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Introduction

Developmental evaluation is categorized as a type of participant-oriented evaluation with roots that can be traced back to the work of Robert Stake’s responsive approach (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2011).  The underlying premise of participant-oriented evaluation is stakeholder involvement in the planning, design, and execution of the evaluation (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011).  Stake (2002) explained that responsive evaluation sacrificed measurement precision, when compared to traditional evaluation approaches.  What is gained; however, is increased usefulness of the findings to those involved in the program.
Developmental evaluation was originally conceived as a method of evaluation where the evaluator becomes involved in a program from the design stage through implementation (Patton, 1994).  This approach allows the evaluator to assist the client by providing continuous feedback in a dynamic environment (Patton, 1994).  Developmental evaluation is appropriate when both the path to and the end goal are not clearly defined and can be a useful methodology when a program must be modified because of a change (Gamble, 2008; Patton, 1994).  Developmental evaluation helps program stakeholders cope with change by providing rapid and continuous feedback to decision makers, not necessarily to make improvements in a project (Patton, 1994).

How it Works
The [agricultural education department] at [institution] recently experienced what Patton terms creative destruction of the pre-service teacher education unit over the past two years (Patton, 2011).  One significant change has been the reassignment of faculty within the department, specifically a new Director of Student Teaching (client) was appointed summer 2011.  This change served as the catalyst for rejuvenation of the pre-service agricultural teacher education capstone experience.  
The current capstone experience includes the student teaching block and the student teaching experience.  The student teaching block is comprised of two, three credit-hour courses, teaching methods and laboratory instruction.  The block occurs during the first four weeks of each semester.  The student teacher is then placed in a local school district’s agricultural education program for 12 weeks to complete the student teaching experience.  It is well known among the faculty, graduate assistants, and pre-service teachers that this format is intensive and requires much time and dedication to be successful, often at the peril of stakeholder’s other responsibilities, thus change was necessary.  
Another concern was that the 4-week teaching methods course did not allow sufficient time for students to reflect and internalize the lessons before departing for student teaching.  In order to take advantage of the change in personnel and expressed dissatisfaction with the current curriculum, the client engaged two evaluators to help him reorganize the program.  The evaluators chose to employ the developmental evaluation framework to find alternative models for the student teaching block.  To execute the evaluation, the evaluators met with the client to determine the type of information he desired.  The client wished to be informed of best practices of agricultural education capstone experiences used by comparable institutions as a starting point for building an ideal and state-of-the-art capstone experience at [institution].  Thus, developmental evaluation allows for a flexible method to gather information and rapidly respond to the client’s needs to inform program design and implementation. 
In order to create a new agricultural education capstone experience, the evaluators developed a logic model to describe the inputs, outputs, assumptions, and external factors associated with the current method of pre-service training.  To conceptualize the ideal experience, the evaluators interviewed faculty and analyzed documents from the top five distinguished agricultural education programs identified by Birkenholz and Simonsen (2011) and synthesized the results. 
Results to Date

The advantages of using developmental evaluation include rapid feedback of emerging ideas, remaining sensitive to the client’s needs, and co-creating a program that reflects best practices among peer institutions.  The focus of developmental evaluation is to report findings throughout the process and participate in co-creating the program using evaluation logic.  The result is a program that holistically addresses stakeholders’ needs while reflecting a theoretically grounded foundation.  
Future Plans

Using the information obtained during developmental evaluation processes, the client and evaluation team will create several models of the ideal program.  These models will be variations of the best practices obtained from the participating institutions.  The end product of the developmental evaluation process will result in creating a new capstone experience for pre-service teachers.
Resources Needed
The resources needed to conduct developmental evaluation are similar to other evaluation projects.  In addition, the evaluator must have superior inter-and intrapersonal skills such as working in a team environment, negotiation, facilitation, and reporting both positive and negative findings.  The evaluator should be very comfortable with ambiguity.  In addition, evaluators need to have an understanding of how to recognize patterns that are associated with the program to diagnose emerging trends that point to reducing uncertainty within the context of developing a new program (Patton, 2011).  Developmental evaluation work is emergent and rife with ambiguity but the outcome holds the promise of creating programs that are state-of-the-art with built-in evaluation logic that allows for later formative and summative evaluation activity.  
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