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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to explore the utility of the Context, Input,
Process, and Product (CIPP) model to evaluate agriculture and natural
resources (ANR) leadership development programs (LDP). We evaluated
Washington AgForestry Leadership Program, one of over 50 similarly
structured ANR LDPs around the world, and used the CIPP model to
determine the extent to which the leadership program is meeting both
the current and future needs and expectations of stakeholders. We found
the CIPP model to be an appropriate and adequate evaluation framework
that resulted in robust data collection and analysis, leading to meaningful
recommendations for Washington AgForestry. Overall, stakeholders
support the current content and structure of the program and find it to
be fulfilling the stated mission. Simultaneously, areas for immediate
improvement, future growth, and longevity were noted. We recommend
that other ANR LDPs conduct robust program evaluations using the CIPP
model. Applying a consistent evaluation process to similarly structured
ANR LDPs would build a valuable knowledge base of outcomes, impacts,
and potential needs of such programs. Minimally, programs should
develop and implement regular formative and summative evaluations to
better understand and document program outcomes and impacts.
Program directors should utilize evaluation data to continually improve
their programs.
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Introduction and Problem Statement

“Leadership is a highly sought-after and highly valued commodity” (Northouse, 2022, pg. 1).
Agriculture and natural resources (ANR) leadership development programs (LDPs) provide non-
formal education to help build leadership capacity (Dunbar, 2022). ANR LDPs have existed since
the 1960’s, beginning with the Kellogg Farmers Study Program administered by Michigan State
University (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2000). Similar leadership development programs,
specifically those in the International Association for Programs of Agricultural Leadership
(IAPAL), span the globe and have over 25,000 alumni (Dunbar, 2022). However, limited research
has been published on these programs’ outcomes. Program evaluations published to date
report ANR LDPs enhance participants’ leadership knowledge, skills, networks and social capital,
although continued rigorous evaluation of programs has been recommended (Carter & Rudd,
2000; Lamm & Carter, 2019; Lamm et al., 2016; Madsen et al., 2014; W.K. Kellogg Foundation,
2000). Moreover, most LDP evaluations focus on participant outcomes (Wallace et al., 2021)
and neglect assessing program relevance within the broader context of the ANR industry.
Furthermore, given that IAPAL member programs use similar program design and delivery
methods and routinely share resources and information, an opportunity exists to strengthen
the collective knowledge base by applying a consistent program evaluation approach.
Therefore, we evaluated IAPAL member program, Washington AgForestry, using the Context,
Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model to explore its utility as an evaluation framework for
ANR LDPs, especially IAPAL member programs. Additionally, we sought to determine
Washington AgForestry’s current relevance and potential future needs. Our use of the CIPP
framework may guide evaluation of similar ANR leadership development programs. Moreover,
our findings may inform facilitators’ or administrators’ decision-making for similar ANR LDPs.

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

We used the Context, Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model, developed by Daniel
Stufflebeam in 1960 to frame this evaluation. “The CIPP approach is based on the view that the
most important purpose of evaluation is not to prove but to improve” (Stufflebeam, 1983, p.
118). Information is systematically collected to identify program strengths and areas of growth.
One benefit of the model is its broad application. Methodological decisions can be made based
on what the program and evaluation teams want to know. Uniquely, the model “guides both
the evaluators and stakeholders in posing relevant questions and conducting assessments at
the beginning of a project (context and input evaluation), while it is in progress (input and
process evaluation), and at its end (product evaluation)” (Zhang et al., 2011, p. 59). CIPP was
originally designed to assess efficacy of inner-city school reform projects but has been applied
to a wide variety of contexts from education to military personnel review and more
(Stufflebeam, 2003).

