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Evaluation can enable nonprofits to more effecyivvempete for performance-
based funds and improve programs. Limited resodaresternal evaluation and
shortcomings of external evaluation, however, emglé the sector’s capability for
accountability and self-reflection. Several foumulag have responded by incorporating
empowerment evaluation into their grantmaking. &gluation approach builds on a
history of participatory and collaborative methaaisg aims to increase evaluation capacity
by coaching agencies to take ownership of the gsce

This study explores the practice and outcomesesetlempowerment evaluation
partnerships through telephone interviews with ffation personnel , nonprofit staff, and
evaluation coaches from across the country. Redalhonstrate that nonprofits have
acquired only partial ownership of the procesgjilgato mixed outcomes that are limited

by resources and vary depending upon the cultieapacity of the agency. Foundations
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interested in empowerment evaluation are adviséicstassess the grantee’s readiness and

the foundation’s goals.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Foundations have required evaluation of their nofipgrantees for decades, yet
nonprofits in recent years have come under inanggsiessure to demonstrate to funders
that their programs attain intended outcomes (galii, 1998; Walker & Grossman,
1999). Capability for evaluation can thus enablagency to better position itself for
funding opportunities, as well as allow the orgatian to be self-accountable and react
quickly to change to improve programs and operatibnough results-based decision-
making (Preskill & Torres, 1999). Institutionaligivaluation processes in the nonprofit
sector, however, is not without its challenges.drese-stretched nonprofits typically do
not have the staff, skills, or resources to engagwaluation when limited funds are
channeled directly into service delivery (Cutt & ivay, 2000). An evaluation done by an
external evaluator brought in by the funder sobhés difficulty, yet produces an
evaluation that is potentially of only limited oo benefit to the organization’s
programming and capacity (Weiss, 1998). Such aluatran may be met with resistance
from an agency who sees the evaluation’s goalsiedaied and external to the
organization and fears the punitive repercussidém®or results (Cutt & Murray, 2000;
Easterling, 2000; Fetterman, 1996).

Recognizing these shortcomings of current evalogiractices in the nonprofit
sector, some foundations have begun to engageapacity-building evaluation

approach with their grantees calletipowerment evaluatioBavid Fetterman (1994a),



2
the founder of the method, defines empowermenuatiain as “the use of evaluation
concepts and techniques to foster self-determima{im 1). It emerged from a history of
participatory and collaborative approaches, whetkso increase utilization of results
and skill-building by including program personnelie evaluation process. These
inclusionary approaches were developed in responge shortcomings of lack of use
and relevancy of the more rigorous, methods-baselitibnal evaluations (Cousins &
Whitmore, 1998). Empowerment evaluation goes ogg &irther than previous
participatory approaches by giving individualsteg program leveull ownership over
the process aided by facilitation and training framevaluation coach (Fetterman, 2001).
The intention is that the organization will recaggnot only the outcomes of its
programs, but also the value of self-reflection dath-based decision making, and will
continue to incorporate evaluation in its operatiohithough all participatory and
collaborative techniques have the potential todobarganizational capacity and increase
the benefit of evaluation for nonprofits, empowentevaluation was chosen for this
study because of its specific focus on capacityding that comes from its extreme
position on the participatory spectrum.

This study seeks to explore and describe the dustate of empowerment
evaluation endeavors between foundations and nioeiprofit grantees. To gain a full
perspective on the process, telephone interviews s@nducted with foundation
personnel who have engaged in the process withdghantees, the evaluators hired to
facilitate the process, and staff from the nongsofiho participated in the evaluation.

Data are presented through qualitative case-stndlyses of each subject population.
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The study seeks to explore three fundamental relsemrestions: 1) how and why is the
process being implemented, 2) what are the chadierand 3) how are nonprofit
agencies impacted?

The purposes of the current study are: 1) to dmrte to the growing body of
knowledge on empowerment evaluation, 2) to des¢hbeurrent use of this practice in
the philanthropic and nonprofit sectors, 3) to mlefoundations who may be interested
in empowerment evaluation with information to gatiye costs and benefits of the
process, and 4) to provide insight to nonprofitgagyed in the process with funders or
other groups about what has worked well for otlganaies. It is hoped that the results
will contribute valuable insight and informationcalt empowerment evaluation within
grantor-grantee relationships.

No known study to date has examined the use of espoent evaluation by the
foundation community. McNelis & Bickel (1996) repdinat only a handful of formal
publications have directly studied the philanthcogector’s views on the role of any type
of evaluation, and these authors advocate thantfation-sponsored evaluation deserves
more attention, in the evaluation, research, anddation communities, given the
amount of funding granted to organizations by thiéamthropic community every year
and the social trust that these organizations septé (pp. 31-32). Foundations indeed
have the power to guide social change. In 2003)dations donated over $27 billion to
nonprofits nationwide (The Foundation Center, 2084y with their freedom from
political pressures they have the independenckapesnew directions through

exploration of different solutions (Porter & Kramé&©99). With an increasing focus on



new models of philanthropy such lagh-engagemertr venture philanthropywhich
provides organizational development and capacitigimg in addition to funding
(Frumkin, 2003), the time is ripe to examine suatovative efforts as empowerment
evaluation.

The four chapters that follow provide an overvievih@ evaluation literature, the
data collection methods and interview results, asginthesis of what has been learned
about empowerment evaluation from this study. Gérapdetails the state of evaluation
within the nonprofit sector and the developmengadluation from traditional to
participatory approaches and finally to empowernesatuation. Chapter 3 describes the
study’s methodology. Chapter 4 presents the syistio¢snterview findings from those
involved in the empowerment evaluation processndiation personnel, nonprofit staff,
and evaluation coaches. Chapter 5 discusses thieatipns of the study’s findings and
provides recommendations for the future of empovesrtnevaluation within the

foundation and nonprofit communities.



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The Current State of Foundation & Nonprofit Evaluation

In the 1940’s, private foundations began fundingleation to measure the impact
of funded social programs (Weiss, 1998). Sincetiha many foundations, particularly
the largest and most influential, have continuednphasize measurement of grantee
outcomes (Walker & Grossman, 1999). Increased catigrefor funding in recent years
has led to greater recognition of the need to eseopnance-based evaluation, a trend
experts believe will continue (Billitteri, 1998) r&htees now report that foundations are
requiring more emphasis on outcomes than ever d¢Wnlker & Grossman, 1999), and
nonprofits are rising to the challenge. For examiblieee-quarters of outcome
measurement initiatives within United Way agendiegan just in the last ten years
(United Way of America, 2000). Funders hope thateased accountability will alleviate
fears that funds are being wasted on underperfgrmiagrams (Cutt & Murray, 2000)
due in part to the failure of philanthropy as a lehto demonstrate achievement of
intended outcomes in the past (Walker & Grossmaagj

In addition to enabling nonprofits to demonstrde impacts of their programs to
funders and the public, evaluation can help a nafitgo improve its operations and
service delivery (McNelis & Bickel, 1996). In anv@rmonment of constant change due to
the effects of globalization, workforce demograghand technology advancements,

knowledge is an essential asset that allows am@agtion to adapt to changes with speed
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and flexibility (Preskill & Torres, 1999). This coept has been recognized over the past
few decades in the for-profit and public sectord has initiated the practices of
continuous quality improvement (CQI) and total gyahanagement (TQM) (American
Association for Higher Education, 1994; Dew & Negri2004). CQI and TQM engage
employees in a collaboration to improve work prgessin order to increase product
guality and enable the organization to learn arahgk. Communities that empower
employees to act and share learning continuallysgstematically are important in
fostering a culture of accountability and respoesiiiange (Preskill & Torres, 1999).

Many grantees report positive impacts of evaluatiortheir organizations. In a
survey of United Way agencies, 88% reported thaluation helped them to better
communicate their impact to stakeholders, 76% tegaa resulting improvement in
service delivery, and 83% found themselves more &bsuccessfully compete for
funding (United Way of America, 2000). An overwhéhg 89% said they would
recommend that others implement outcomes evaluation

At the same time, evaluation within a largely urndgitalized sector is not
without its challenges. Over half (55%) of the @ditWay agencies reported that
evaluation overloaded their record-keeping capaaity 60% said there was insufficient
staff time available for the process. Nonprofitgitally operate with only a slim margin
of funds that are earmarked for more immediateisedemands. Many nonprofits thus
have neither the funds nor the skills to implensaghisticated evaluation techniques
(Cutt & Murray, 2000), and do not put efforts tod@avaluation that may be viewed as

unrelated to the organization’s mission (Billitter®98). In this environment, evaluation



can become a burden seen “mainly as a ritual degigmplacate the funding bodies,
without any real usefulness” (Weiss, 1998, p. 23).

While the employment of an outside evaluator bguntiation alleviates this
resource barrier, this option may not do much teefiethe nonprofit. Funders generally
are interested in the overall effects of a prognaeh program staff want to focus more on
what strategy they can use to gain maximum progethacts (Weiss, 1998). A lack of
agreement between foundations and nonprofits adqguriopriate benchmarks for
measurement and use of results can lead to confasid miscommunication as well as
misuse of resources (Carson, 2000). Staff mayewttse link between their daily
activities and commitment to progress towards gsaidy the foundation or outside
evaluator (Fetterman, 1996), hindering organizatiamprovement that depends upon
goals that are relevant to and embraced by theeamtyanization (Ristau, 2001; Wing,
2004). An additional challenge is that an outsidiestiltant may not have a good
understanding of the organization (Billitteri, 1928 may fail to see only symptoms
rather than underlying causes (Wing, 2004). Becatifeese heavily externalized
aspects of traditional evaluation, the resourcasdessitates, and the fear of negative
repercussions, nonprofits can be strongly resistaehgaging in evaluative activities
(Easterling, 2000).

Evaluation commissioned by funders adds additipredsure to demonstrate
positive impact in order to meet financial needsl & continued funding hinges on the
results of the evaluation, “projects may try tduehce, subvert, or even sabotage the

evaluation” (Weiss, 1998, p. 26). Mark, Henry &nksg (2000) agree that “the combination
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of the purpose of oversight with program improvemsmipe for conflict” (p. 128). Cutt &
Murray (2000) refer to phenomenon resulting from pressure asook good avoid blame
where those being evaluated measure only thosetagpat will be sure to produce
positive results and explain poor results as otief control. The authors state that in
order to combat this threat, the organization mresite aulture of accountabilityhat
emphasizes acceptance of responsibility as a fepagportunity from which positive
change can stem.

Cutt & Murray contend that involving evaluees ie tfecision-making process can
help to achieve this goal. Grantee involvementwalwation is in fact considered to be a
best practice in the literature on effective orgations (Schon, 1983, as cited in McNelis
& Bickel, 1996). Experts recognize there is a nieadclude the organization’s own
guestions and need for self-improvement in theuatan process in a way that leaves the
agency with new skills (Easterling, 2000).

The newly emerging field of high-engagement or uemphilanthropy seems to be
a natural vehicle for grantor-grantee partnersimgvaluation. Donors who have become
involved in this new type of philanthropy recognike benefits of providing training and
organizational development that leaves the nortpaatih increased capacity extending
beyond the life of the grant (Byrne, 2002; FrumiZ@03; Morino & Shore, 2004).
Foundations are in the unique position to expaadttial benefit of their grants by
engaging in such full partnerships with nonprdfiterder to increase nonprofit

effectiveness .



The Roots of Evaluation

Evaluation can be defined as “the formulation afgments about the merit,
worth, or significance of a program on the basisystematic inquiry” (Cousins, 2005, p.
204) and is rooted in “the need and desire for act@bility” (Alkin & Christie, 2004, p.
12). The beginnings of formal evaluation can beddtack to more than 4,000 years ago
when the Chinese engaged in systematic personaklagion (Wortman, 1983, as cited
in Mark et al., 2000). Modern evaluation in the tddi States is commonly traced back to
the 1960s, when the Great Society legislation migadsystematic evaluation of many
newly developed educational and social prograntsrét@ived large amounts of federal
dollars (House, 1993; Weiss, 1998). By the endhefli970’s, evaluation had become
commonplace in government agencies (Weiss, 1988)has since evolved into multiple
streams of theory and practice (House, 1993).

