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2. INTRODUCTION

2.1 PURPOSE

Cathexis Consulting Inés a small evaluation consulting firm that is committed to
furthering the field of evaluatione undertook thisurvey to fill the current gap in
information about typical evaluator salaries, benefits, and working environment.

We hope that the findingsill help to encourage fair and equitable compensation across
the field of evaluation by filling a gap in availablédarmation In addition, we hope that

we will be able to use the results to show that evaluation is a good career option, so that
current students might be more tempted to enter the profession

2.2 METHODS

Information was gathered through a 41 item surv&ycopy of thequestionnaireis
availablein Appendix A The survey was accessible online via SurveyMonkey in both
French and EnglisiThe survey was open for approximately one month, from September
17, 2009 to October 19, 200Rarticipants were recruited several ways:

A CES enews broadcas{#cluding an initial maHout and two reminders)
A Emails fromCES chaptexto the membership in their provinces/territoyiasd
A Postings on the national CES website in addition to some CES chabisites.

Respondets were excluded if they:

A Workedonly outside of Canada;
A Had not worked in evaluation during the past year; or
A Did not spend anyfdheir work time on evaluation

A total of 365 eligible respondentsompleted the survey

Results from the survey were entered into and analyzed in SPSSDE&€iptive
statistics wereomputedor key variables of interest.

2.3 CHALLENGES ANDLIMITATIONS

In presenting the findings, we have drawn comparisons in compensation based on
respondent sdé | evel of experience in evaluat
trends in compensation as of September/October 2009. The field of evaluation is
changing rapidly, saccompensation trajectories in the futumay be quite differenfrom

what is seen in this report
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Several approaches were used (Seetion2.2) to increase response ratdowever, this
sample cannot be considered representative of all Canadian Evaluators for several
reasons:

A Not all Canadian Evaluators are Canadian Evaluation Society CES)
membersi The survey was primarily distributed through various CES channels
This means that any Evaluatowvho are not currently members of the CES would
be unlikely to have received an invitation

A Response ratei The response rate was 22% of the CES memberihip
therefore possible that the compensation data for the nonrespondents would
change the findigs substantively. However, we conducted a preliminary analysis
approximately halvay through data collection (~200 responses), and found that
the results changed very little after that poile therefore have some degree of
confidence that the findingerf | ect CES member sd6 experienc

A Regional differencesi As each CES chapter has different policies regarding
contacting their membership, members of various chapters were contacted
through different means~or example, some chapters sent their membership
survey invitations via email, while other chapters posted the survey invitation on
their website As such, it may be thanembersof some chapters had greater
opportunities to participate thanembersof otherchaptes. Figure 1 shows the
survey response rate compared to the CES membership fomtleetisze period
(September 2009).

Figure 1: Response rate by CES chapter
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*The CES does not currently have territory chapters.
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Other challengemclude:

A Misinterpretation of questionsi While the survey was designed and pilot tested
to ensure clarity it is always possible that some of the questions were
misinterpretedFor example, some respondents may have interpreted the question
regardinghumber of job&to refer toindividual projectcontrats as opposed to
employment relationships as intended. Where possibégsawith ptential
misinterpretation have been identified and will be appropriately modified should
there be future iterations of the survey.

A Inconsistencies within individual respmsesi Some respondents provided
responses that were internally inconsist@ghis may in part be due to question
misinterpretation)For example, some respondents indicated that they work for
provincial governmentbut that the organization they workrfbas less than 50
employees Where inconsistent responses were identified, other survey
information (including qualitative information) was used to try to interpret the
response and appropriate modifications were madeases where it was not
possible ® confidently interpret the information, inconsistent responses were
excluded.
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3. EVALUATOR CAREER PRALE

For Evaluators, work circumstances vary widely from position to posikvaluators

have a wide variety of job titles, responsibilities, and empyeraddition, job security,
opportunities for advancement, and hours worked.VEns section identifies trends in
these areas in order to provide current Evaluators with a picture of where they are
situated and help potential Evaluators develop reéaliskpectations for the field
Employers may also find this section helpful when designing positions.