The CIPP model is a comprehensive framework that guides formative and summative

evaluation of four concepts as denoted by the acronym: context, inputs, processes, and
products (Stufflebeam, 2003). Context evaluation assesses program goals through research on
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program background, resources, and needs. It allows a broader group of stakeholders to weigh
in on program priorities and objectives. This stage helps shape the direction of the overall
evaluation. Input evaluation is aptly named, as it targets the inputs of a program with an aim to
help assess alternative or competing approaches, staffing and budget plans and other inputs
that should be considered when determining cost-effectiveness. Process evaluation assesses
the activities and implementation of the program, to identify what changes need to be
addressed. Finally, product evaluation focuses on program outcomes and how effectively needs
are being met. Product evaluation includes intended and unintended, as well as short- and
long-term outcomes, and is comprised of four subparts: impact, effectiveness, sustainability,
and transportability. Transportability asks whether the processes that produced desirable
outcomes were found to be transportable and adaptable for effective use in other settings
(Stufflebeam, 2003). This is of particular importance given the similarities of ANR LDPs,
especially those in IAPAL.

A reciprocal relationship exists between each type of evaluation - context, input, process, and
product- and four evaluative foci: goals, plans, actions, and outcomes, respectively
(Stufflebeam, 2003). Each foci, and subsequently each type of evaluation, is grounded in the
core values of the program being evaluated (see Figure 1). Accordingly, programs seeking to
set, validate or improve goals engage in context evaluation. Planning improvement efforts raise
input evaluation questions and input evaluation should, in turn, provide an assessment of
program plans and direction for improving plans. Process evaluation is prompted by program
actions and accordingly provides feedback on program activities. Outcomes necessitate product
evaluation, which correspondingly provides judgements of results being achieved by the
program. All of this, then, emanates from the program’s core values, as seen in Figure 1
(Stufflebeam, 2003).

Figure 1

Key components of the CIPP Evaluation Model, recreated from Stufflebeam (2003)
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Purpose

The purpose of this study was to explore the utility of the Context, Input, Process, and Product

(CIPP) model to evaluate agriculture and natural resources (ANR) leadership development

programs (LDPs). We systematically evaluated the Washington AgForestry Leadership Program

to inform program administrators’ decision-making. Washington AgForestry, an active member

of IAPAL, is an experiential leadership learning program for adults working in agriculture,

forestry, and other natural resource-based businesses in Washington. The following questions

guided this study:

1. Does the CIPP model provide a useful framework to evaluate ANR LDPs?

2. To what extent are the goals, plans, actions, and outcomes of Washington AgForestry
meeting the current and future needs and expectations of stakeholders?

Methods

The Washington AgForestry evaluation was a multi-phase process, involving multiple data
sources and collection points. Throughout the process, researchers reflected on the utility of
the CIPP model as a framework for ANR LDP evaluation. The University of Florida’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB) approved the research protocol and all participants in all phases were
provided informed consent. Context and input evaluation was conducted with the program
administrative team consisting of three members directly responsible for administering
Washington AgForestry and the executive director of the Agriculture and Forestry Education
Foundation that houses the leadership program. This provided the evaluation team a thorough
understanding of program goals and the planned administration of the program. Process and
product evaluation included three data points collected from two groups of participants. First,
program perceptions were collected from purposefully selected stakeholders. Stakeholders
represented varying relationships with Washington AgForestry and thus, varying perspectives.
Examples include program donors, current and past program participants’ employers, program
alumni, program Board of Directors members, and representatives of ANR organizations.
Participants represented different parts of the state and varying industry interests. An
electronic survey was sent to ten participants and nine responded. Ten open-ended questions
gathered general perceptions of the program, including strengths, weaknesses, opportunities,
and threats as well as the current reputation and value of the program. Second, program
information and documents were organized into three categories: content and structure,
participant recruitment and selection, and general policies and procedures. We identified 15
people with expertise corresponding to at least one category and invited them to participate in
a review of program documents and subsequent focus group. Experts included administrators
of similar ANR LDPs, Washington AgForestry alumni, industry representatives, and leadership
and adult education specialists. Each participant was assigned to the category corresponding to
their expertise, given access to the relevant documents, and provided a fillable PDF form
prompting them for feedback on the content of the documents (the actual information that
exists regarding the program) and the process (the actual administration and facilitation of the
program components). Subsequently, the experts were brought together for an in-person focus
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group, with the aim to clarify perceived program outcomes and consolidate feedback into
actionable recommendations for the program administrators to consider. Program data from
the context evaluation and a summary of the program perceptions survey results were shared
at the beginning of the focus group to provide additional information, then experts convened in
their assigned groups for category-specific discussion. Six participants discussed content and
structure, four participants discussed recruitment and selection, and four participants discussed
general policies and procedures. One expert was unable to attend the focus group. A
designated note taker accompanied each group to prompt discussion, and capture thoughts,
ideas, questions, and feedback. Following the initial round of discussions, participants were
reassigned with at least one expert from each category group assigned to a new group, to
provide an opportunity to identify overlapping discussion points and recommendations. Again,
each new group was assigned a note taker. Finally, the full expert group was reconvened, and
each category group shared their recommendations aloud for any additional perspective or
comments. The final session was audio-recorded and transcribed.

