teasdale et
al., 2024), and identifying appropriate equity- and
justice-focused indicators and metrics (Teasdale et
al., 2024).

Framework of Criteria for Investigating
Equity / Social Justice Within Programs

Table 2 presents the framework for applying the
criterion of Equity / Social Justice as a lens that cuts

“minoritized” to refer to groups afforded less power,
privilege, and resources through active processes of
oppression (AMA, 2021; Benitez, 2010).
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summarize each domain in the framework and
apply it to an example evaluation.

across other criteria domains. In this section, we
describe our development process. We then

Table 2. Framework for Applying the Criterion of Equity / Social Justice as a Lens Across Other Criteria

Domains

Criteria domain

Equity / Social Justice domain applied as a cross-cutting lens

Essential questions

Guidance and examples from the evaluation
literature

Alignment In what ways is the evaluand What is the value of the intervention in relation to
part of a coordinated, longer- [...] equity-focused national priorities and national
term strategy to advance and international partners’ equity-focused policies
equity and social justice? and global references such as human rights?
How does it build on or (Bamberger & Segone, 2011, p. 35)
advance other equity-focused
work? Did the project build upon or incorporate previous
How does it align with broader inclusion efforts in the community, and if so, how?
priorities regionally, nationally, (Elam & Walker, 2021 p. 219)
or globally?

Design/ How does the evaluand take Too often program theory is based on perceived

Implementation

the root causes of inequities
into account?

In what ways does the
evaluand attend to both
immediate needs and larger
systems and structures?

In what ways does the
underlying program theory
reflect deficit perspectives
regarding minoritized
populations?

How does the evaluand
employ inclusive, equitable,
culturally sustaining, or
culturally relevant practices?
How do the design and
activities reflect the values and
perspectives of minoritized
populations?

In what ways were context
and culture taken into account
in evaluand design?

How were equity goals and
processes incorporated into
the planning of the evaluand
and/or reflected in the
program theory?

How were culture, language,
or race considered in the
development of the evaluand?

pathologies of the communities and families rather
than the “root causes” of the conditions of social
and economic impoverishment [...] Evaluators must
examine the systems and institutions that sustain
an inequitable distribution of resources and
opportunities. (Thomas et al., 2018, p. 523)

What are the power dynamics operating within the
project or between the project and the
surrounding community? To what extent was the
project implemented fairly, ethically, culturally
appropriately, and in a way consistent with legal
and professional standards? (Thomas & Campbell,
2021, p. 317)

How and in what ways are project leadership
attending to inclusion and cultural issues across
components? (Boyce & Smith, 2021)

More specific evaluation questions can be asked
about the extent to which processes address
[equity and gender equality], and about the results:
To what extent were gender equality goals and
processes incorporated into the planning of the
intervention? To what extent did the intervention
promote equal access by men and women to the
benefits of the activity to resources, services and
skills? (Rogers, 2016, p. 207)

How did logistics and execution of activities take
into consideration the community and cultural
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To what extent is this strategy
likely to be effective in
reducing inequities?

What is the quality of services
for the minoritized
populations?

Are there disparities in
services received between
members of minoritized and
dominant groups?

context of the priority population? (Elam & Walker,
2021, p. 23)

How did the grantee work to avoid disparities in
the services received by different racial and ethnic
groups? (Elam & Walker, 2021, p. 27)

[Evaluators] assessed the extent to which program
staff shared social identities with focal
communities [...] Evaluators also examined the
extent to which program leaders and staff
demonstrated an understanding of social justice
and the capacity to do equity-focused work, the
extent to which programs engaged (or did not
engage) communities of color, and how programs
used community input in program design.
(Teasdale et al., 2024, pp. 15-16)

Experience How do members of Third, equity may be used in the evaluation as a
minoritized groups experience  criterion of merit of the evaluand. This may apply
the evaluand? to program process (e.g., equity of access or
Are there disparities in experience with program services). (Kirkhart, 2016,
satisfaction between members  p. 116)
of minoritized and dominant
groups? How do different groups of participants experience
Are there disparities in the project activities? (Thomas & Campbell, 2021,
participants’ experiences orin . 317)
how they are treated?