3.1 WHATJOB TITLES DAEVALUATORSHAVE?

Thosewho do evaluation are called many different thirkggure 2 providesa map of the
words found in evaluator job titlewith themost common words given visual emphasis

Figure 2: Word map of evaluator job titles?

The most common words were evaluation, research, consultant, program, manager,
senor, analyst, and coordinatohbout 40% ofthe job titles suggested supervisory 0
management rol@hey contained words such as senior, manager, lead, director, principal,
CEO, etc.)

2 Created using Wordléttp://www.wordle.net/
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3.2 WHAT DO EVALUATORSDO?

Most evaluators seem to be engaged in thenkeasi ofconductingevaluations 79% of
respondents identified theprimary role as a producer of evaluation resul®ther
primary roles included research about evaluat#¥)( users of evaluation resul{§%),
and otheK7%).

Regardless of their primyarole, evaluators had a range of responsibilifResughly 90%

were engaged in activities such as planning evaluations, collecting and analysing data,
and presenting/reporting finding3he percentage of respondents who haaeous
evaluationrelatedresponsibilitiess depicted inFigure 3.

Figure 3: Evaluation-related responsibilities
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In addition to these evaluationrelated activities, most evaluators 3%) have non
evaluation respnsibilities These responsibilities astown inFigure 4.

®N =354
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Figure 4: Non-evaluation responsibilities

Non-Evaluation Responsibilities

Managing staff | 37%

Research | 37%

Program planning | 36%

Organizational development | 26%

Policy development 1 23%

Organizational review | 22%

Teaching | 21%

Notapplicable | 17%
Group facilitation | 16%
Other | 12%

% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

N =348 % of respondents

3.3 WHO BVPLOYSEVALUATOR®4

Respondents were most likely to be employed by provirmidkederal government, a
consulting firm, or to be seémployed. A small proportion of evaluators worked with
norrgovernment organizations, including #ot-profits and colleges/universitieSigure

5 shows whatype of employersherespondents woedfor.”

* This is not about what contracts evaluators take, or about who uses the services of evaluators. Instead, this
guestion asks about employment relations. Theidigs show what sort of companies/organizations
potential evaluators can expect to work for.

Note that these results are | i ké.e.yiisoronm fikelcthaed t o
Evaluators working in Ottaw&atineau work for the fkeral government)This will be further explored

(with appropriate crosgbulations) in an upcomingvaluation in Focus paper (s&ection § for more

details).
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Figure 5: Employers of evaluators

Employers of Evaluators

Provincial government | 23%
Self employed | | 17%
Private firm | | 16%
Federal government | | 16%
Charitable or not-for profit organization | | 10%

College / university d 7%
Other Lol 6%
Municipal government ...l 5%

International organization 0%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

% of respondents
N =353

Figure 6 showsthe size of employer respondents weddor. Respondents who woekl
for a department whiin a larger organization were instructed to identify the size of the
entireorganization.

Figure 6: Size of employero6és organizati on

Size of Employer's Organization

D >500 | 45%
[H] i
=
Lo 50-499 | 22%
=13 i
g <50 | 18%
“6 -
# Noother employees | 15%
T T T T 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

% of respondents

3.4 How MUCH JOB SECURITY DCEVALUATORSHAVE?

We have used two proxy measures of job securityptireent of evaluators who have
full time work, and the percent of evaluators who have part time work. We recognize that
some evaluators may elect to work part time or for temporary contracts due to the
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flexibility provided by these arrangements. Our asdionpis that the percentage of
evaluators choosing these arrangements voluntarily would be fairly small.

The fulktime to partime ratiois shown inFigure 7, and the contract/term to permanent

ratiois shown inFigure 8. As these descriptiorare not particularly applicablehen one
is selfemployed, selemployed individualsvereexcluded from the analysis.