The program perceptions survey, expert comments from the document pre-review, notes from
the segmented focus group sessions, and transcripts from the final open sharing and discussion
of actionable recommendations were analyzed through basic qualitative analysis procedures.
Inductive, or “open coding” was utilized, in which the evaluators read through the data and
developed categories based on what was most important and recurring (Maxwell, 2013). To
“condense large amounts of data into more manageable units for analysis” (Saldafia & Omasta,
2022, p. 245) common recurring thoughts and ideas were grouped into similar categories
labeled as codes. The codes were then compared and evaluated “both within and between
categories” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 107), and themes were derived from the codes. To ensure
validity of the research process, two approaches were taken. First, researcher bias was explored
and mitigated by having a multi-person evaluation team, and findings were regularly reviewed
with the Washington AgForestry administrators. Secondly, reactivity, which is defined as “the
influence of the researcher on the setting or individuals studied” (Maxwell, 2013, p.124) was
addressed through researcher reflexivity.

Findings

Our primary research question explored the utility of the CIPP model for evaluating ANR LDPs.
CIPP can guide both formative and summative evaluation which is particularly useful for ANR
LDPs because they are reiterative, selecting a cohort of participants, delivering the multi-
seminar program, graduating the cohort, then selecting a new cohort of participants. This
provides an opportunity to evaluate previous iterations from a summative perspective while
also conducting formative evaluation, given the ongoing nature of the program.

Context

Our context evaluation was primarily summative, seeking to assess the basis for program
objectives and what needs, opportunities, or problems were identified that led to them. We
analyzed program documents and information shared by program administrators to clarify
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what program goals were espoused and prioritized. This important first step allowed us to
subsequently evaluate alignment between programmatic decision-making and stakeholder
expectations. One challenge we encountered was the breadth of program information that
existed, coupled with a lack of organization and consistency across documents. Conversations
with program administrators were important sources of data as well as clarification of data.
Overall, we found evaluating the context of Washington AgForestry to be a critical first step in
the process.

Input

Our input evaluation focused primarily on the three-module framework that guided the
delivery of Washington AgForestry across multiple seminars delivered in locations in-state, out-
of-state, and internationally. One limitation is the depth of information available about the
content. Frequently, only seminar and presentation titles were in program documents, which
made it difficult to discern what was conveyed and how. This could be enhanced through
observations or by collecting data from current program participants. While we did not assess
the program budget, we did evaluate programmatic choices in terms of time, other resources
such as access to people and locations, participant time and tuition, and stakeholder priorities.
Washington AgForestry administrators simultaneously evaluated their budget and assessed
alternative choices and opportunities for future efforts. It may have been useful for program
administrators to share budgetary information, particularly during the focus group, as it could
have prompted additional or more applicable ideation considering budget resources and
restrictions. Overall, we were able to evaluate inputs in a way that informed program
administrators’ decision-making.

Process

We evaluated the Washington AgForestry process from two perspectives: internal from
program administrators and external from other stakeholders, including alumni, industry
experts, and leadership specialists. We found value in pairing the internal and external
perspectives regarding program processes, particularly as a formative process for planning for
future program needs and opportunities. Our evaluation uncovered actionable
recommendations to modify some program processes, while retaining or clarifying other
processes.