Are there disparities in What is the project culture and climate? What are

willingness to engage with the  participant experiences and sense of belonging?

evaluand or the acceptability Are there differences in experience across groups?

of the evaluand between (Boyce & Smith, 2021)

members of minoritized and

dominant groups? Evaluators investigated whether participants had
positive experiences in a program, were satisfied,
and felt safe—and disaggregated data to identify
disparities. (Teasdale et al., 2024, p. 16)
These early African American evaluators collected
qualitative and quantitative data to reveal
differences in the educational experiences of
African Americans and Caucasian Americans.
(Hood, 2001, p. 36)

Openness To what extent are evaluand Evaluators in our sample investigated resistance to

staff and leaders open to
designing and implementing
activities that advance equity
and social justice?

To what extent is there
support or resistance for
equity- and social justice—
related activities or changes?

equity- and justice-focused programs, activities, or
changes [...] Examining resistance allows for a fuller
understanding of the program and context, more
nuanced insight into barriers to implementation,
and deeper analysis of potential disconnects
between equity- and social justice—focused
program activities and desired outcomes. (Teasdale
et al.,, 2024, pp. 18, 26)
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Outcomes/
Impact

What are the outcomes for
minoritized populations?

Are there disparities in
outcomes between members
of minoritized and dominant
groups?

To what extent have initial
disparities decreased?

What changes are evident in
systems, structures, policies,
and other drivers of inequity?

Evaluators investigated the extent to which
individuals or communities of color or Indigenous
individuals or communities experienced or made
progress toward positive outcomes. They also
checked for disparities and whether pre-program
disparities were reduced. (Teasdale et al., 2024,
p. 14)

How do outcomes differ across cultural (e.g.,
racial/ethnic, gender, language) groups? (short,
intermediate, or longer term) To what extent are
the burdens and benefits of the project distributed
across different racial/ethnic and socioeconomic
status groups? (short, intermediate, and longer
term) (Thomas & Campbell, 2021, p. 319)

How has the project produced changes to
investment, policy, or practice that will enable
change in infrastructure or scale? (Thomas &
Campbell, 2021, p. 319)

...[data] about the outcomes of the change
initiative should at a minimum be disaggregated, so
that differential effects by race, ethnicity, gender,
language, or a myriad of other dimensions can be
spotted and accounted for. (Dean-Coffey, 2018,

p. 535)

(An equity-focused evaluation) provides
assessments of what works and what does not
work to reduce inequity, and it highlights intended
and unintended results for worst-off groups as well
as the gaps between best-off, average and worst-
off groups. (Segone, 2012, p. 7)

Did the grantee’s work affect race or intergroup
relations, institutional changes, equity,
socioeconomic status, or disparities of outcomes in
the priority community? (Elam & Walker, 2021,

p. 34)

Reach/
Access

To what extent do members of
minoritized groups have
access and opportunity to
participate?

What barriers do they
encounter?

To what extent does the
evaluand engage and retain
members of minoritized
groups?

To what extent does the
evaluand focus on and reach

What environmental (e.g., transportation access)
or contextual factors (e.g., community
socioeconomic status, language barriers, unequal
distribution of power, historic treatment of
minorities or immigrant populations in the target
community) are barriers to the participants’ access
to the project’s services? (Thomas & Campbell,
2021, p. 317)

How well does the project access hard-to-reach
populations? Who missed out? (Thomas &
Campbell, 2021, p. 317)
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individuals or communities

with the most need? Who cannot participate, and why not? (Mertens &

Are there disparities in access, Hopson, 2006, p. 45)

participation, or retention

between members of Are public and private service delivery systems

minoritized and dominant reaching the worst-off groups? What are the main

groups? constraints on supply and demand? (Bamberger &

Who did not or cannot Segone, 2011, p. 36)

participate?