Evaluation can serve one or more of several pugyaseluding: (1) assessment
of worth or merit, (2) improvement for the programorganization, (3) oversight and
compliance, and (4) development of knowledge (Marél., 2000). Evaluations fall into
one of two categoriesummativeevaluation, which focuses on judging or provingdsh
on outcomes, anfrmativeevaluation, which focuses on improving programpaicies
(Patton, 1994). These concepts can also be ded@agmeitcomeandprocessevaluation
(Cutt & Murray, 2000), respectively. A phrase frewaluator Robert Stake and
reemphasized by Scriven (1991, p. 19), explainglitfierence well: “when the cook
tastes the soup, that's formative evaluation; whenguest tastes it, that's summative

evaluation” (Weiss, 1998, p. 31). A summative eaibn can be part of a formative
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evaluation; if evaluation demonstrates mixed oratieg effects, for example, it can help
program personnel learn what could be done bati@nske improvements (Weiss,
1998).

Early, traditional evaluations were undertakenrmvgle a summative assessment
of merit or worth. This was accomplished through déipplication of rigorous scientific
technigue in order to eliminate bias, a practiameered in the social sciences by Donald
Campbell withquasi-experimental desig@lkin & Christie, 2004). The role of the
evaluator in this traditional sense was an objectind dispassionate observer and
reporter (Weiss, 1998). Proponents of traditiomal@ation believed that proper
guantitative methodology would produce value-freleitsons reflecting all group

interests that would be widely embraced (House3)199

Emergence of Collaborative Inquiry

As evaluation became more of an established fealdluators began to realize
that evaluation was a political enterprise, subjectifferent and often conflicting
interests (House, 1993). It also became apparah@reat Society program evaluations
were being largely ignored, and even a call foreased rigor to convince policymakers
to take results more seriously did not result mater use of results (Patton, 1997a).
Without use of findings, evaluation is a futile enthking, because “even when use is
less direct and immediate, utility of some kindpdes the rationale for evaluation”
(Weiss, 1998, p. 15). The Joint Committee on Statslagrees: one of their four

evaluation standards is utility (Patton, 1997a).
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In response to the failings of traditional evaloatiseveral new forms of
evaluation emerged on the scene in the 1970'ssthaght to involve people from the
programs that were being evaluated and incorptinaie concerns and questions
(Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). These many types sharee commonalties than
differences and can be termed under the umbretializborative inquiry(Cousins &
Whitmore, 1998). Such evaluations emphasize detisiaking by key personnel (Alkin
& Christie, 2004) and employ an evaluator in thie iaf facilitator, collaborator or coach
with an aim to “use the evaluation process to iaseeparticipants’ sense of being in
control of, deliberative about, and reflective beit own lives and situations” (Patton,
1997a, p. 98).

Involving key program personnel, stakeholdersin the process proved to
alleviate the difficulties of underutilization of&uation results. Numerous researchers
have demonstrated that involving stakeholdersémitocess increases the likelihood that
the results will be used (Alkin & Christie, 2004tg&ne, 1988; Patton, 1997a; PreskKill,
2004; Weiss, 1998), in part because “the process@dging in evaluation can have as
much or more impact than the findings generatedtt(f, 1997a, p. 99). It has also been
found that if stakeholders participate in the pescand gain an understanding of
evaluation, they may be more likely to be selfeefive in the future (Weiss, 1998). The
inclusion of a range of stakeholder perspectivektiadally results in more
representative findings that reflect all interestd promote the building of skill and
awareness capacity (Preskill, 2004). Today it idelyi accepted that stakeholders should

be given a voice in the evaluation process (Maid.e2000).
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Collaborative Inquiry: A Variety of Forms

The various types of collaborative inquiry can beged on a spectrum of three
distinguishing characteristics: (1) who has contngdr the evaluation process (researcher
vS. practitioners), (2) the breadth of stakehokiection (primary users vs. all legitimate
groups), and (3) the depth of participation (cotaidn vs. deep participation) (Cousins
& Whitmore, 1998). The inquiry approaches describerk are far from a comprehensive
listing of all such practices; this review is intlexdl to provide a simplified overview of
some of the most prominent approaches.

One of the original forms of collaborative inquiryhich engages a wide range of
stakeholders on a limited, consultative basistakeholder-based evaluati¢@ousins &
Whitmore, 1998). It was developed by the Nationagtitute of Education in response to
the criticisms of traditional evaluation discusgedviously, and was “designed explicitly
both to increase the use of evaluation resultsiéoision making and to bring a wider
variety of people into active participation in #xaluation process” (Weiss, 1983, p. 8).
Although stakeholder-based evaluation incorportitesnput of many participants, the
evaluator still retains full control over the prese

A second type of collaborative inquiry to emergeimiy this time wasitilization-
focused evaluatiowith a primary focus on enhancing the use of thauation by key
program personnel by involving them in the prod@&ston, 1997a). Utilization-focused
evaluation employs a narrow group of stakeholdewder to focus the evaluation

guestions and process, and these individuals bogriand participate to a greater extent
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than would participants in a stakeholder-baseduati@n (Patton, 1997a). Patton (1994)
later expanded the possibilities for utilizatiorefised evaluation to include
developmental evaluatioin this process the evaluator and team of stdker®engage
in immediate and ongoing evaluative feedback rattem producing a formal report or
judgment in order to foster continual and cumukatievelopment and learning.

A third type of collaborative inquiry igarticipatory action researchrhis form is
traditionally characterized by a dual emphasisnoprovement for the program and the
generation of social theory, shared responsiliiéiwveen the researcher and participants,
and stakeholder involvement in all aspects of treuation. More contemporary
emancipatory action researdbcuses on empowering individuals or groups tatrig
social inequities and gives the participants exetisontrol (Cousins & Earl, 1995;
Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). In whatever form, actresearch is characterized by
collaboration, a focus on practical problems, aplessis on professional development,
and a project structure with time and support fmrocommunication (Oja & Smulyan,
1989).

One of the most widely known forms of collaboratimguiry, participatory
evaluation employs a high level of participant control anddlvement in an equal
partnership with the evaluator in every aspechefgroject (Cousins & Earl, 1995). It
involves a smaller number of primary users in gpéedevel of engagement and
responsibility than stakeholder-based evaluatiarugihs & Earl, 1995), and is more
geared towards continued and active user partioipdghan utilization-focused evaluation

(Alkin & Christie, 2004). Most commonly participatoevaluation focuses on program
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improvement and can build capacity at the individgeoup, and/or organizational level
(Cousins, 2004). Cousins & Whitmore (1998) defiwe forms:practical participatory
evaluation(P-PE), which focuses on practical evaluationastion, andransformative
participatory evaluatior{T-PE), which aims to empower and bring socialipgsto
participants.

In 1994, a new theory and practice of collaboraitnpiiry calledempowerment
evaluationemerged with a primary focus on empowerment andagpbuilding

(Fetterman, 1994a, 1994b, 1996, 2001, 2005).

Empowerment Evaluation

Fetterman (1994a) first defined empowerment evelnan his presidential
address to the American Evaluation Associatiortlas tise of evaluation concepts and
techniques to foster self-determination”, with sddtermination being “the ability to
chart one’s own course in life” (1994a, p. 1). Adée later, he and his colleagues gave a

somewhat modified definition:

An evaluation approach that aims to increase thbahility of achieving
program success by (1) providing program stakehsldéh tools for assessing
the planning, implementation, and self-evaluatibtheir program, and (2)
mainstreaming evaluation as part of the plannirdyraanagement of the
program/organization (Wandersman, Snell-Johns,, édtterman, Keener,
Livet, et al., 2005, p. 28).

Empowerment evaluation falls on the furthest enthefparticipatory spectrum,

with high stakeholder participation and completdipgant control (Cousins, Donahue
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& Bloom, 1996, as cited in Fetterman, 2001). Fettar stresses that the process can be
particularly empowering among traditionally disemfchised groups, such as African
American and Latino communities, where outside @atalrs may not understand the
values specific to that community and individuads/d particular need for advocacy tools
(Fetterman, 1996). At the same time, he states'slefitdetermination is potentially
applicable to human beings on every level of th@ad@nd economic scale” (Fetterman,
2001, p. 114).

Although empowerment evaluation primarily focusadarmative purposes
(Fetterman, 2001), it can be an effective tooldemonstrating accountability as well
(Fetterman, 2005a). Patton (1997b) infers thabitgs value on self-accountability as the
highest form of accountability. Fetterman and lnkeagues identify ten principles of
empowerment evaluation that are given differenghedepending on the context
(Cousins, 2005) and determine the balance betwamyuatability and self-improvement
(Keener, Snell-Johns, Livet, & Wandersman, 200%)n#ore of the principles are
included, the quality of the evaluation increagdsese principles are: improvement,
community ownership, inclusion, democratic paritipn, social justice, community
knowledge, evidence-based strategies, capacitgibgil organizational learning, and

accountability (Wandersman et al., 2005).

Criticisms of Empowerment Evaluation
Empowerment evaluation is often criticized foratabiguity and lack of

distinction from participatory, collaborative, sédiolder-involving and utilization
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focused approaches, particularly in practice (Qmys2005; Patton, 1997b). Indeed, the
method shares more commonalties than differencibstivese other approaches
(Fetterman, 2001) and also varies substantialifsimplementation (Cousins, 2005). For
example, in one analysis of an empowerment evalnatplementation, the authors
conclude that, in fact, the process was closergaraicipatory approach because it
resulted in less organizational learning and lmaifiacity than intended. This occurred
primarily because the organization did not haveréseurces available to take full
ownership over the process (Keener et al., 20083trating that the organizational
environment and skill level will strongly influenaaplementation and the resulting level
of success. Fetterman (2001) states that “thare &bsolute or pure form of any
approach in practice. Evaluations approximate aalitype” (p. 114).

The above example illustrates the explicit emphthsisempowerment evaluation
places on capacity building, which most experts a# its primary identifiable and
unique trait (Cousins, 2005; Fetterman, 2005b;dPatt997b; Vanderplaat, 1997, as cited
in Fetterman, 2001). Patton (1997b) also obsemedimpowerment evaluation differs
from other methods in its emphasis on liberatiarthke words of one empowerment
evaluation facilitator, “the training in the todts continuous improvement, imparted to
constituents by the evaluator, has liberated prograrticipants and has given them their
strongest positions as program advocates” (Kele96, p. 80).

A second prominent criticism of empowerment eviidunacomes from the
perceived lack of objectivity and rigor surroundihg process. Critics fear that

objectivity and rigor are lost when evaluation igegp away to those being evaluated,
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potentially leading to unethical and corrupt usderrthe guise of legitimate evaluation
(Stufflebeam, 1994). They also feel that an evaluato is too invested in advocating
for the beliefs and goals of the group being evaldiavill be unable to determine the
group’s true merit and worth (Scriven, 1997; Stelfttam, 1994) and that the method is
insufficient for producing hard-line results (Causi2005).

Fetterman (1995) counters these criticisms by isgahat even traditional
evaluation can never be truly objective, as “eviiduna like any other dimension of life, is
political, social, cultural, and economic” (p. 18%eiss (1998) agrees that outside
evaluators in any context are in danger of becorfsngengaged with practitioners and
clients and so involved in the processes of thgnaimo that they become almost
unwitting advocates for it” (p. 38). Fetterman pes$hat one need not to have distance
from what is being studied to effectively evaluatel criticize, and, in fact, the best data
comes instead from close observation and interaetith people. The empowerment
evaluation structure additionally moderates bias@omotes rigor as much as possible
by encouraging group members to check one anothgesdas and by providing
sufficient methodological training throughout thegess. Additionally, participants who
wish to retain credibility with outside agenciev&a motivation to produce authentic
documentation. Fetterman (1997) states that trermaitaccountability function of
empowerment evaluation is only one of many legitem@aurposes, and that the method is
not intended to replace all other forms of evatratHe feels that, with this approach,

“usefulness supercedes academic precision” (20Q1Q 7).
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Empowerment Evaluation in Practice

According to Fetterman (1994a, 1994b, 2001, 200&7}ain elements must be
present in an organization’s environment for empovest evaluation to be effective. A
group must be invested in the evaluation and md/éo take ownership if the results
are to be meaningful and sustainable. The envirohmest be conducive to risk-taking
and to taking responsibility for one’s actions. fiéhemust be a high level of trust and
support within the group that serves to encouragest self-reflection and discussion of
successes and failures. The presence of an oetgadieator keeps the process on track
and monitors progress and rigor. Also, the inclasbthe funder in the process can
contribute to the knowledge pool and make it ldssgy that the funder will require a
change of course.

Case studies of empowerment evaluation highlighirtiportance of trusting and
committed relationships, peer support, and clelasrand responsibilities (Millett, 1996;
Gomez & Goldstein, 1996). One team found its pastnip to be a success due to
“mutual respect and trust, reciprocity, open comitation, shared responsibility, a
shared appreciation for the cultural and sociohisabcontext within which the
community and its organizations operate, and a comealtural style of communication
and interaction” (Grills, Bass, Brown, & Akers, B3%. 135).