Figure 7: Part time and full time employment

Part vs. Full Time
Employment

I Full-time

M Part-time

N=287

Figure 8: Contract/term and permanent employment

Contract/Term vs. Permanent
Employment

M Permanent

M Term /contract

N =290
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Overall, the proportion of respondents working part time or term/contract was quite
small The proportion of respondents working part time is less than half of tlenala

average across all occupatidndhis suggest that job security iselatively high within
the evaluation field.

3.5 ARE THEROPPORTUNITIES FORDVANCEMENT INEVALUATION?

The survey asked respondents to identify their perceived level of opporfomisireer
progressionResponses are shownkigure 9.

Figure 9: Perceived opportunity to advance in the workplace

Perceptions of the Opportunity to Advance in the
Workplace
Substantial | 17%

Some | 45%
Very limited | 28%

None | 10%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
% of respondents

N =296

Those respondents who felt that thégd very limited to no opportuties for
advancement provided the following reasons:

The departmerrganizations too smalland has no higher level openings (3)
| am already at the top levil)

> >

>\

It is necessary to be fully bilingual for all senior management positions in federal
govanment(1)

\ >\

The government is current()y in a period o
A As a selfemployed individuall can only grow my business, not move(ap

Note thatmost of these reasons are likely not unique to evaluation, but relate more
specifically tothe type or size of the company.

® The September 2009 Canadian Labour Force Survey reports that 19% of those employed weekli30h
or less. <http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daiyuotidien/091009/t091009&dng.htn» Note that the definition of
part time used in this study includes those that work less3bh/week.
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3.6 How DEMANDING IS AN EVALUATOR® JOB?

We examinedhe average weekly hours worked by each evaluA®seen irFigure 10,

the majority of evaluators work futime (3540 hours pekveek) or more than full time
(more than 40 hours per weelkverage weekly hours worked range from 3 hours to 75
hours however,neither of these extremes tise norm The median number of hours
worked is 40.

Figure 10: Average wedly hours worked

Average Weekly Hours Worked

i Part-time (<35h)

i Full-time (35-40h)

M More than full-time (>40h}

N =352

About 58% of Evaluators are paid for the same number of hours that the{; Wek
remaining 42% araot paid for the same number of hours that they work:

A Less than 1% work fewdrours than they aractuallypaid;
A 20% work less thansihoursmorethanthey areactuallypaid; and
A 21% worksix or more hoursnorethanthey areactuallypaid.

" This figure excludes evaluators who are-geifployed. N=284.

Evaluator Compensation: 2009 Survey Findings 11
Cathexis Consulting Inc. February 26, 2010



4. EVALUATORDEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

While the previous section examined the sorts of positions and roles Evaluators have, this
section examines the curredémographic composition of the professigmoviding a
profile of the current evaluation workforce in Canada

4.1 GENDER

As seen inFigure 11, approximately % of respondents identified themselves as women
and Y4 of repondents identified themselves as mdane of the respondents identified
themselves as trans or otherwise gendered.

Figure 11:. Evaluator genders

Evaluator Genders
y
N
26%
M Woman
— — E Man
i Transgendered
74%
N =348
4.2 AGE

Figure 12 shows the breakdown of aliator age group#lmost half of all respondents

were in their 20s and 30s, while only 7% were in their 60s andif@ise Borys et. al.

2005 Survey of evaluation practice and issues in Canadd 6% of respondents were
under the age of 30 (as opposed 5% of respondents to this survey). This suggests that
there has been a recent influx in evaluators. Note, however, that the current survey has a
lower response rate and therefore must be interpreted with caution.
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Figure 12: Evaluator agegroups

4.3 \WORKEXPERIENCE

Most Evaluators who responded to the survey (88%) indicated that they had more years
of workforce experience than evaluation experience, suggesting that evaluation was a
second (or subsequent) career, or that they taken a break from evaluation at some
point in their career and then returnedthe field On average, Evaluators have nine
years of norevaluation work experience (the median is seven yeais likely
contributes to the richness of the field byniging in diverse perspectives from other
work experience.Figure 13 shows the breakdown of evaluation and workforce
experience.

8 Figures in this section exclude respondents who indicated that they have more evaluation experience than
workforce experience.
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