Who is not being served? To what extent has this project increased diversity
of participants? [...] How and in what ways is the
project ensuring that various populations have
access to resources? (Boyce & Smith, 2021)
...equity may be used in the evaluation as a
criterion of merit of the evaluand. This may apply
to program process (e.g., equity of access or
experience with program services)... (Kirkhart,
2016, p. 116)

Evaluators in our sample investigated how
programs recruited participants and who programs
sought to engage, as well as levels of program
participation, retention, and attrition [...]
Evaluators also examined barriers to participation.
(Teasdale et al., 2024, p. 17)

Relevance In what ways is the evaluand How does the theory of change compare and

relevant to the needs and
circumstances of minoritized
populations?

In what ways is the evaluand
appropriate for the cultures,
languages, and interests of
minoritized populations?
How does it align with the
cultural values, lifestyles, and
worldviews of minoritized
communities?

interact with the cultural values, lifestyles, and
worldview of clients and the surrounding
community? (Thomas & Campbell, 2021, p. 317)

To what extent was the project implemented [...]
culturally appropriately...? (Thomas & Campbell,
2021, p. 317)

Jackson (1940a) framed the “advanced organizers”
in evaluating African American education by
indicating that “the needs of the group,
individually, and collectively, must serve as a
criterion if a true democracy is to be achieved”
(Hood, 2001, p. 38)

... a CRE approach is likely to include a guiding
question on the extent to which the project’s
philosophy compares and interacts with the
cultural values of its clients and the surrounding
community (Thomas & Parsons, 2017, p. 17)

What is the value of the intervention in relation to
the needs of the worst-off groups...? (Bamberger &
Segone, 2011, p. 35)
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Replicability To what extent can the Will the strategy be more widely replicated or
evaluand be replicated or adapted? Is it likely to be scaled-up (“go to scale”)?
scaled up to address inequities  (Bamberger & Segone, 2011, p. 37)
elsewhere?
How does the evaluand ...evaluators should attend to the ways that context
balance responsiveness to and culture constitute programs, examine how
local context with aims for replication may or may not be appropriate for a
replication and scaling? given program, and identify what adaptations may
be needed if program models are transferred
across contexts. (Garibay & Teasdale, 2019, p. 100)
Resource To what extent are the To what extent is there appropriate and equitable
Allocation / resources allocated to the use of resources? (Thomas & Campbell, 2021,

Resource Use

evaluand sufficient in
comparison to the size and
depth of historical inequities
the evaluand aims to address?
To what extent does the
evaluand direct its resources
toward communities with the
most need?

To what extent does the
evaluand direct its resources
to reduce disparities in access
or outcomes between
members of minoritized and
dominant groups?

To what extent do the
resources actually reach the
communities in need?

To what extent are the costs
appropriate compared with
the equity gains?

p. 317)

Does the programme use resources in the most
economical manner to achieve expected equity-
focused results? Are any other economic
alternatives feasible? How cost-effective are the
public systems for reaching worst-off groups? How
do the costs of reaching the worst-off groups
compare average costs and alternative ways of
reaching them? (Bamberger & Segone, 2011, p. 36)

How does resource distribution affect
stakeholders’ ability to benefit from the
innovations? (Mertens & Hopson, 2006, p. 45)

Accountability can be at the point of inputs. A
community accountability project in Uganda
reported in newspapers the amount of money that
local schools were supposed to be receiving,
making evident how much leakage was occurring
(Reinikka & Svenson, 2005). (Rogers, 2016, p. 2016)

Obviously a grantor who is awarding small grants of
$20,000 per grantee cannot expect an agency to
reduce teen pregnancy in a community by 50
percent. If the agency dedicated its entire budget
to this cause, it would not have any effect on the
systematic problems that cause the condition to
exist. (Madison, 2000, p. 25)

Sustainability

How likely is it the evaluand
will have long-term benefits
for minoritized populations
through continuation of the
evaluand or its outcomes?
How likely are those benefits
to continue after the evaluand
ends?

To what extent are additional
benefits anticipated in the
future?