One of the most difficult and common problemstagfsurnover during the
process (Fetterman, 2001). Even if a staff mendmards after the evaluation is officially
finished, the benefits of the capacity built withivat individual will be lost to the

organization. This raises the question of how &iain the efforts of capacity building
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amidst the well-recognized high turnover of the proit sector. Wing (2004) postulates
that both individual- and system-based efforts nbestindertaken; “It has to be person
carried, or it is dead; yet it has to be institotibzed in systems, or it evaporates” (p.
158). Fetterman (2001) states that “sustainabgigependent on the degree to which the
group is successful in institutionalizing evaluatigp. 146).

Another barrier to empowerment evaluation faceadyprofits is lack of time
and resources to devote to the process and ragpbiential overburdenment of staff.
Fetterman (1996) states that it is important teepeftorts with an organization that has a
heavy work schedule so that the effort does ndésdtie to staff being overburdened.
Ristau (2001) found that nonprofit participantsalved in an outcomes evaluation
required continued technical assistance in ordensure long-term commitment to the
process. It is possible that even with the besnitndns, once the evaluation coach
finishes his or her work with the organizationautd be difficult to sustain commitment
to evaluation due to lack of resources.

Finally, organizations accustomed to traditionalaation may be resistant to
taking ownership over the evaluation process (Fatia, 2001). In an environment
where the process is still relatively new, agenniay fear what they do not know,
possibly compromising the ability of the procesbstild evaluation capacity.

Despite these potential barriers to implementatompowerment evaluation’s
focus on skill development and ownership of thdwation process provides a potential

vehicle for building nonprofit capacity and pronmgtia culture of accountability.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Participants

Participants in this study are foundation persoenglaged in empowerment
evaluation with nonprofit grantees, evaluatorsding these foundations to facilitate the
process, and staff from nonprofits who are or vezrgaged in the empowerment
evaluation process with foundations.

The sample of foundations from which to draw pengbnvas obtained in two
ways. First, a search fempowerment evaluatiomas done through The Foundation
Center web site. This generated a list of six fatimhs, and the principal investigator
visited the web sites of those foundations to $etocmore information regarding the
evaluations. It was confirmed from published repdintt two of the foundations had
participated in empowerment evaluation. These fatiods were cold-called using a
prewritten script (see Appendix D), and througleredl by internal staff, the individuals
most closely related to those evaluations weretifileth and recruited using a verbal
consent script (see Appendix E).

The second method of foundation personnel recrmtmwas through contact with
David Fetterman and Abraham Wandersman, foundetfeecgmpowerment evaluation
technique. Upon the request of the principal ingasbr, they provided contact
information for two additional foundations that thampowerment evaluation and the

appropriate contact person at each. These foumdpéisonnel were called and recruited
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in the same manner as the other two foundationcpaahts. Fortunately, all the
foundation staff who were approached about theystggleed to participate. In total, five
foundation personnel from four foundations werenwewed, including a program
director, a senior research associate, a vicegaesin strategic planning and evaluation,
an evaluation manager, and a foundation president.

These four foundations represent only a convenisao®le of foundations in the
country that utilize empowerment evaluation withitlgrantees. Others can be identified
through published literature and case studies quoararment evaluation, but time
constraints limited the ability to contact them all

Evaluators were identified by asking each founaeatiterviewee for the names
of one or two of the evaluators they had hirecatlitate the process. These individuals
are outside evaluators who had been hired by thediations to facilitate empowerment
evaluation for nonprofit grantees. The evaluatoesencontacted and recruited using the
same verbal consent form as for foundations (sqeeAgix E). Of the five evaluators
contacted, three agreed to participate: one froexfoandation and two from a second
foundation. All three are associated with univégsit

Nonprofit subjects are grantees of the foundattbashave been partners in the
empowerment evaluations, and were similarly idedithrough referrals from the
foundation participants. In one case, due to difficobtaining contact information from
the foundation, nonprofit contacts were obtainednfthe evaluator who had been
working with the foundation and the grantees. Appiate staff members at the nonprofit

agencies were identified either through this reflgorocess or by cold-calling the
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nonprofits (again using the script in Appendix Dhe appropriate staff were recruited
with the verbal consent form (see Appendix E). B#arent of nonprofit personnel
proved to be somewhat more difficult than for foaton staff. Several staff never
responded to phone messages and emails from ti@pali investigator, likely because
nonprofit staff are already frequently overburdengtth organizational demands. One
organization that was contacted reported thatttfé members who had worked on the
evaluation were no longer employed at the agentyh@sixteen nonprofit staff people
identified and contacted as possible participa#gen agreed to participate in the study.
Each of the four foundations was represented sxgampling: one nonprofit had been
funded by one foundation, one by a second foundatweo by a third foundation, and
three by the fourth foundation. Of these lattee¢hnonprofit participants, two were not
regular employees of the agency but rather had bemmght in specifically to manage
the project for which the evaluation was done. plespectives of these individuals
regarding the impacts of empowerment evaluationamprofits are thus somewhat
limited by an outside perspective.

In order to safeguard against any potential risthéosubjects that could result
from answers given, and to promote honest respptiseglentity of each participant and

his or her organization has been kept confidemtithis report.

Instrumentation

Three study instruments were created to guide samnctured interviews, one for

each population of subjects (see Appendices A-Qgsfions were designed in an open-
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ended manner in order to avoid leading their respsin a particular direction. The
study’s main research questions regarding the psoaed impacts of empowerment
evaluation focused the development of questioreriBus literature on empowerment
evaluation also guided question development, pdatily regarding the topics of how the
process compares to more traditional evaluatiorvémether challenges and benefits
described by other groups occurred in these cases.

Questions for foundation personnel focused on:

» why their foundations chose to use empowermenuatiah

* what they felt were the benefits for both theirarization and their grantees
» whether challenges arose and how they were detdt wi

* what advice they would give to other foundations

Questions for evaluators focused more on the psoitssf:

» what elements enabled or blocked success
» whether there were challenges and how they were met
» what the outcomes were for the nonprofits
Questions for nonprofit staff sought to determine:
» the positive and negative impacts of the evaluatiotheir organizations

* how the experience differed from previous expersneith other funders
» their level of involvement in and perceptions & firocess

Procedures

Data for each participant were collected through semi-structured telephone
interview lasting between 30 and 45 minutes. Duting phone call, the principal
investigator focused on asking the open-ended igmssincluded in the interview

instrument. She additionally followed up with quess to clarify points or gather greater
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detail about a particular answer or unique situati®ecause of this, each phone call had
a slightly different structure depending upon thbkjsct’'s responses. Each interview was
tape-recorded and then transcribed into writtemfat which point the audio tape was
erased. Transcriptions were identified only by ebar linked to the interviewee’s name
in a spreadsheet accessible only to the prinaiplestigator. This spreadsheet was

destroyed following the study.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed in qualitative case studies$ feiindation personnel,
nonprofit staff, and evaluators treated as threarste cases. Responses within each of
the three cases were analyzed for common themasditbe main study questions. Data
are grouped by these main themes and specific dearape provided. Although a cross-
case analysis of each foundation-evaluator-nonprefitionship would have provided an
additional and valuable perspective, this wouldenbgen a threat to evaluator and
nonprofit confidentiality were a foundation to rgoaze itself and accordingly know the
identity of the subjects linked to it. Participaate identified in the data analysis only by
the type of organization for which they work, falled by a letter (for example,
Foundation A, Nonprofit C, Evaluator B, etc.). Thdstters were assigned randomly and
denote no particular order or personal informaéibout the subjects.

Reliability in this study was promoted by using #ane interview instrument for
each participant of the same population (foundatmmprofit, or evaluator), by timing

all interviews to be approximately the same lengtid by phrasing questions in the same
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way during each interview. Validity was enhancedibing an interview instrument with
open-ended questions to prevent leading the sshjgct any particular answer. The
principle investigator focused conversations arogueistions that were designed to be
objective and avoided making value statementswibatd bias the subjects. Low
interference descriptors were used as much ashpessithe data analysis, as well as

negative case sampling that demonstrates the ramg¥spectives.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

Data were collected through semi-structured telaphoterviews with foundation
personnel, nonprofit staff, and evaluators whooaleave been involved in empowerment
evaluation. Data are analyzed in three case sttitiégroup the subjects within each
population together and highlight the main thenfat® three primary research
guestions: 1) how and why is the process beingamphted, 2) what are the challenges,
and 3) how are nonprofit agencies impacted?

A summary of the most prominent findings from eatkhe three study
populations is presented in Table 1 on the follgnpage. Although the foundations,
evaluators and nonprofits described similar chgkesn particularly that of limited
resources, the outcomes reported by each growgretiflsomewhat. Foundations believed
that the process built capacity for evaluation selireflection, and while nonprofits
reported learning about the importance of data, toatinued only limited use of
evaluation techniques following the grant. The ¢hgeoups did agree that empowerment
evaluation can better position agencies to gaintgranding through data collected. The
necessities of adequate resources, commitmentfiorggovement, clear roles and true

collaboration were prominent themes across allggsou
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Foundations Evaluators Nonprofits
Necessary Commitment to Commitment to Adequate funding
Elements self-improvement | self-improvement| Clear roles &
Clear roles Data capacity expectations
Challenges Limited resources | Limited resources | Limited resources
Nonprofit resistance Nonprofit resistance Measures
Link to funding Link to funding determined by
Limited rigor Limited skills foundations
Relationships with
evaluator/
foundation
Nonprofit Capacity for General capacity | Little future
Outcomes evaluation & self- building evaluation limited
reflection Appreciation for by resources
Grant funding data Organizational
Grant funding learning
Results can depend Some programmatic
on commitment changes
& skill Grant funding
Advice to Foundation must be Work in a true Provide adequate
Foundations a learning partnership resources
organization Recognize resource Ensure clarity &
limitations collaboration
FOUNDATIONS

Five foundation personnel from four foundationseveterviewed for their

perspectives on why they use the process, whaeelksmre important, and what are the

challenges and benefits. A few things should bedhabout the data from foundation

subjects. The individuals labeled Foundation CFmahdation D are two employees of the

same foundation. The Foundation E individual hamgead in some empowerment

evaluation in the past, yet currently aligns moith & utilization-focused approach and

based responses primarily on this current workaBse empowerment evaluation and

utilization-focused evaluation share more commaemthan differences (Patton, 1997b),
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and this foundation staff said that in this progcéissee some of the empowerment that
occurs along the way...if you can meet the needseoévaluation users...they become
empowered along the way and are stronger for itndibv road”, the results from this
subject as well as from the nonprofit that workethhis foundation are incorporated
here. In a similar circumstance, although the atala discussed by the individual labeled
Foundation B was defined as empowerment evaluatiarpublic report published by the
foundation, this individual referred to the procassparticipatory action research”. Again,
because this approach has much in common with eempaosnt evaluation, and because
Fetterman (2001) acknowledges that empowerment@vah strongly influenced and was
influenced by action research, the responses finenrtdividual as well as from the
nonprofit that worked with this foundation are imbd in the analysis. Interestingly, these
data do not differ substantially from data colleicteom those individuals stating they use
empowerment evaluation, even in terms of the degfree/nership taken by the grantee
organization, illustrating the assertion voicechigny in the evaluation community that
empowerment evaluation overlaps considerably vitileroparticipatory approaches in

practice (Cousins, 2005; Patton, 1997b).

Experience, Purpose, & Use of Empowerment Evaluatio

The level of experience each foundation staff merhbd had with empowerment
evaluation varied across subjects. While Foundaiitvad only utilized empowerment
evaluation and no other approaches, Foundatiord®hly used it for one grant initiative.

Foundations C & D (two staff from the same founalafireported investing in
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empowerment evaluation in three different projeédthile Foundation E had used
empowerment evaluation in some grantmaking in &g, phis foundation’s current focus
in all evaluation undertakings was a utilizatiostieed approach. For the most part,
foundations had used empowerment evaluation féelmmiative initiatives involving
multiple grantees. Four of the five foundation fsteported overwhelmingly positive
experiences with the process, and even Foundatwhdwvas not as positive about the
outcomes would still advocate for some aspectseohtethod.

Both Foundations C/D and E stated their primaglation aim was learning for
improvement. Foundation A sought to institutionalipest practices through documented
outcomes. Only Foundation B said the primary pugpeas to evaluate the initiative.