Product

As we engaged stakeholders, we sought to understand their perspectives of the impact
Washington AgForestry has had on their industry and how they would articulate its value and
importance. Although difficult to quantify, we were able to collect qualitative evidence that
strongly supported the continuation of the Washington AgForestry Leadership Program, albeit
with potential modifications. This section could have been further strengthened with greater
clarity and agreement on program goals by program administrators, participants, and external
stakeholders. Additionally, we identified an opportunity to develop an evaluation plan to
engage program participants and alumni in assessing program outcomes and impacts.
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In our evaluation process, we addressed each of the sections of CIPP. The flexibility of the
model allowed us to ask a range of pertinent questions and collect and analyze a variety of data
types from multiple sources. We included program administrators and external stakeholders at
nearly every step. Most importantly, this robust process culminated in actionable
recommendations for improvement alongside confirmation of the value of current program
components, with supporting evidence, that were delivered to Washington AgForestry
administrators and the Board of Directors.

Our second research question explored the extent to which Washington AgForestry is meeting
the current and future needs of stakeholders. Stufflebeam (2003) recommends evaluations be
reported in three parts: program background, program implementation, and program results.
Here, program background findings were derived from analysis of context and input evaluation
data provided by program documents and communications with program staff and
administrators. Program implementation findings were derived from analysis of program
documents, conversations with program administrators, and external stakeholder feedback.
Program results findings are the product of qualitative analysis of the program perceptions
survey, focus group participants’ program document pre-review, notes from the focus group
sessions, and transcripts from the final focus group discussion. These findings are presented as
themes.

Program Background

Washington AgForestry began in 1978, graduating the first cohort in 1980. Washington
AgForestry’s mission is to “cultivate leaders in agriculture, forestry, and natural resources who
communicate, collaborate, inspire, and serve” (Washington AgForestry, n.d., pg. 2). Prospective
participants must meet the following eligibility criteria: (a) lived and worked in Washington for
at least one year; (b) obtain employer approval to take time from work necessary to complete
program; and (c) remain employed in agriculture, forestry, or related natural resources industry
(AFNR) for the remainder of the program. As of 2025, Washington AgForestry has graduated 45
classes, totaling just over 1,200 individuals. Historically, more males than females have
participated, participants are relatively equally distributed across the state, and most
participants are employed in the agriculture industry, followed by community/related services,
forestry, and fisheries. Participants in Class 45 were responsible for $6,000 tuition, plus
additional expenses such as travel to and from seminars, some meals, a passport, etc.
Importantly, it was noted that race/ethnicity and age data of applicants and participants have
not been collected.

Program Implementation

Washington AgForestry participants are selected through a competitive application process. A

Selection Committee reviews applications and interviews potential participants prior to

selecting members for each class. Classes of 15-18 participants engage in nearly 60 days of

education, through 13 seminars over 18 months. The program learning objectives are,

1. Learn about exemplary leadership and identify personal strengths and development areas.

2. Enhance communication skills including active listening, public speaking, and meeting
facilitation.

https://doi.org/10.37433/aad.v6i3.591 20



https://doi.org/10.37433/aad.v6i3.591

Greenhaw and Biderman Advancements in Agricultural Development

3. Effectively work with people with different values, perspectives, and personalities.

4. Build management skills that emphasize listening, questioning, and creating dialogue.

5. Learn to inspire others through storytelling, emotion, and logic.

6. Explore legislative, regulatory, economic, and social issues that impact natural resources
industries and rural communities.

7. Learn to take a collaborative approach to problem solving.

8. Understand the public policy decision-making process and how public policy can be

changed.
9. Be equipped with tools for crafting and advancing effective public policy.
10. Appreciate the value of relationships built on mutual respect and trust.
11. Develop critical thinking skills.