Is the intervention and its impact on the worst-off
groups likely to continue when external support is
withdrawn? Are inequities between best-off and
worst-off groups likely to increase, remain stable,
or decrease when external support is withdrawn?
(Bamberger & Segone, 2011, p. 37)

Did the provision of services have a different long-
term impact on various cultural groups after the
conclusion of service delivery? (Elam & Walker,
2021, p. 31)
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e Do long-term benefits vary
between members of To what extent are policy and infrastructure
minoritized and dominant changes being made in a way that is likely to lead
groups? to sustained environmentally-focused place-based
education that fits the cultural values of the
community and is socially just? (Thomas & Parsons,
2017, p. 24)
Unintended e To what extent and in what [Evaluation] can monitor the gaps between the
Effects ways does the evaluand cause  best-off and worst-off groups. It can watch for

harm or other unintended
negative consequences to
minoritized populations?

e To what extent does the
evaluand provide additional
advantage to dominant
communities or to those who
are already advantaged?

unintended consequences of well-intended
programs that actually widen the gaps. (Kirkhart,
2016, 116)

Equity-focused evaluations need to both anticipate
unintended outcomes and impacts, as part of good
risk management, and provide opportunities to
notice and document outcomes and impacts that
were unanticipated as well as unintended. (Rogers,
2016, p. 204)

From this position, whether using data as evidence
for injustice or illuminating the unintended
outcomes that may cause harm to families
impacted by a program so that an organization can
recalibrate, advocacy is uncompromisingly
speaking truth to power. (McBride et al, 2020,

p. 124)

[An equity-focused evaluation...] highlights
intended and unintended results for worst-off
groups. (Bamberger & Segone, 2011, p. 9)

Were there unintended changes or consequences
because of cultural or ethnic issues/context? (Elam
& Walker, 2021, p. 25)

To generate the framework, we began by
modifying the list of domains in Table 1. First, we
removed the criterion of Equity / Social Justice
from the list and shifted it to become the heading of
a new column: “Equity / Social Justice Domain
Applied as a Cross-Cutting Lens.” We created two
subcolumns, as explained below. Second, we added
a new criteria domain, Openness, to the list,
described below, based on our prior research
(Avent et al., 2023, Teasdale et al., 2024).

Next, we located guidance and examples about
how evaluators can advance equity and social
justice through the lines of inquiry they pursue. We
understood there was limited discussion of equity-
focused criteria and lines of inquiry within the
evaluation literature (Gates, Williamson, et al.,
2022; Teasdale, 2022a; Teasdale, Strasser, et al.,

2023). Therefore, rather than reviewing the
literature broadly, we focused specifically on
articles, book chapters, and evaluation guides that
(a) addressed social justice—oriented evaluation
and (b) discussed evaluative lines of inquiry. We did
not seek to conduct an exhaustive review or
synthesis. Instead, our goal was to locate advice and
illustrations to refine the framework. When we
located relevant guidance and examples, we
mapped each excerpt to the criteria domain it
addressed. We have included an abbreviated set of
guidance and examples in the Table 2 subcolumn
labeled “Guidance and Examples from the
Evaluation Literature.” Finally, we drew on the
guidance and examples to draft essential questions
that encapsulate the application of the Equity /
Social Justice criterion as a lens. We present these
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questions in the “Essential Questions” subcolumn,
mirroring and expanding the essential questions
included in Table 1.

In the following sections, we summarize each of
the 11 domains in Table2 and describe how
applying the Equity / Social Justice criterion as a
lens can focus evaluative lines of inquiry. Then, we
apply them to a hypothetical evaluation example to
illustrate. Using a hypothetical enables us to
illustrate each of the 11 domains and lines of
inquiry. For a real-world evaluation, only some of
those domains and lines of inquiry would be
relevant, as discussed below.

Example Evaluation

Our example evaluation focuses on a hypothetical
higher education program: Research Experience in
Chemistry (REC). REC is based on real-world
programs that engage and support undergraduates
in conducting hands-on research in university
science laboratories (National Academies of
Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2017). Our
hypothetical REC takes place at a predominantly
white, research-intensive university and provides
full-time, paid summer research positions for
students. REC aims to foster students’ interest in
chemistry research, develop their research skills,
and increase the number of students who pursue
graduate education in chemistry. REC includes a
focus on engaging and supporting racially
minoritized students.