Two of the foundations discussed briefly the exterwhich they seek to involve
stakeholders in the process. Foundation A sawrdr@ege, evaluator and foundation as “a
three-legged stool”, and spoke of the challengensfiring grantee control: “you can easily
be the tail wagging the program...and so we try vyl to say that's not what we want to
do.” This foundation stated that it involves pragrpersonnel in all aspects of the
evaluation. Foundation E uses evaluators for the mianagement and analysis, but
recognizes that “it's important that groups comekitagether and talk about the findings,

what they mean and what are the implications fogam decisions.”

Reasons That Foundations Choose Empowerment Evaluaih

1. Inadequacies of Traditional Evaluation

All foundation staff agreed that the more tradiibautside evaluator perspective
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compromises the quality and usefulness of an etrafuaAn evaluator who only comes in
to ask questions without understanding the org#ioiza context can’t get at the
“Intricacies and intangibles” (Foundation D) oréthreal story and meaningful, vigorous
stuff” (Foundation E) of that which is being evakt Gathering data at that deeper level is
possible, according to Foundation E, only with pamg personnel participation.

Traditional evaluation that comes in after the &sb fails to provide continuous
feedback that benefits program development, pdatigufor a new project. Foundation A
stated:

It's much more important to take a look early od aay, we're not getting what
we need, what should we do differently, than tat watil the project is over and
say...what could we have done differently?

Foundation E asserted that in traditional evalmatioften people are measuring a
lot of things they don’t value very much, but bezmof some compliance function they’re
filling out the forms.” Traditional evaluation cafso cause an organization to hide
problems out of fear of punitive repercussionsaiyn Foundation B recognized that
grantees that had had experiences with traditievallators sometimes felt used when the

evaluators never came back after gathering data.

2. Success in Building Nonprofit Capacity for Evalation & Self-Reflection
All five foundation personnel felt that empowermemaluation can build
evaluation skill capacity and awareness of the mtapoe of self-reflection in grantee

organizations. They spoke of this potential berafiti primary driving force behind their
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choice of evaluation:

We wanted to leave evaluation capacity at the coniiylevel...it was really
teaching community groups to own and direct evalnaictivities.
(Foundation B)
We wanted to leave something behind, we didn’tyeestt to put our hands in the
bucket, and then take them out and have everygorizack to the way it was.
(Foundation A)
If we can help establish a results-orientation amadtmosphere of self-assessment
and accountability around those results, we tHuak this is part of the shift that's
got to happen if change on any grand level isyemling to occur...they need to
learn in real time what's working and what's néto@ndation D)

Foundations recognized that the process causetkgsaio change their views on
evaluation:

What we end up seeing is that they actually beataiee hungry, they become
interested, they become analytical of their owradguist by analyzing their data,
they became much more powerful to understand wlegbolicy and practice
implications were. (Foundation C)

The actual process of having to make judgementmdwer questions about what
they need, changes their view about what evaluaicand it becomes less of
something you pay an outsider to do, and more afmuething you do as part of
your routine. (Foundation E)

Foundations reported tangible benefits for nongs@fs a result of the
empowerment evaluation. Foundation B found thaptioeess increased the capacity of
the staff in that “they gained new skills that @bbk transferred to other kinds of work, or
to improve the work of that particular organizatiodlthough Foundation A recognized

that the skill level of a nonprofit could not eqtiat of a Ph.D., this foundation felt value

was attained in the form of increased analytidskilarity of objectives, and a focus on
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researching for best practices. Foundation E 8afithd much more growth on improving
the strategy and program design side once peopktbaonfront the evaluation question,
they circle back and improve their programs, whien often makes evaluation a lot
simpler.” This funder reported that one granteeltied up their quality control after the
process, “not because the funder told them tobécuse they realized it was good
business.” Foundation C reported better programomuges “because suddenly the
organization was making much better decisions basathta and not based on outdated
protocol.”

Empowerment evaluation can also enable organizatmbetter compete for
funding. Foundation B reported that grantees had data collected in grant writing and
had been successful in securing funding from atbarces. Foundation D feels that even
the act of promoting self-reflection within the argzation can lead to this end:

We believe we are helping to create a culture cbawtability and self-
assessment, so that any funder who wants to putyrmmthe table, recognizing
that this is a potential grantee that “gets ittarms of, “if | get your money, | can

be accountable to a set of results, and | know tooto that”, we think that's
pretty sellable.

3. Benefits for Foundations

Foundation staff felt that not only does empowernexaluation benefit grantees, it
provides direct benefit for foundations as wellisTienefit may be a wiser expenditure of
funds, as Foundation A hoped for through the pycasan increased ability to influence
policy change with the weight of data-proven outesmather than just political ideas, as

with Foundation C. Foundation B discussed thatdoyrig an ethnographer rather than an
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outside evaluator build trust and work closely with grantees, the foundation gathered
more valid and accurate data for decision-makihdofi't know if folks would have bared
their souls and opened up some of the weaknes#iesiitommunities to folks they didn’t
really know well”, this foundation stated. Finallyfoundation can be better poised to
make programmatic changes if it engages in ongaég collection and reflection with its
grantees. Foundation E said, “the biggest berafitie trustee to see some value is the real

time adjustments...Trustees are impressed when poifigla problem and address it.”

Important Elements for a Successful Evaluation

1. A Nonprofit That is Committed to Self-Improvemert
Foundation staff reported that in order for empaoment evaluation to provide
benefit, a grantee must be a learning organiz#tianis open to self-reflection and focused
on improvement. Foundation C effectively descrithesl sentiment that was echoed by
other foundations:
It's critical for any organization that expectsachieve results on an ongoing
basis, to be self-learning and self-reflective salftevaluating....I think you look
for an environment where learning is part of thieuca and is a positive part of
the culture...If you're not in an environment whehagge is OK, if you're not in
an environment that actually reinforces and sugpzrange for better behavior
and better outcomes, and there’s no motivatiorot, dhe evaluation is going to
be useless.
One indicator of this openness to change, accotdir@undation C, is attention to

the voice of the clients, particularly poor peopi¢hat is not present, “we see that as an

organization that's not going to be open to any&lse’s opinion, evaluator or otherwise.”
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Foundations recognized the need for an organiz&titse committed to the

process. Foundation D said, “Investment is a haye.kl really believe there has to be
that whole commitment and opportunity for peopléate on self-assessment, and to be
accountable to a set of results, and be able foosufhat.” Foundation A stated that “part
of the characteristic that we would look for inrajpct director would be somebody who
understands the value of capturing outcomes.” Talseneeds to be a willingness to
learn: “there has to be a handful of residents areowilling to take on the extra challenge

of becoming conversant in data information.” (Faati@h D)

2. Clear Roles & Expectations

Foundation staff discussed the importance of emgtclarity of roles, and trust
between the people in those roles.” (FoundatioA&prding to Foundation C, “unless
there’s an up-front, defining and common set ofigaland principles about what this work
is trying to achieve, | don't think it's necessggjoing to work.” Looking back, it was a
lack of clarity and consistency about what questiere most important to answer that
somewhat compromised the outcome of Foundatior@uation.

Foundations discussed the importance of a goatiomship between evaluator and
program personnel involved. Foundations C and tb tadked about the necessity of
having someone involved who is:

In a bridge role, that can speak the languageeofdbearchers and data-geeks, but
can also speak in a compassionate and insightfuklvaut the concerns of the

residents and other stakeholders...in such a waytthabt a technical-fest, but a
real exchange of dialogue. (Foundation D)
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Foundation B said a key component of the evaluatiwas the match-up with the
evaluation staff. And then regularity in meetingsd frequency. One-shot deals did not

work.”

Challenges

1. Limitations of Rigor

Most foundation staff agreed that empowerment ex@n does not produce an
evaluation with the same level of rigor as mighiaaitional evaluation:

One evaluation associate totally missed the bdllcadled a whole slew of
surveys from one community wrong. And so that witlalta set had to be tossed
out. (Foundation B)

In a foundation, | think we’re not ready yet todake risk of leaving evaluation
just to local people...we've had experiences of fagrout an evaluation and just
getting gobbledy-gook back from a local site-ruforf (Foundation D)

In response to this concern, three staff repomepl@ying a two-tiered evaluation,
in which evaluators collected their own data wkilaultaneously facilitating data
collection by program staff, providing a backupreeuof rigorous information.

One foundation also experienced a loss of objégtwhen several evaluators
began to shift into advocate roles as they becdose to the programs:

Part of what [the evaluators] want to do is budthtionships with the people in
the community so they can get the best informasonyhen that happens you

can't really be objective anymore, because you &iawvant the best for these
folks. (Foundation B)



36
In contrast to the views of these foundations, fisumdations spoke of the ability of

empowerment evaluation to provide an evaluatiogreéterquality and rigor than more
traditional methods. Although Foundation C admitteat the process can compromise
some methodological control, an even better evaluakesign occurred through “our
contacts and our communications with sites on tbeal work.” This foundation also felt
that “you may not know things for 100% certaintyt being 60% certain in this business
isn’'t that bad.” Foundation A felt even more strignghen asked if empowerment
evaluation compromised objectivity:

| think that’s a bunch of hooey. This is not scigrthis is not petri dishes, these

are human beings that are participants in prograyast can only get so objective

in this work anyhow, and only have so much scientifor to it...with

empowerment evaluation, you get the rigor at thetfend because asking about
what going to measure up front & whether followlrest practices.

2. Limited Resources
Resources were consistently cited as a significamstraint to implementation of

empowerment evaluation. For example,

| think there’s huge challenges, particularly iropoommunities and low-
functioning organizations to do this, when thegteiggling for funding, so
there’s a lot of organizations that face huge elmgjés in being reflective ....the
burden of the evaluation task can sometimes oveeoupeople who are
struggling to get a program up and running. (FotiodaC)

Nonprofits are too up to their eyeballs in delingrservices without enough to do
it well, to sit back and gaze and say, hmm, howdcaue do this better. They're
under fire all the time....When | first told board migers that we would take 10-
15% of the grant and allocate that to the evaluagtiece, they're like, you got to
be kidding me! We could do programming with that'hal's the same thing that
nonprofits come forward with. (Foundation A)
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A high level of technological and research capaaifyglace before the evaluation
can make implementation substantially easier ane mibective. Otherwise, Foundation D
says, “people are really challenged with buildirdp#a infrastructure to support that where
there wasn’t one before, and getting people togmize the importance of having one.” No
matter what the level of capacity at the granteellestaff reported that empowerment
evaluation is more expensive to fund than tradsti@valuation. Although all staff cited the
high expense as a consideration, Foundation AHeltbecause you get what you pay for,

it is a wise investment.

3. Initial Resistance from Nonprofits
All foundations had experienced some initial rgise from nonprofits.
Foundation A put it well, saying that because tlue@ss is so new to the nonprofit world,
grantees meet empowerment evaluation with disbelief
| wouldn’t call it resistance, | would say thatytre just so unfamiliar with it. It's
like they want to dance with us, but they don’t krtmow to do the twist or
whatever. They're willing to come to the dance, #rel want to hug us, but they
really don’t know how to get their hips or theiefejuite right.
Because nobody has ever asked them what they o&ettér manage their
performance, nonprofits consider evaluation todyaething they should dread and
something someone else should be responsibleciayrding to Foundation E. Because of

this:
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There’s almost universal reluctance at the beg@neinging from I’'m too busy, |
don’t know enough, or I'm not an expert, but thstially diminishes once they
get into the conversations about what they neathuse they realize an outside
expert can’'t answer that....When it's framed abouatdo you need to manage
your own business better, people kind of get edcites really about what they
need. For the most part | find once you force petpreflect on what they need, |
find nonprofits pretty sharp about it. (Foundatifn

4. Evaluation Tied Up in Funding

Foundations spoke about the challenge of trulglinmg program personnel when

the evaluation is linked to program funding:

If people know they're just going to lose theirmps they’re not going to fix

them. They're going to hide them. Our whole chakers to use evaluation to

reveal flaws and problems. (Foundation E)

The problem that | worry about is when | go toq fecause it will be very hard

for the program people to say, you know, this ismogram, you're the funder,

because they're afraid that then they won't getling again. (Foundation A)

Some foundations deal with this fear by not evenguthe wordevaluationin order

to make the process less threatening. Yet Fouwnrd@iemphasized that evaluation is not

and should not be risk-free:
We’ve had problems where people I think play aldng,then aren’t willing to be
accountable when even their own data tells thegirthaot performing ... we try
too hard to constantly make it safe for peopleaxigipate, neglecting the fact
that accountability exists.
Another issue is that when evaluation is tied fotsndation funding, it promotes

dependency upon the funder to mandate that evaulaé done. Foundation C asserted:

We’ve got to break the interconnection between actability to the money
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versus accountability to learning and outcome tesAhd as long as people think
of it as a foundation requirement or a funding nequent instead of a learning
opportunity, the motivation is wrong, and therefait not live on beyond the
funding.