The program is conceptualized as three modules, each containing multiple seminars. Module
one includes three in-state seminars on personal leadership. Two in-state seminars and a
seminar in Washington, D.C. comprise the second module on leadership in public policy. The
final module focuses on leadership and systems thinking, encompassing six seminars, including
an international seminar. Each cohort concludes their program at a final applied leadership and
graduation seminar, where they present group public policy projects and celebrate their
accomplishments. Throughout the program, participants engage in direct instruction paired
with experiential learning. They complete various activities, readings, assessments, and
assignments to achieve the stated goals. In-state seminars are conducted at various locations
around the state, highlighting the breadth and depth of the ANR industry in Washington
(Washington AgForestry, n.d.).

Program Results

We evaluated both process and content in terms of program results, with an aim to determine
if the current structure and delivery methods of the program can be improved and if the
current content is and will continue to be relevant. Three major themes arose from our data
analysis: continuity, diversity, and strength in numbers.

Continuity

The need for continuity emerged as a theme throughout the data. Particular attention was paid
to whether and how program objectives, content, and outcomes were aligned and if program
structure and administration supported the alignment. It was noted that program objectives
should contain measurable outcomes, and those objectives should inform the content of the
program. Questions were raised about whether current program objectives were measurable
and, if so, how they were being measured. Likewise, program objectives should inform
recruitment and selection processes as well as program policies and procedures. The
knowledge and skills the program aims to develop should be relevant to and needed by the
participants being recruited. Recruitment goals should be reflected in and supported by
program policies and procedures. The curriculum map, including the scaffolded modules, was
seen as a useful tool, especially for ensuring continuity. Similarly, the continuum articulated
through the program design of guiding participants from a mindset of “learner” to “active
participant” was noted as positive, and the use of intentional guided reflection was highlighted
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as an optimal way to help program participants connect learning objectives to outcomes they
perceived or experienced, thus enhancing continuity. Key areas for improvement in this theme
included refining and clarifying program objectives, aligning policies and activities with program
objectives such as electing ‘officers’ among participants in each program class, and considering
how program objectives should inform a recruitment plan and selection processes.

A second aspect of continuity surfaced regarding alignment between program objectives and
stakeholders’ expectations of program graduates. Program stakeholders include program
administrators, participants, program alumni, ANR industry representatives and others.
Specifically, external stakeholders indicated that program success was represented by
graduates in ‘visible’ leadership roles (i.e. public advocacy, political positions, policy-making
contributions, etc.). Simultaneously, concern about the lack of traditional agriculture producers’
participation was expressed. Focus group participants acknowledged time and cost constraints
as likely barriers to producers’ participation. There may be misalignment between the desire for
increased producer participation and the expectation that program alumni fulfill visible
leadership roles “beyond the farm gate.” Additionally, one focus group participant noted that
the program “seems to have limited visibility, both within the agriculture and forestry industry,
and certainly outside those industries.” There seemed to be a disconnect between who is
participating in the class and who the program was intended to attract and serve, as well as
stakeholders’ expectations regarding who should be participating in the program and what
successful program alumni should be doing.

Diversity

Diversity arose in two distinct yet related ways: diversity of perspectives in content, and
diversity of participants. Regarding diverse perspectives in content, it was noted that a primary
outcome for program participants is broad and deep understanding across agriculture and
natural resources (ANR) industries, from local to global levels. Moreover, it was suggested that
incorporating content beyond traditional ANR, to include the whole food system as well as
high-level, cross-cutting issues, such as sustainability, artificial intelligence, and inclusion might
be beneficial. It was emphasized that various perspectives should not just be acknowledged but
be incorporated throughout content in an equitable way, including attention to language used,
the ways in which content is presented, and the amount of time allotted to various
perspectives.

Regarding diversity of participants, the need for a diverse candidate pool and balanced
selection process aimed at achieving desired representation was expressed. Two specific
demographic categories of concern were identified; primary industry and race/ethnicity. The
qualitative data clearly conveyed a concern for increasing the number of participants who
identify as traditional agricultural producers. The most recent program data indicates a trend of
nearly half of class participants identifying their primary industry as “community or related
services” including banking, insurance, conservation districts, government agencies, etc.
Qualitative data also indicated stakeholder desire for increasing the number of applicants and
participants from Tribal communities and communities of color. It is important to note that race
and ethnicity demographics have not been historically collected from applicants or participants,
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so their representation or lack thereof cannot be substantiated quantitatively at this point.
Importantly, stakeholders recognized the program currently does not have a recruitment plan
and shared concerns that the program may not achieve diverse applicants or participants
without intentional recruitment efforts focused on desired demographics.