Alignment

The Alignment domain addresses the ways in which
an evaluand is consistent or coordinated with
related programs or initiatives. Applying the Equity
/ Social Justice criterion as a lens can focus
evaluative lines of inquiry on the extent to which an
evaluand contributes to broader priorities or a
longer-term strategy to advance equity and social
justice. Lines of inquiry can also examine how the
evaluand builds on or advances prior or current
equity efforts.

To address alignment, our hypothetical
evaluation might investigate coordination of REC
activities with other efforts to engage and support
racially minoritized undergraduates. For example,
the evaluation might examine the extent to which
REC goals are aligned with and advance campus-
level goals for equity, diversity, and inclusion or
broader efforts. In addition, some chemistry
departments invest in training for faculty and staff
that addresses equity and inclusion in pedagogy,
mentoring, and lab culture and climate. The

evaluation might examine the selection process for
REC labs, considering whether the program
prioritizes those who have completed this type of
training. The evaluation might also consider the
ways in which REC connects racially minoritized
students with other campus or departmental
supports. These lines of inquiry could reveal how
REC contributes to broader priorities for advancing
racial equity and justice and coordinates with
existing efforts—or remains siloed, duplicates
existing activities, or works at cross-purposes.

Design/Implementation

The Design/Implementation domain focuses on the
quality of the evaluand’s conceptualization and
execution, including the extent to which the
evaluand fits the relevant context(s) and is
implemented as planned. When applying the
Equity / Social Justice criterion as a lens, evaluative
inquiry can address the ways in which culture,
context, and equity-focused processes or goals are
addressed in the evaluand’s development. In
addition, lines of inquiry can examine whether and
how the evaluand employs inclusive, equitable,
culturally sustaining, or culturally relevant
practices and whether and how activities reflect the
values and perspectives of minoritized populations.
More fundamentally, lines of inquiry can
investigate the extent to which the evaluand
addresses root causes of inequities and its
underlying program theory reflects asset-based or
deficit perspectives of minoritized populations.

For our hypothetical REC, the evaluation might
consider whether and how REC scientists are
trained in inclusive and equitable mentoring
practices and the extent to which structures are in
place to identify and address disparate treatment,
bias, or discrimination. The evaluation might also
examine the extent to which REC fosters
community among racially minoritized participants
to counter isolation and provide support and
resources for navigating the predominantly white
university context. More fundamentally, the
evaluation might consider the extent to which REC
takes the root causes of racial inequities in
chemistry into account. For example, the
evaluation might probe for deficit assumptions
about racially minoritized students among faculty
or discriminatory practices within the chemistry
department or broader discipline. This could help
program leaders address the structures, mindsets,
and practices that drive inequities, in addition to
addressing students’ needs for experience with
chemistry research.



14

Teasdale & Avent

Experience

The Experience domain addresses participants’
experiences with the evaluand, such as the extent to
which they are treated with respect, find activities
to be rewarding or enjoyable, or feel satisfied with
the evaluand. Applying the Equity / Social Justice
criterion as a lens can focus evaluative lines of
inquiry on the experiences of participants who are
members of minoritized groups. Lines of inquiry
can also investigate disparities in experiences
between minoritized and dominant groups and
identify contexts and actions that produce
disparities.

Our hypothetical evaluation of REC might
examine the experiences of racially minoritized
students within their research labs and investigate
any disparities in experiences among students of
different racial identities. For example, the
evaluation might address racially minoritized
students’ level of satisfaction with their research
experiences, their sense of belonging and feeling
valued within their labs, or the extent to which
students feel they can bring their whole selves to
REC. Further, the evaluation might investigate
experiences of discrimination or bias and address
lab cultures and climates. These lines of inquiry
could reveal whether and how REC fosters
respectful and rewarding experiences for racially
minoritized students.