The Future of Empowerment Evaluation for Foundatiors

In considering advice for other foundations, satgi@cknowledged the importance
of careful self-reflection on the foundation’s ofacus and values before it decides to

engage in empowerment evaluation with a grantee:

The biggest advice | would give to a foundation {dalso be about how the
evaluation evaluates its work...I'd have the fourmafirst start with the question
of how will the foundation judge its success, agdre out what kind of
information the foundation needs to track in reakt (Foundation E)

There’s no point in a funder trying to sell or fuelhpowerment evaluation if it's
not a learning organization that's empowered it$elink the values mismatch
would just be too great ...it's not just to go oftdastio empowerment evaluation
without having a real discussion of how your graatimg model supports
it...The foundation needs to look closely at the €asid benefits, and be “very
upfront about the costs and benefits and the risidsat happens when things
look bad, are you going to walk away? (Foundatipn C

Foundations also shared insight on the potentiatéof empowerment evaluation.
Foundation E expressed little optimism for the fetaf the approach, saying “I think the
political climate we’re in is going to increase lngtakes evaluation and performance
measure evaluation.” Foundation C had a strongfuélat:

We need to break apart the whole evaluator andiatiah preconceived ideas of

what they are and who they are, and understan@wahiators may have a broad
set of skills that can be applied different waysiywot call an evaluator when
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you're doing strategic planning?...1 think we neealange the frame on
everybody needs to do empowerment evaluation tiyewe needs to monitor
their own performance and improve themselves.

Foundation D discussed the importance of foundatbmmtinuing to support less
traditional research that a university would stdear from:
You need foundations...that would attract univerpipple, and that would be
interested in supporting research that a univevgityldn't...there’s still some
bridging of gaps that have to happen there so rgs@ad evaluation studies
aren’t only valued because they're rigorous, oy t@ve one sort of relevance.
You know, what about studies that actually demaestihe power of practice,
capacity building, and that as a factor in changiegple’s lives?
In conclusion, foundation personnel interviewetidved in the pursuit of
encouraging grantees to improve performance threalfireflection and accountability to

results. These individuals were optimistic aboupewerment evaluation’s ability to

benefit nonprofit organizations, despite its comijpiles and challenges.

EVALUATORS

Three evaluators associated with two of the fotiods were interviewed for their
perspectives on the successes and challengesfoitess and on the impact of

empowerment evaluation on nonprofits.

The Evaluator’s Previous Experience

The evaluators had a range of previous experieiitbecaaching empowerment

evaluation. It was the first time Evaluator A Isucifically used empowerment
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evaluation, although this evaluator had worked withconcepts in the past. Evaluator C,
on the other hand, had rarely done an evaluatatcthuldn’'t in some way be considered to
be empowerment evaluation. Evaluator B reportegigusiethodology consistent with the
values of empowerment evaluation, yet considerel@arors to be closer to traditional
methods rather than to empowerment evaluation.
Evaluator C mentioned how the evaluation field ashale has shifted strongly

towards incorporating stakeholders in the proddesy, according to this evaluator:

Programs expect to be a part of an evaluationtheravords, they don’t just

expect to be evaluated anymore, in that kind alificnal, outsider way. They

expect to be at the table....I think there are mackraore evaluators talking and

thinking this way than there were...even if you l@Kederal programs

announcements, or grants announcements from faandabr from federal

agencies, more often than not they are sayingitdanclude qualitative methods,

it has to involve community stakeholder participatithey may be buzz words,

and maybe they’re just being thrown around, but tiedy’re there. They weren't
there in the early 90’s even.

Empowerment Evaluation vs. Traditional Evaluation

Evaluators all reported a strong belief in the iesief empowerment evaluation as
compared to more traditional evaluation, even EataluB who claimed greater alignment

with traditional methods. They felt empowermentleaion produced better results:

You get better data. It's a more valid way of dogwvgluation because if you
involve all of your stakeholders in the evaluatioyou understand the program
better, you have more trust and confidence in duple involved, therefore what
they tell you is more open, honest, upfront, tremeef/our data are more valid, and
you're more likely to find a fit between progranetny and what you see in terms
of outcomes.(Evaluator C)
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Evaluator C discussed an experience that a cleshbld with another evaluator,
where the evaluator completely neglected contattt priogram staff or clients, and as a
result performed an evaluation that had nothindptavith the program. “That’'s where that
lack of validity comes in”, said Evaluator C. Evallor A agreed that traditional evaluation
can lead to inadequate outcomes, such as:
...poor follow through, and poor completion, andifgiag data, and, well, we're
just going to tell them what they want. And theraiviiou end up with is an
organization that is not open and honest, notyreathmining itself, not really
delivering what it should be delivering. (Evaluaggr
Evaluator B saw the benefit from a cost perspecteorting that without
involving the program personnel in the data coltegtthere would not be enough money
to gather data. This evaluator saw empowermentiatrah as equally rigorous compared
to more traditional forms, and said “| think thdyoway that it compromises, | don't think

particularly from their biases, but more of theicompetence in collecting data.”

Level of Stakeholder Control & Involvement

Empowerment evaluation, if applied in practicét & defined in theory, would
give an organization full ownership of its own eaatlon. Although all three evaluators
reported involving agency personnel in most asp&dise process, the data analysis and
reporting in every case was done by the evaluaderspnstrating somewhat of a

discrepancy between theory and practice.
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Evaluator C stated that true participatory and emgmment approaches are “rarely

done very thoroughly” because it is so difficulini@olve participants to the full extent:
Often we invite communities, or programs, to benash a part of the evaluation
as possible, but sometimes they don’'t want to berd'is a point where they just
kind of want me to do my job, and they’ve got alionl other things to do, and
me constantly inviting them to help develop measunelp come up with
guestions for interviews, they will openly say,kpwe’re not the experts in this,
we trust you, do your job.

In Evaluator A’s situation, the agencies were nahe point where they had the
necessary capacity and skill level to take full evahip. Evaluator C reported that it is
beneficial to be realistic about the agency’s s&itkl up front and negotiate roles and
expectations about what they will need help withere will always be research and
statistical skills that program people do not harel should not be expected to have or
learn. This evaluator felt that “they’re not goiaglearn how to do multiple regression, or
really rigorous qualitative analysis, and that'sanéhthere is need, room, whatever, for
experts” to maintain quality of the methods andysis

The evaluators did report engaging stakeholdettset@xtent possible. Evaluator A
negotiated with the agency over time, but never tioé program “this is what you need to
do.” Evaluator B reported that the hands-on peogle involved, although “I wouldn’t
say the higher-ups necessarily have been partigitaolved.” Evaluator C discussed the
importance of the evaluator as an equally investethber in the process: “we attend all

the meetings, and we always do things like, we ketup, we’re just a member of the

team, we're just like regular guys, if you needwhedows washed give me a sponge.”
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Evaluator C recognized that there is still confasiothe evaluation world about

what exactly defines empowerment evaluation andrgihrticipatory approaches in
practice:

| know that things like community-based participgiteesearch, empowerment

evaluation, appreciative inquiry, all of that, tHegcome almost brand-named to

where you say this is how we do evaluation, butr'dalways know what people

mean when they say that’'s what they’re doing.likts brand-naming something,

and it takes on religious values or something. W@&tdeally all know what we’re
talking about yet.

Need for a Self-Reflective & Data-Capable Agency

Evaluators reported that in order for the protedse most successful, an agency
should both demonstrate an interest in self-reflacnd have some basic data collection
capacity already. Evaluator C stated:

| think there’s an issue of, sort of, readiness.rdlage definitely certain types of
people and organizations that are more ready, atdes more willing to be
partners in an empowerment evaluation or any kirevaluation... | think often
it's they’re looking to do an evaluation not becatisey have to, not because
they’re required to, but because they really twéint to, and they find it to be an
interesting, intellectual learning process as maghnything, and they’re capable
of getting excited about it.

If an agency does not show initial excitement albogtevaluation, this evaluator
said, “they may not be the best people to work viadtause it probably means that they
won't share information with you, they won't partmethat true sense. And if you can't

partner with me, and | can't partner with you, thieere's nothing empowering or

learningful that is really going to go on.” One exae Evaluator C provided of an agency
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that experienced great success was one that already

...had a lot of ideas about what they thought thegtegto show off about their
program, about what they wanted to learn in terfilsssons or weaknesses in
their program...they were already collecting whaytballed “hope stories” from
their clients.

This statement highlights not only the need fopaprofit to be interested in
evaluating itself, but the benefit of having datlextion systems already in place.
According to Evaluator B, if these skills and desre not already in place, the evaluation
will not do much to benefit the capacity of the agye

| think the ones who kind of had it still haveahd the ones who didn’'t have it
have kind of fumbled along and they’re still havafifficulty....I think it's a
guestion of attitude, orientation, time on theirtpéme that they’re willing to put
to this, actually looking at and examining whatythe doing.

Evaluator B felt that in order for the process ¢oabsuccess, the agency needs

“some kind of a decent data management system’trense that did not have this in place

experienced “very limited success.”

Challenges
1. Resistance from Agencies

The evaluators all expressed that they had expsekdifficulty at times when
agencies were not invested in the evaluation questiThis is particularly relevant in a
collaborative consisting of many agencies, as whid may be measuring success for the

collaborative, the questions may not be relevatteo individual organization. Evaluator
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B spoke of a varying level of commitment acrossa@s in a collaborative depending on
personal relevance of the evaluation questionsaandterest in the bigger picture of the
collaborative’s goals:

| think people just have a traditional way of waidj and if it doesn’t involve

collecting the kind of data we need to really exasrthe program, it’s difficult to

get people to get in line with that....one of thetipatar people who does a lot of

work in the program, it was difficult to get herunderstand why that was even

important...some of the people get it, | think, vaergely, and other people just
don't getit at all.

Evaluator A reported that when agencies hesitiatekes

...a lot of reminding that we don’t know whether timtervention works or not,
and we need to learn whether it works in ordentprove it, and in order to
improve the outcomes, and also to document whaitsw&y we can get it funded
in a sustainable way long-term.

Agencies are likely to resist the data collectiaiheéy do not feel the evaluation
guestions are useful, as with Evaluator A’s refitat “there’s been a little pushback over
time in the amount of data collected and they as&etiop the questionnaires they were
having agencies fill out that they felt were natthseful.”

Evaluator C discussed how difficulties can resdlilewan agency sees the evaluator
as an extension of the foundation, upon whichdleigendent for funding:

We’'re always a bit of an outsider...if there’s evers and them, we're part of
the them...they may feel, and | do sense this sorastithat they can't tell me
what to do, even though I'm always saying, tellwiat you want me to do...|

think they retained some suspiciousness abouttileation, and what our real
jobis.
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Evaluator C also spoke of the resistance presemtaragency fifteen years ago,
when “a major obstacle was getting the granteeséo be OK with the idea of evaluation
-- they were terrified, they thought that they wgogng to be graded, you know, all the

usual stuff, they thought they were going to laseding.”

2. Limited Resources & Skills
All the evaluators felt that limited resources akils were large evaluation
barriers. Because empowerment evaluation is a resoand time-intensive undertaking,
nonprofit agencies that already may be strugglmdunding can have a difficult time
because the field is:
...funded in such a tight way, and a lot of thesdarsrare having financial issues,
| don’t think they really have resources to do mubby have very slim
administrative budgets...they’re struggling to stkyea stay afloat. (Evaluator A)
Evaluator B stated, “The main challenges had twitlo sort of organizational
capacity issues, and management issues more thtmngrelse.” Evaluator C felt that
empowerment evaluation can in fact burden ratrar dmpower, and the distinction
...depends on the situation of the organization...Itbark of examples where it
might be burdening them with tasks that they eitter't have the skills for or
can’'t do, but then again it also depends on thengéxif the evaluation.
It's important not to overburden agencies with datitection that they will not be

able to gather effectively. Evaluator B said:

That's been one of the challenges for us, is thti@vdesign question, designing
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a form that has two features to it: one is a fdnat will get the data we want, and
need, the other is will it be easy for them todilit.