Strength in Numbers

Networking and network development were identified as important outcomes for program
participants. Despite some deliberation among focus group participants about how the
program could be administered differently to address financial, time, or other challenges, there
was overwhelming agreement that participant relationships developed because of time spent
together and outweighed any potential advantages of a different program structure. One
program alum stated, “It was a life changing experience where | gained confidence, a robust
network and a group of lifelong friends.” Moreover, data suggest that network development
and maintenance should extend beyond time in the program, to engage alumni more
intentionally and effectively. This may also lend itself to continuing education opportunities for
alumni.

Ideas related to enhancing cohesion of the cohort surfaced as well. Stakeholders encouraged
the expectation of 100% attendance at seminars. They also recommended that additional
equitable policies modeled after the existing international travel policy be considered to further
encourage cohesion of class participants.

Conclusions, Discussion, and Recommendations

We found the CIPP model to be a useful evaluation framework for an ANR LDP. The model is
robust yet flexible, which allowed us to address pertinent questions for program
administrators’ decision-making, leading to meaningful recommendations. We incorporated a
wide variety of perspectives through our data collection to support a well-rounded evaluation
of Washington AgForestry. Moreover, this approach can be both formative and summative,
which may facilitate continual improvement of ongoing, iterative programs. Program evaluation
can be time-intensive and complex. We recognize not all programs have resources to conduct
such a holistic evaluation. However, evaluators do not have to carry out all four CIPP model
components. Rather, program administrators and evaluators should carefully consider which
are most important, given the life stage of the program, the purpose of the evaluation, and the
availability or accessibility of data. We recommend IAPAL members and other similar ANR LDPs
use the CIPP model for evaluation and share their process and results. Stufflebeam’s (2003)
recommended reporting format of program background, context, and results enhances
transferability. Applying a consistent model to evaluate similarly structured ANR LDPs would
build a valuable knowledge base documenting outcomes, impacts, and potential needs of such
programs, potentially resulting in collectively improving programs.

Regarding the Washington AgForestry Leadership Program, we conclude that the current
content and structure is fulfilling the stated mission and there is strong stakeholder support.
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Simultaneously, areas for improvement, future growth and longevity were noted. The cohort
model was noted as a strength and critical for achieving the network identified as one of the
most important outcomes for participants, the program, and the industry. We strongly
recommend the cohort model be retained and opportunities to further enhance and support
the development and maintenance of participants’ and alumni networks be considered.

Two primary areas for improvement were identified, namely continuity and diversity. Regarding
continuity, we conclude that alignment from stakeholder expectations, through program
objectives, to measurement of objectives is important and should be carefully reviewed.
Moreover, consistency throughout and across program documents and communications can
confirm and enhance alignment. Therefore, we recommend that Washington AgForestry
conduct a thorough review of program documents to ensure consistency and alignment of
program objectives, policies, and communications. Regarding diversity, stakeholders voiced a
desire to ensure various perspectives were considered and presented equitably across
programming. This may be difficult to document, however, we recommend that program
administrators consider what perspectives are included in future programming. Additionally,
stakeholders shared concern regarding diversity of participants, specifically the number who
identified as traditional agricultural producers as well as participants who identified as a
member of a Tribal community or person of color. Given the robust discussion about this topic,
we conclude that demographic makeup of cohorts is a concern of stakeholders and therefore
recommend that program administrators work with stakeholders to identify the ideal mix of
participant demographics in each cohort and develop a corresponding recruitment plan.
Important demographics should be collected consistently during the application and selection
process, and if possible, data from previous participants should be collected so an accurate
assessment of historical participant demographics can guide decision-making.

Finally, we recommend Washington AgForestry and other ANR LDPs establish and maintain an

evaluation plan, regularly collecting and analyzing relevant data to ensure program objectives
are being realized in the best way possible.
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