Openness

The Openness domain emerged through our recent
research (Avent et al., 2023, Teasdale et al., 2024).
Drawing on the organizational change literature,
we define openness as willingness to support
change, and positive attitude about potential
consequences of change (Augustsson et al., 2017;
Miller et al., 1994; Wanberg & Banas, 2000). This
domain addresses openness among staff and
leaders to design and implement evaluand activities
and needed changes. Applying the Equity / Social
Justice criterion as a lens can focus evaluative lines
of inquiry on the extent to which evaluand staff and
leaders are open to designing and implementing
activities that advance equity and social justice.
Lines of inquiry can investigate support for and
resistance to equity- and social justice-related
activities and changes.

Our example evaluation might address the
extent to which faculty and staff demonstrate
support for or resistance to REC’s focus on
engaging and supporting racially minoritized
students. This might include openness to
participating in equity-related training; providing

inclusive and equitable mentoring; ensuring
equitable opportunities, experiences, and outcomes
during the program; monitoring equity of those
opportunities, experiences, and outcomes; and
making changes to foster greater equity. This might
also include openness to addressing the root causes
of racial inequities within the chemistry
department and the broader discipline. These lines
of inquiry could help to illuminate the program
context, barriers to implementation, and factors
that might limit achievement of desired outcomes.

Outcomes/Impact

The Outcomes/Impact domain addresses the
extent to which the evaluand achieves its intended
short-term or long-term outcomes, impact, or
results. Applying the Equity / Social Justice
criterion as a lens can focus evaluative lines of
inquiry on the outcomes realized for minoritized
populations, as well as outcome disparities between
minoritized and dominant groups. In addition,
lines of inquiry can investigate the extent to which
initial disparities are reduced, maintained, or
increased. Lines of inquiry can also address
changes in structures, policies, and other drivers of
inequity, in addition to or in place of individual-
level outcomes.

Our example evaluation might investigate the
extent to which the intended outcomes of REC are
realized for racially minoritized students: increased
interest in chemistry, research skills, and graduate
school enrollment. The evaluation might also look
for disparities in outcomes among students of
different racial identities. In addition, the
evaluation might examine disparities in interest or
skills at the start of REC and whether disparities are
reduced, maintained, or increased over the course
of the program.

Reach/Access

The Reach/Access domain focuses on the extent to
which the evaluand engages and retains intended
participants. When applying the Equity / Social
Justice criterion as a lens, inquiry can address the
extent to which the evaluand engages and retains
members of minoritized groups or populations with
greatest need. Lines of inquiry can also examine the
extent to which members of minoritized groups
have access and opportunity to participate and
identify barriers within and beyond the program.
Further, lines of inquiry can focus on disparities in
access, participation, or retention between
minoritized and dominant groups and the drivers of
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those disparities. Lines of inquiry can also address
those in need who do not or cannot participate.

Our hypothetical evaluation might investigate
the number of racially minoritized students who
participate in REC, examine their attrition over
time, and look for any disparities among students
of different racial identities. The evaluation could
then identify barriers to participation for racially
minoritized students and factors driving
differential participation or attrition. The
evaluation might also consider racially minoritized
students who do not participate in REC, especially
those with high need or interest, and identify
barriers that limit access and opportunity.

Relevance

The Relevance domain addresses the ways in which
the evaluand’s aims and activities are consistent
with the needs, requirements, cultures, interests, or
circumstances of participants or intended
beneficiaries. Applying the Equity / Social Justice
criterion as a lens can focus evaluative lines of
inquiry on whether the evaluand fits the needs,
priorities, values, interests, and circumstances of
minoritized populations and is culturally and
linguistically appropriate.

Our example evaluation might examine the fit
between REC activities and opportunities and the
needs, priorities, and circumstances of racially
minoritized students. For example, the evaluation
might consider the types of research conducted by
participating labs and how well they match
students’ interests, values, and goals. The
evaluation might also consider how well the
program model of full-time summer employment
fits with students’ family and employment
responsibilities. More broadly, the evaluation
might identify barriers racially minoritized
students experience in pursuing graduate
education in chemistry, resources students leverage
to address them, and barriers that remain
unaddressed. This could reveal whether racially
minoritized students need the research experience
REC provides or other types of support.