Outcomes: Increased Capacity for Nonprofits

Although Evaluators A and C were generally opttoithat empowerment
evaluation leaves nonprofits better off than bef&naluator B was more skeptical.
Evaluator B felt that even though some agencieskaaly to continue to use evaluation
techniques, those agencies either collected datagosly, have a financial incentive to
collect information for billing purposes, or “hasesense of professional responsibility”
that was present before the evaluation. If th@agdid not have an appreciation for
evaluation and data capacity prior to this evatumtiEvaluator B states that as a result of
the evaluation, “| haven’'t seen any impact at all.”

Evaluator A was hopeful that evaluation will be stihing that agencies will
continue to use both to understand outcomes aigémtify clients who need services:

| think they really have an appreciation for datag the power of data, and I think
they really appreciate that the kinds of instrura¢hét we're using show that
[clients] are getting better and changing, andnkithat makes them feel very
positive about it...I think that whole issue of how ybu use data to improve the
quality of services, | think they’ve got that aistpoint. Whether they will
continue to seek new ways to do that, | can't $adlgis point yet. Certainly, |

think that there is a capacity there and an unaledstg that this is an important
aspect of their operation.

Evaluator A had seen increased capacity on otteuation projects that may
emerge in different ways:

| always feel it's a valuable learning experienmefblks, and I've been doing this
for a long time, so | hear from people years latesut how this was a good
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experience, | learned, when | went to my next ageinold them what | did, that
kind of stuff, so | think there’s general capadityilding one way or the other in
doing this work even though | think it can somesmeed extra resources to
sustain it long-term....1 think in general capacigshncreased in organizations in
every experience they have with using evaluatidaa ttaincrease capacity,
whether it's sustained specifically the way it v8as up or not.

Evaluator C discussed one instance where an Ipitegdistant program director had
since become a major evaluation proponent. Thikiaia believed in the benefit of
empowerment evaluation as a means for changingdlierganizations think and operate:

| think they do grow and change through evaluatwen they are made a part of
it, and when they are partners in the evaluatioreretlare several examples of
organizations that have never done anything befiodenow they’re all doing
results-based accountability...that has actually imeca word that people, you
know people who run agencies...all talk about...Fivergego, who'd have
thought that.

All the evaluators agreed that data collectethénempowerment evaluation
enabled agencies to better gain grant funding mgussults for grant applications. At the
same time, Evaluator B only projected that the agsshouldbe in a place to better

leverage their funding, and Evaluator C, said ¢#van though there had been success with

obtaining funding, “I can’t tell you it's absoluyetausal.”

Advice to Foundations

Evaluators discussed how important it is for anftation to carry out in practice the

collaborative principles that they subscribe tthieory:

One of the things | see happen with foundationisasthey latch onto something
like empowerment evaluation and say they’re ddinigut in fact have an agenda
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that they want to accomplish...it comes over veryy \mdly in community
agencies if foundations are pushing things, ey really want the agency to
come to a conclusion that’s important to the agefarythe agency to incorporate.
The word empowerment, the concept of participadiot the concept of
grassroots and community-up level involvementjriklsometimes foundations
like the idea of it, but less often like what commities come up with. And my
advice to foundations, is if you're going to go dothis road, you’ve got to go
down the road, you've got to work in a partnershiih the community agencies
and you can't be pushing agencies toward a rogabifdon’t like what the agency
has come up with and they want to focus on, thieof #he sudden you yank your
money, or try to push some to do it your way, keen that happen. (Evaluator A)

Evaluators also mentioned that the burden ondbacy should be a major
consideration. A foundation must be realistic alibatamount of responsibility that can
realistically be put on a nonprofit agency, andueashe necessary level of support.
Evaluator C felt that the process is well worthndpiyet

...Iit is worth really doing some hard thinking, ahtstmay be an issue for the
field of evaluation as much as anything, but | kifioundations could well be a
part of that thinking, of what are the boundarib&/leat can reasonably be sort of
turned over to agencies, and what either can'rislouldn’t be or it's too much
to ask of them.

Evaluator B spoke of the importance of allocatinffisient time and providing
agencies with adequate support:

| would say just make sure you give plenty of titmevork directly with the
people. Plenty of time and effort, that it's nosgagparticularly when they’re not
oriented in the right sort of way. So give plentyime, plenty of attention to
spending time with folks in terms of designing ferthat are easiest for them to
fill in.
In sum, while evaluators recognize the barrienesburces, skills and commitment

that can prevent a nonprofit from taking full owstap of the process, they generally feel
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that a well-implemented empowerment evaluation kesadgencies to gain new skills

through self-reflection.

NONPROFITS

Seven nonprofits associated with the four foumaativere interviewed. Although
most were staff members of the nonprofits, Nonpgdd and E were instead employed as
consultants to manage a collaborative of nonprofisis, they were able to speak about
what they saw occurring for the agencies, but dichave the same insider perspective on

the nonprofit that an internal staff person mighvda

Previous Evaluation Experience with Foundations

Of the seven nonprofit staff interviewed, all boedad never had a similar
experience with another foundation. Only Nonprafieported receiving a previous grant
that used a participatory evaluation, an experigme@onprofit said “kind of highlighted
that we didn’t have to be the experts.”

Other nonprofit staff had either never been invdlirean evaluation or had
experienced only more traditional evaluation. Theststriking difference with
empowerment evaluation, nonprofits noted, was tbegss of continual feedback:

In the past some foundations that | have workel hatve in fact not done an
evaluation...with [this foundation] process, it iffelient, they ask for an
evaluation halfway through the year. (Nonprofit D)

| think in the past when I've been involved, it hadeen that tight. In other
words, there might be an evaluation component builtbut it hasn’t been done
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to the degree that we are more often checking aneroften talking about the
evaluation on an ongoing basis, and more oftenrtiegdback to the funder as to

how we’re doing on a much more periodic and speadigibasis...l haven't seen
the rigor of that in other evaluations that I'veehenvolved in. (Nonprofit E)

The Process

1. Alignment of Questions with Nonprofit Goals
For the most part, nonprofit staff reported thatiimeasures used in the evaluation
were largely dictated by the needs of the foundatither than by the questions of the
nonprofit. The challenge in many of these casestiatsa collaborative of several agencies
was being evaluated, making it difficult to matefale@ation questions with individual
agency needs.
Nonprofit A expressed some frustration about feetlisconnected from the
evaluation process:
There was one tool that they used that... we didmokthe significance of why
we were doing that...if we’d had known what the psgwas then we might
have had that mindset in implementing our progranmsaybe two, three years
into the grant we were told what they were doingn the final report where there
was a writeup on the various projects, that seambéd an area that was reported
on, and we didn't have a clue that it was relevarihe project.
Nonprofit B similarly reported measuring what te@rdation requested rather than
what was useful to the agency, and said the ong that would have been useful for the
nonprofit to know was an impossible aspect to measn the experience of Nonprofit D,

where the purpose of the evaluation was to genknateledge for the field, researchers

were hired to develop appropriate measures basad®new of other research. Because
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of the need for a more rigorous, method-drivenystadhis situation, Nonprofit D felt it
would not have been possible to involve staff mebethe development of measures: “|
would say the staff really were not familiar witletinstruments. They couldn’t come up
with them.”

Nonprofit G stated that not only did it measure titha foundation required, in
some situations the foundation did not give cleaatives ahead of time about what
outcomes they wanted tracked, leaving the nongtofiking, “why didn’t you tell me that
three years ago?...we wait a year and it might beetiung else.” This individual assumed
the role of buffer between the foundation and tpenay in order to package requirements
in a way that staff would accept them, “so thakddtere think, oh, that's a really good
idea, we would be doing that anyway. It sounddyrestificial, but in some ways it is
selling something....At some point, | believe the caumity will say no.” Nonprofit G
additionally expressed concern that resident voi@e not included in the process:

When you have an organization that’s saying loealsion-making and resident
voice is important, then why are we not listeningrte residents, we're so busy
with all this other stuff that we need to do, whvatuld the residents say that we
should be measuring?...That's the very point of fiftegect], did you ask
them?...And yet the foundation isn’t doing that thelwss.

Nonprofit C was the only respondent who repontaly igaining value from the
outcome measures:

It was mutually beneficial, what the foundation weghto know was very much
what we wanted to know, which basically was whaiaet were we having...We
never felt like the inspector general had comealways felt like they wanted to

know what we wanted to know, and that there coalddrrections based on if
they found out that something doesn’t work too well
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Because this evaluation was of an individual ageather than a collaborative, this factor
likely impacted the evaluator’s ability to alignadwation questions with what the agency

wished to know.

2. Level of Nonprofit Involvement & Control

Nonprofits commonly reported involvement in theqasses of defining goals,
developing measures and collecting data, but bailturned the data over to the
evaluators to analyze and report on. Most desonptaligned with Nonprofit E’s:

| can’t say it's totally done by [program staff].eMave an outside evaluator who,
once we agree gets the data out of them and lo@kgttoeir shoulders. | can’t say
it's entirely different [from traditional evaluation].

Some nonprofits were drawn less into the process dthers. Nonprofit A, for
example, recalled only that “I think at some powuat were asked what would success look
like”, although there was involvement from agen@ffsand “significant people stayed
through, particularly on the resident end, fromibemg to end.” Nonprofit E reported
that while some agencies in the collaborative weeramitted to the process others were
not, and for those agencies, “you’ve got to beatrttover the head with the funding and
everything else to get them to do it.” Nonprofit€ported that if the agency’s questions
did not match with the evaluator’s questions, trauwator would forge a separate path
rather than fostering collaboration:

It comes across as, if the local site wants to Isawee input with regard to what it

is we want and how we’d like to achieve it, antslety [the evaluator] feels that
it doesn't fit their criteria and/or standards,\thi® their thing and we do ours.
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Nonprofit G also reported that one layer of datéection was “a bit of a stealth
evaluation” driven by the foundation:

Expectations are given at the foundation level wéty little awareness or

understanding of those of us who are being evaluate think it's being done in

a way in which it isn’t involving the sites, and &osome point you're seeing

where we might feel like we’re a bit of a lab rahere we really don’t know

what’s being done to us.

On the furthest end of the participatory spectruams Wonrprofit F, who reported a
negative experience with “very minimal and oftepratuctive evaluation
involvement....there was no training. There was V#tg anything.” In this situation, the
nonprofit’'s involvement consisted almost solelydefeloping a list of assumptions about
why the project would work in conjunction with tfeindation. This evaluation appeared
to be largely a more traditional evaluation rath@n an empowerment model.

Several reported viewing the evaluators as expéitsshould be in charge of the
process. Nonprofit D, for example, said of the tigyment of measures, “| was in consultation
with them, but that was not my field, that was veiych theirs.” Nonprofit C saw the funder as

the expert in the process, and said that they dhavevaluation, “they funded the evaluation,

and they had the expertise...so it was just logialthey drive the process.”

Challenges
1. Burden on Limited Resources
Nonprofits agreed that the evaluation put a buatetheir limited resources,

although those agencies that received adequatarcesdrom foundations found the
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burden to be less than others. Nonprofit A didexqierience a resource challenge because
the foundation purchased computers and the evaluatoed program users in statistical
software. Similarly, Nonprofit B was able succeBgfoollect and tally data because of an
additional staff person that the foundation funded.