Replicability

The Replicability domain focuses on the extent to
which the evaluand—or its components, activities,
or underlying model—can be duplicated or adapted
to another context. When applying the Equity /
Social Justice criterion as a lens, evaluative inquiry
can address how the evaluand can be replicated or
scaled up to address inequities elsewhere and how

to balance responsiveness to local context with aims
for replication and scaling.

Our hypothetical evaluation might identify the
REC components or activities that could be
duplicated or adapted to support racially
minoritized chemistry undergraduates at other
universities. For example, the evaluation could
determine which elements of mentor training or
community-building activities best support racially
minoritized students in REC, as well as how those
elements have been tailored to REC’s unique
student body and departmental and university
contexts. By documenting key program elements
and their associated context, the evaluation could
aid other universities in replicating REC while
being responsive to their local contexts.

Resource Allocation / Resource Use

The Resource Allocation / Resource Use domain
addresses the extent to which funding, personnel,
and materials are sufficient to implement the
evaluand and are used economically.

Applying the Equity / Social Justice criterion as
a lens with this domain can focus evaluative lines of
inquiry on the extent to which allocated resources
are sufficient in comparison to the size and depth of
historical inequities and injustices the evaluand
aims to address. In addition, lines of inquiry can
address the extent to which resources are directed
to communities with the most need or to reduce
disparities between minoritized and dominant
groups. Evaluation can also investigate the extent
to which allocated resources actually reach priority
communities and whether costs are appropriate
when compared with equity gains.

Our example evaluation might assess the size of
the investment in REC and the proportion of
expenditures that directly support racially
minoritized participants. This could reveal the
extent to which resources are commensurate with
the size and depth of historical inequities within the
chemistry department, university, and broader
discipline, and the likelihood that the invested
resources will contribute to meaningful change.

Sustainability

The Sustainability domain focuses on the extent to
which the evaluand has—or is likely to have—long-
term benefits. This can be accomplished through
outcomes that persist over time, continuation of the
evaluand itself, or environmentally sustainable
activities or processes. When applying the Equity /
Social Justice criterion as a lens to this domain,
evaluative inquiry can address the extent to which
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the evaluand cultivates long-term benefit for
minoritized populations or whether additional
positive results are anticipated in the future. Lines
of inquiry can also examine variation in long-term
benefits between minoritized and dominant
groups.

The hypothetical evaluation of REC might
examine pathways and experiences of racially
minoritized participants after they complete REC.
For example, after documenting the program’s
intended short- and mid-term outcomes—students’
interest in chemistry research, research skills, and
graduate school enrollment—the evaluation could
examine skills participants gain in graduate school
or completion rates of chemistry graduate degrees
to understand the longer-term outcomes of REC.
The evaluation could also examine students’ career
pathways, such as their experiences pursuing
positions in academia and industry. The evaluation
could compare the pathways and experiences of
students of different racial identities to illuminate
variations and disparities.

Unintended Effects

The Unintended Effects domain addresses side
effects of the evaluand, including both negative and
positive unintended consequences. Applying the
Equity / Social Justice criterion as a lens with this
domain can focus evaluative lines of inquiry on
whether the evaluand causes harm or other
unintended negative consequences to minoritized
populations, as well as whether it provides
additional advantage to dominant communities.
To do this, our hypothetical evaluation might
look for instances in which REC activities,
processes, or structures cause harm to racially
minoritized program participants. This would
require open-ended inquiry that centers students’
experiences and voices and is sensitive to
experiences and consequences of differential
treatment, bias, and discrimination. The evaluation
might also look for harm and negative
consequences for racially minoritized students who
are not selected for the program or are unable to
participate—such as missed opportunities to
conduct research or develop professional
networks—or consider how investments in REC
might inadvertently decrease funding for other
programs. Finally, the evaluation might look for
additional advantage that accrues to white REC
participants. For example, the evaluation might
consider whether REC enhances research skills and
professional networks for students who have
already had multiple opportunities and support to
develop them. Thus, REC could inadvertently

provide white students with further advantage over
racially minoritized students who have not been
afforded similar opportunities and support.