Even though Nonprofit D felt that the evaluatiod dot provide a resource burden
because it was all grant funded, it had not beasiple for the agencies to reflect upon the
information collected for program improvement bessatthe agencies | think have all they
can do just to exist.” This viewpoint that the liation of resources in nonprofits presents a
real challenge was prevalent:

What happened was when we went to the more contgdidarms that needed a
lot of tallying and everything, we were like thex@io way...we don’'t have the
time, we can'’t give you all the things you warig just too much counting....That
was like another job. (Nonprofit B)
[Funders] need to be cognizant of whether theyutting way too much work on
a very small staff...l think they need to realizet h@me organizations don’t have
the capacity for evaluation. (Nonprofit C)
Most of these organizations run on the skinny disamot dollars to do it that they
can allocate to it...they’re trying to survive, angte though this might help them
improve their programs I'm not really sure theyilteorporating it given their
resources....In the nonprofit world, these guys tlag to day, and if you don’t
give them the resources to do it, they’re not gaindo it. (Nonprofit E)
| can't tell you the workload, we get more assignteghan we do have time....In
this world of human services people are just b(i$gnprofit G)

Nonprofit E spoke of the inadequacy of the evatuatiuring the initiative’s first

year because not enough money was built into thgddifor the agencies to do anything,

and “they basically said we don’t have the resajrae don’'t have the people. As we put
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dollars in, we’ve gotten it.” Nonprofit G reportéallure to build adequate evaluation
capacity in part because the large pool of availaddources had not been applied to
evaluation for the agency. Nonprofit F experienagpteat resource burden because the
foundation did not fund the Ph.D. that the ageray to hire to develop evaluation
protocol. This nonprofit stated:

That was time-consuming and expensive on our ertttak terrific precious
energy away from getting the pilot to work....we hadreate our own evaluation
systems, our own tracking systems, everything,hwaght they were going to get
a hand in it, we had to do all of it...we had to kofdbeg, borrow and steal people
to work.
Data collection capability was a resource diffigdtir some nonprofits. Nonprofit
E spoke of the difficulty of getting all organizatis in the initiative on the same page in
terms of collecting comparable data because afigeran data collection capability, while
Nonprofit C stated that the evaluation showed tfenay that “our data collection was not
as, probably as stellar as we had wanted it to be.”
Staff turnover was another challenge in some cases:
Having turnover can severely impact any project..wediad some change
particularly in some of our data collection peoplbe.data we want doesn’t end
up being collected the way it was originally...so vegot to go in there and
work with them to make sure the data continuestodiiected. (Nonprofit E)
Nonprofit G expressed concern about the impaaadérship turnover at this point
in the initiative: “I'll transition out, so | haviive years of knowledge and information,

who's keeping that? It will be gone.”

Nonprofit A reported that some evaluators had canggone:
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Maybe one challenge that we had was our two pabptevere assigned to us to
evaluate, that changed about three times...the dliffics these are personality
types, so we got who we got, and maybe some matadresbetter fits than
others.

Fortunately for this agency, in instances of diaffiover “there was some

continuity in that two staff people were presentiv@ during the whole process, and they

brought other people to speed.”

2. Relationships & Understanding Data
Nonprofits expressed some challenges in the oelstips they had with evaluators.

and foundations. Nonprofit A reported that becasduators sometimes speak a different
language, it was a challenge to understand howwaleiation tools were relevant to
organizational goals. Nonprofit F reported havirgyeat deal of difficulty with the
evaluators because of the evaluators’ criticisms:

When you nitpick and come in with this critical gej it spins all the staff into a

defensive mode, shuts them down, slows up progaesisputs energy into

fighting off the evaluator.
This nonprofit reported that staff said the evaltsitvere “just sort of in the way”, and
incorporated bias in their reporting: “there wdstaf negotiating this points and trying to
weed out the bias from the facts. There were cedamments made that weren't even
accurate.” This nonprofit stated that “evaluati@s la role, but when it's played out this
way, it can screw up a project and do serious demattpout adding any value at all.”

Nonprofit G similarly reported some difficulty withias from evaluators, saying, “there
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certainly isn’t the amount of objectivity | woulatgect from someone who's really going
what | would call to the evaluation side.”

Interestingly, Nonprofit G reported that althougtvorked in a limited capacity
with several evaluators, it did not have a “codauedlping it through the process. This
aspect, the nonprofit believed, limited its abitibybuild adequate capacity for evaluation
and analysis, and felt, “why are we not demandaftBecause we should be.” Another
aspect limiting Nonprofit G’s ability to reflect ots data was inadequate sharing of results:
“we’ve got all this stuff generated, it goes intblack hole. It goes away from us, and we
don’t get anything back...they only share the datg thant to share when they want to
share it.”

Nonprofit D worked with a foundation that becamepiavolved in the process,
and as a result:

Initially there was a little bit of grumbling likeyhy are they always sticking their
nose in things, you know, agencies just give yeutioney and leave you alone
to go do the work, but they were showing up at mgetand making
comments...| would say over time as we got to knoghedher better, that tone
reg_lly §hifted to one of trust and seeing that thveye helping us out, not
criticizing.

Nonprofit F also had a challenge with the fouraiativhen the funder promised
unrealistically to provide whatever resources wereessary to ensure success, a pledge
they were unable to live up to. Yet nonprofits igpuae the disadvantage inherent in the

power balance between themselves and their foumdhinders. As Nonprofit G stated:

“it's hard to tell your funder and your employer.’ho
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Outcomes

1. Capacity for Evaluation

Most nonprofits said they did not or would not irmarate what they had learned
into future evaluation because resources, primatdif, were a prohibitive expense.
Nonprofit A, for example, reported doing the sammant of minimal demographic
tracking both before and after the grant due tanfmal cash”, and did not continue using
the measurement tools from the evaluation. NonpBofivhose funding had not yet ended,
expressed a desire to continue using the datacioanstrument, but said “how we’re
going to tally them all is going to be a boggle...lbertainly not going to tally them all.”
This nonprofit reported there had been no changjeeinvay the organization evaluates
itself. Nonprofit D similarly doubted that agenciasolved in the initiative would continue
to collect data due to lack of staff to process it.

Two nonprofits reported some change in data cadleechethods as a result of the
evaluation. Nonprofit G stated that programmatialeation would continue past the life of
the funding due to continued expectations for dapacity built for data collection and
results-based accountability, and co-investmemt fother agencies. As far as adequately
reflecting on the bigger picture of the data, hogvethis individual felt:

We lack the expertise, | would say, to take advgate what we know, what
we've learned, and be more thoughtful about ouluati®n in general ....We
haven’t grown the sophistication with regard toleation that | would like to
see....We still have to grow it, and we don’t ha\edlydeadership to grow it.
Nonprofit C had already been evaluating itself priothe grant, yet continued to

use one instrument in particular that was develajeohg the course of the evaluation.
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The nonprofit also had changes in its evaluati@ecgsses: “now we try much harder...to
collect data information as we go along.”
Nonprofit E provided an astute description of teee&hdency of continued data

collection upon the capacity of the organizatioienio the evaluation:

Organizations [that] are much more used to havatg dnd looking at

themselves and doing quality management and thike¢hat that they are

supposed to be doing, | think they are more easipted and see the

importance of the data. Some of our other collaioosa..this is new to them,

and difficult for some of them because they doa¥énthe resources or the

skills, and without money | don’t think they wilbatinue to do it, unless

somebody wants them to do it.
2. Organizational Learning

One benefit that was widely reported by nonprefiés organizational learning,

both about their program and about the benefierafuation. Nonprofit B reported
viewing evaluation as more important as a resutefproject, and that the program users
who were involved in data collection “get to ske little things that are involved in a
grant.” Nonprofit G said of data collection, “We’gecated an appetite, and | don’t expect
that to be going away.” Nonprofit C said, “I thiitkeinforced the importance of
evaluation, and it reinforced the importance ofoacdtability, which | think we knew
anyway but it reinforced it”, and stated that she kearned the kinds of questions to ask in
an evaluation and has realized that “evaluati@mientire field.” Nonprofit C also reported
gaining new confidence from an evaluation that stebtthe program to be “a resounding

success...all that was just very reassuring.”

Nonprofit A reported that although the agency ta®ays had a value for
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evaluation, | think that maybe what the initiatdid was show the variety of evaluation
tools and methods, so this would add to a repertdimethods, tools.” One of these new
tools was the skill training that program user&nesd around statistical software.
Additionally, the evaluation allowed the organipati

...to hear first-hand what [the clients] think of witas that you've done, and
what people think you could do differently, and wieey say you could do
differently is really quite telling in terms of whaext steps might happen...l
particularly like the continual feedback so you eatually change what you are
doing, not just wait until the end of an initiatjweou could act on what it is the
people are saying.

Nonprofit D reported that agencies’ ability to skee®ugh numbers that programs
and service delivery have improved over time hagtbinstructive to them...I think they
see, through numbers, that things have changdtdor.” Because the collaborative aims
to create policy-level change through the numbdosiprofit D reports that “I think
secondarily they’re seeing that the data colleatiay help a whole lot more simply
beyond themselves.”

Even Nonprofit F, although the experience was § megative one overall, found
some useful learning came out of the process.

I'd say the usefulness of that challenge was th#teobjections anybody might
have were being categorized, and we were begiriaiage if we wanted to go to
scale, if we wanted to go into policy worlds wittistidea, this is the kind of

opposition we’d be up against and we’d have to @tbat this approach works in
the face of these kinds of assumptions.
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3. Programmatic Changes
The reports on the extent to which the evaludgdrto programmatic changes were
mixed. Nonprofits A, B and F reported that no pemgrchanges occurred as a result of data
collected. Nonprofit D reported some changes ag@mming “that’'s coming largely, |
think, through the program manager.” NonprofitE@nd G experienced the most amount
of change in their programs as a result of theuatmn. Because the evaluation
demonstrated that the program was a great suddesprofit C has modeled other agency
work on this program, and additionally made sonogam corrections based on data.
Nonprofit E similarly said, “it's made us change puogram, made us look at our
program, made us do something differently than walevhave done”, while Nonprofit G
stated, “I could give you three or four examplesahe very definite change in the way
we’ve done some things” due to “continuous feedlzatklearning.”
Nonprofit E described the benefit of having anleation as an ongoing component

of the project on effective program development:

The fact that we do this together in the beginmihthings starting is probably the

biggest positive...we have a lot more to help us ghdhe project than we would

have had if we had done it the other way...| thirdt the evaluations are a lot

more helpful in the process than the ones thatavioale been done after the fact,

and they are helping us shape the program as we go.
At the same time, this nonprofit discussed thelehgk of using data in a meaningful way
for program change when, even when you see sorgathimrong, you're not always able

to fix it.
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4. Obtaining Grant Funding

Several nonprofits reported an increased abilityaio grant funding as a result of
the data collected. Nonprofits A and G obtainedhigrérom other foundations with the data
collected during the evaluation, in Nonprofit Agse specifically because of information
unique to its service area. Nonprofit D reporteat the lead agency in the collaborative
had received three other grants as a result afdteecollected, and stated:

The reason why we are in pretty good position temially get additional grants,
it's because we have data. And right now we’re alstking to try to get funding
through the state legislature. And one of the neasee’re beginning to make
some headway there is because we have data.

Nonprofit C was awarded with a larger, five-yeardrfrom the foundation that
funded the evaluation because of the success sinaWe results. Additionally, this
nonprofit was able to obtain grants from other sesiras well: “we’ve also been able to use
[the evaluation] when talking to other funders...&vé the foundation very confident in us
has been useful in seeking other funding from otinganizations.” Nonprofit C also
explained that the evaluation enabled the orgdniz&b explain to funders that an
evaluation of that magnitude was impossible wittgrant funding, and that smaller

evaluations were more reasonable.

Advice to Foundations & Nonprofits

When asked what advice they would give to othendiations and nonprofits,
nonprofit staff spoke of the need for provisioradequate resources, clarity in

relationships, and promotion of a true collaborfwocess.
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The most commonly stated piece of advice was thidit §ides ensure there is
adequate funding for the evaluation. Nonprofitdt,éxample, said of nonprofits:
They have to expect that it's going to take work.d.dariakes money, and | think

for any of them to be involved they have to make sifiit's funded by a
foundation or something, that there’s dollars huilfor them to do it.

Nonprofit E also gave similar advice to foundations

Be willing to pay for it, you can’t expect peoptedo this and not pay for it...if
you don’t, you're not going to get the stufff.you as a foundation are really
starting to look at where your money goes and hevgetting used and whether
it's effective, then you have to be willing to pédae organization to help you do
that...if you want that kind of evaluation you hawertake it known upfront, help
them get the right people to do it, and be cleavbat you want and pay for it.

Nonprofit D spoke of the benefit of having a funddrocate for additional
opportunities and resources: “what’'s made it easidrey’re certainly in there pitching as
much as we are...they’ve helped to create some additopportunities for contacts.”
Nonprofit E similarly felt that if the funder spenitime and energy on the process, the
result is a better product.

Clarity and collaboration in relationships was &eotaspect given as advice to
others. Nonprofit C stated of nonprofits, “I thitiley need to see it as a collaborative
process rather than as a person with a big starig down on them...so it's not worry
about getting a bad evaluation, it's about can &lp fiou improve going forward, too.”
Funders can help this process, Nonprofit C stétedktting the organization know that it

will seek to help the agency improve poor perforagarather than pulling funding.