Using the Framework

The framework outlines possibilities available to
evaluators for investigating evaluands’ contribution
to advancing equity and social justice or,
conversely, to reinforcing inequity and injustice.
Evaluators and constituents can use the framework
as a thinking tool to map the broad categories of
quality that may be relevant for a specific evaluand
and context. These lines of inquiry can be combined
with those described in the larger criteria model,
which are not explicitly focused on equity and social
justice yet can contribute in important ways to
understanding the evaluand and its context(s)
(Teasdale et al., 2024). A single evaluation cannot
investigate all possible definitions of quality, and
not all criteria are relevant for every evaluand.
Thus, evaluators and constituents can use the
framework to choose the most salient domains.
Then they can plan lines of inquiry to address them
and operationalize each broad category of quality to
identify appropriate equity- and justice-focused
indicators and metrics.

For example, evaluators can use the essential
questions in Table 2 to surface constituents’ varying
values about the characteristics or results that
matter most and make those values explicit within
and across groups (Gates et al., 2024; Greene, 2012;
Gullickson, 2020; Gullickson & Hannum, 2019;
Teasdale, Pitts, et al.,, 2023). The framework
provides concepts and language for engaging
constituents in a reflective process to examine
varying values about evaluand quality (Schwandt &
Gates, 2021; Tovey & Archibald, 2023) and
negotiate differing perspectives on equity and social
justice (Avent et al., 2023). This can take place
throughout the evaluation to illuminate criteria
that emerge or change over time (Teasdale, Pitts, et
al., 2023). In addition, the framework can be used
to challenge or expand preset lines of inquiry that
do not adequately address equity and social justice
(Gates, Williamson, et al., 2022; Teasdale et al.,
2024).

The framework can also be used to explicate the
relationship between values and evaluation design.
A particular evaluation could be organized around
multiple possible lines of inquiry, guided by
different domains that reflect different values.
Evaluators often combine multiple lines of inquiry
into a single study to address complex evaluands or
a range of values (House & Howe, 1999; Teasdale,
2022a; Teasdale, Strasser, et al., 2023).
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Articulating the criterion that directs each line of
inquiry can clarify the values that underpin each
evaluation question, method, and conclusion. The
domains can also be used to organize reporting and
provide clear, complete documentation of the
evaluation focus, process, and findings and the
values that guided it (Teasdale, Moore, et al., in
press). Evaluation educators, coaches, and mentors
can use the framework to guide novice evaluators in
learning to conceptualize, name, discuss, and
investigate lines of inquiry that address equity and
social justice. Scholars can use the framework to
surface the values that underpin evaluations and
prescribe criteria for specific types of evaluands,
contexts, or evaluation approaches.

This framework, like the criteria model on
which it is built, is intended to be dynamic. The
framework can be used as the basis for future
research and then refined to incorporate new
understandings. Specifically, we see the need for
inquiry to better understand how the criteria in the
framework are used in practice. Future research is
also needed to identify the sources of those criteria,
the processes used to select them, and how
evaluators navigate differing values and
conceptualizations related to equity and social
justice (Teasdale et al., 2024). This requires
research with a range of constituents—program
participants, community members, program
leaders, and funders—to understand their values
and how they define equity and social justice for
their evaluands and contexts (Avent et al., 2023;
Boyce et al., 2023). Further research is also needed
to understand how evaluators’ identities and lived
experiences shape the criteria and lines of inquiry
they pursue (Teasdale et al.,, 2024). This
scholarship could contribute to continued
development of the framework and further support
evaluators in investigating equity and social justice.

Conclusion

Evaluators have a professional and ethical
responsibility to contribute to the “advancement of
an equitable and just society” (American Evaluation
Association, 2018b). In this article, we have
presented a framework for investigating equity and
social justice within programs through the criteria
and lines of inquiry evaluators pursue. The
framework outlines 11 domains in which a
program’s contribution to equity and social justice
might be examined. We have discussed an example
evaluation to illustrate each domain and concluded
by describing how the framework can be used to
advance equity and social justice in evaluation
practice, education, and scholarship.
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