Nonprofit A says, “I'd say more up-front conversais...to be clearer” is a necessary
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aspect for foundations to remember. Foundatiorokespf the need for good organization,
an established meeting schedule, and adequatmdyain

Nonprofit A spoke to the challenge of insuring deérfeom empowerment
evaluation within a collaborative initiative by hgiclear:
| think we should be real clear in terms of what goals are, what does success
look like to us, getting more information about ghaluation up front so you can
then look at, does it get to what success looksftk you, are there differences
between for the organization and what it mightdoele initiative.
Overall, interviews with nonprofits reveal tha¢ timplementation of empowerment
evaluation differs from its theory-based form iattfoundations determine what will be
measured, nonprofits do not engage in every agpdoe process, and lack of resources

frequently prevent the continued tracking of data.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Empowerment evaluation as detailed by this studyrlaps considerably with
other collaborative and participatory approachgsractice, a finding that supports
previous research. The methods described by twieedfoundations as utilization-
focused evaluation and participatory action regeare virtually indistinguishable from
empowerment evaluation in both practice and outsofNet one of the evaluations
studied here could be considered pure empowermnahiaion, as in no case did the
nonprofit take ownership over every aspect of tloegss.

While it cannot be concluded from these limitedadétat an empowerment
evaluation closer to pure theory form is impossiblelings indicate that limited
resources, skills, and interest on the part of naiitp are formidable barriers to full
evaluation ownership. In a largely undercapitaligedtor that struggles to meet ever-
increasing needs, such an academic undertakingapyagar wasteful when the same
funds can provide more tangible benefit to clieNsnprofit staff members are not
typically experts in evaluation, and while they dantrained in skill and technique, they
may feel they lack the capacity or the time to Imee@ompetent evaluators. Finally,
while interest in the process is a somewhat lessittable barrier, without commitment
and openness to the evaluation the nonprofit veMer recognize the importance of

taking ownership.
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Because the nonprofit agencies did not take owiesler data analysis and
reporting, the process failed to create new capéaitcontinued evaluation. Clearly, if
an agency does not learn how to analyze and symn¢hiés data, or did not previously
have these capabilities, it will be unable to cardufull evaluation after the grant has
ended. If a foundation embarks on empowerment atialubecause it wishes to leave a
nonprofit with the ability to conduct its own evations, the foundation should prepare
itself for disappointment. Had nonprofits taken enghip over every piece of the process
this may not have been the case, yet this agais thegguestion of whether full
ownership is possible at all.

The failure of this study to find that empowermewéluation builds capacity is
complicated substantially by the difficulty inhet@m measuring built capacity.
Observable short-term behavior is only one eleroéttiis multifaceted and largely
intangible phenomenon. Capacity building could dlsalefined in terms of a change in
attitudes or understanding, and in this respectosvepment evaluation succeeds in
creating appreciation for data. Although this oateamay not translate directly and
immediately into further evaluation, experiencelwavaluation and recognition of its
importance could lead to changes in agency managesn@rogram development years
down the road.

One difficulty facing the sustainability of evaligt in the nonprofit sector is its
inextricable link to funding. As long as nonprof#se evaluation as a funding
requirement, they will view it as externally marethtather than as an internal need.

Even if foundations successfully demonstrate tiwnisic value of evaluation, it is still
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fundamentally a measure of worth required by a heiy the power to deny funding.
The alleviation of this problem is no doubt a diffit undertaking, and perhaps an
impossible one. Foundations can help, howevernihasizing the ability of evaluation
to improve programs. By engaging nonprofits asrga rather than subjects of
oversight, over time the sector may come to aceegluation as more of a valuable
management technique and less of a process t@tezlfe

If the aim is to benefit the nonprofit, empowermewnaluation may not be a wise
expenditure of funds for collaborative initiatiiesolving many agencies. In these cases
the funders largely dictated measurements of tiigasuccess rather allowing nonprofits
to determine outcomes relevant to their indivicaggncies, limiting the benefit to the
nonprofits. An empowerment approach in these sanatcan allow for deeper levels of
data collection, real-time changes due to contifedback, and valuable data for the
foundation or lead agency, but it is not a partidylempowering process for individual
nonprofits.

Another consideration when employing empowermeatuation is that the rigor
of data may be compromised as compared to moritidrzal evaluation. Results from
this study support assertions by other resear¢hatprogram personnel may not be best
equipped to provide data with a high level of rigeridenced here by the fact that some
foundations were engaged in two-tiered evaluationgovide backup data and that
evaluators did not feel comfortable turning datalgsis over to the nonprofits. In one
case theevaluatorsadditionally compromised rigor by becoming so elgsentwined

with the nonprofits that they began acting as agewwocates. While this latter difficulty
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could occur in a more traditional evaluation, bessaan empowerment evaluation
coach’s aim is to enable the agency to succeediitgify trust and rapport, it is not
surprising to see a level of affinity that can coampise the evaluation’s objectivity.

Although this study demonstrates that empowermeaitiation falls short of its
lofty goals, some evaluation is still better thanavaluation. As long as evaluation is not
forced upon an agency and does not overburdeastairces, an increased awareness of
the value of decision-making based on data caniamyove nonprofit operations. True,
the same funds could be put instead towards greateice provision. But if nonprofits
truly wish to attain sustainability, they must b#ling to measure their progress and base
programmatic decisions on those measurements. Asioedonor support, nonprofits do
not have natural mechanisms of self-regulation,ifitieey fail to take a step back and
view their operations objectively through evaluatithey stand to compromise the power
of their limited resources. The benefits of evatrateedback are apparent in the fact
that several nonprofits in this study made progcaanges as a result of data gathered. In
a situation where a nonprofit is ready to engage partner and the evaluation is
adequately funded, a foundation is no doubt bengfthe agency in some capacity by
engaging it in empowerment evaluation.

The question for a foundation thus becomes onests@and benefits. Is such an
expensive undertaking worth the effort? It depamuisn a foundation’s motivations and
expectations. If the aim is to build capacity foture evaluation within the nonprofit,
foundations should recognize that an agency ikeilylito gain full ownership over the

process, and this type of capacity will fail to ato fruition. If, however, the foundation
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sees value in strengthening nonprofit belief inlibaefits of evaluation, in gaining
greater agency cooperation through participatiod,ia making real-time adjustments in
programs based on data, it may want to considartecypatory approach such as
empowerment evaluation.

Limitations of this study include potential biasedio personal reporting and a
certain level of inconclusiveness regarding outc®fmem respondents who had not yet
completed their evaluations and could only speeubat future behavior. The study also
cannot state with certainty that variation in omes was not due to other unexamined
environmental factors. There is a finite abilitygeneralize findings from this small
number of partnerships to the field at large. Aavidample of foundations and
nonprofits should be included in future researcbroter to determine whether
partnerships in which a nonprofit assumes full owhg do in fact exist. If any cases of
implementation are discovered that more closelwitih the theory of empowerment
evaluation, it should be determined what factoebéad complete nonprofit ownership
and what level of capacity was built from theseleations. A final limitation of this
study that should be considered in future researtie difficulty in measuring built
capacity. Although it will no doubt prove a diffitwndertaking, more intangible and
long-term aspects of built capacity, such as fugdinstainability and ability to respond
quickly to change, should be examined to enabl®i e momprehensive conclusion

regarding the ability of empowerment evaluatiobtidd nonprofit capacity.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 1: FOUNDATION STAFF

Thank you so much for sharing your time and expegs with me today. This

interview will take approximately 1/2-hour to 45mutes.

1. Why does your foundation support empowerment etial@Did you have problems
with outside evaluators? Is your motivation to 8uibnprofit capacity, or to get an

evaluation?

2. Do you continue to use traditional evaluation a?d@ what circumstances do you
choose empowerment evaluation over traditionaluatadn? Are there certain
environmental factors that you feel must be presetite nonprofits with which you

engage in empowerment evaluation?

3. How have nonprofits generally responded to thegsse Has there been any

resistance, and if so, how did your foundation aati this?

4. What resources have been necessary? What did guiderand what did the

nonprofit provide? How involved was the foundatiorihe whole process?

5. Is empowerment evaluation more expensive to fumipaoed to traditional

evaluation?

6. What were the biggest challenges in the process?

7. What have been the benefits for your foundation?
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8. What were the main outcomes for the nonprofits3/Bwfeel they were left with
increased capacity to perform future evaluationdBwfeel the process produced a

good evaluation?

9. Some critics feel that the value of an evaluatsooampromised when an
organization is allowed to evaluate itself. Whatydo think about this? Do you feel
the empowerment evaluations you have been invatvegre adequately rigorous
and objective? How do you compare its results ésehgained from more traditional

evaluation?

10.Do you feel that the empowerment evaluation waswibre effort? Why or why not?

Would you do it again?

11.What have you learned from your involvement withpemerment evaluation? What

have been the key elements that have made theiexpesuccessful/unsuccessful?

12.Where do you see the future of empowerment evaluétir foundations as going?

13.What advice would you give to another foundaticat ik interested in engaging in

empowerment evaluation with a nonprofit grantee?

14.1 would like to contact a few of the nonprofits aghluation coaches you have
worked with to discuss their perspective on theess. Would you be willing to
provide me with the names and contact informataraffew organizations and

evaluators with which you have engaged in empowetmealuation?
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 2: EVALUATOR “COACH”

Thank you so much for sharing your time and expesas with me today. This

interview will take approximately 1/2-hour to 45muies.

1. Was this your first involvement in empowerment ergélon? Do you do more

traditional evaluation as well?

2. How do you feel empowerment evaluation comparel atiher forms of traditional
evaluation? Do you feel the results are adequaitgbyous and objective in

comparison?

3. Are there certain environmental factors that yal feeed to be present in a nonprofit
from the onset to undertake successful empowermaitiation? How do you
evaluate the nonprofit culture and its level ofdieass? What factors cause

evaluation results to vary?

4. Did all stakeholders at the nonprofit become ined¥ How do you ensure that all
necessary parties are involved (i.e. clients, comtpumembers, staff)? Do you
typically involve clients in the process? Or justf? Did you end up taking more

direction over the process than was planned?

5. Have you been confronted with conflict during tmeqess, for example conflicting
priorities? How did you deal with this?

6. What are the key elements that have made the meoesessful/unsuccessful?
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7. What are the biggest challenges in the processe iaw faced difficulties caused by

inadequate resources?

8. Were there any instances of staff turnover duregdvaluation process? How were
they dealt with? How do you ensure that futuref stahover will not eliminate the

organization’s ability to conduct future evaluatfon
9. Were the foundation’s expectations for the pro&essitcomes reasonable?
10.What have been the main outcomes of the procesy®iDteel the process leaves
nonprofits with increased capacity to perform fetevaluation? Do you feel the

process produced a strong evaluation?

11.What advice would you give to other foundations aodprofits who are interested in

engaging in empowerment evaluation? In particuldwat should foundations know?
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APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 3: NONPROFIT STAFF

Thank you so much for sharing your time and expesas with me today. This

interview will take approximately 1/2-hour to 45muies.

1. What has been your experience with foundationsrdagg evaluation in the past?

How do you feel this situation was different?

2. What processes for evaluation/self-assessmentydngrganization have in place

unrelated to receipt of grant funding?

3. Inthis evaluation, were you measuring what yogaaization was interested in, or
what the foundation wanted to know about your paotg? Did you feel the foundation

or evaluator were telling you what to do, or didiywave control over the evaluation?

4. Did you employ client input in the process? Weteealevant stakeholders involved,

and did they stay involved?

5. What were the biggest challenges during the pr@cés=re there any situations of
staff turnover that compromised the process? Halwdu deal with challenges?

6. What aspects do you feel made the process work/ok?
7. What resources were necessary from your organizaiind the process put a strain

on your resources? If so, how did you deal wits?2HDo you have resources to

continue doing evaluation after grant funding hades?
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8. Was there anything about the way the foundatiocoach related to your agency that

made the process easier or more difficult?

9. What were the main outcomes of the process? Wtatadi do with the evaluation
results? Did you receive continued funding fromfthendation? Did you find it easier
to gain funding from other foundations? Do you oo to use the evaluation

techniques learned? In what ways and for what pas®

10. Do you feel the process changed the culture ofitattability of your organization?

11.How do you view the results of this evaluation aspared to more traditional

evaluation? Do you think it was adequately rigorand objective?

12.What do you feel are the most important elementa fwonprofit to concentrate on if
they are to embark in empowerment evaluation? \&tadld they keep in mind? How
about a foundation or evaluator coach?

13.What have you learned from your involvement withpemerment evaluation?

14.Do you feel that the empowerment evaluation waswibre effort? Why or why not?

Would you do it again?

15.What advice would you give to another nonprofifamdation that would like to

engage in empowerment evaluation?
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APPENDIX D
STUDY RECRUITMENT SCRIPT 1:
TO DETERMINE WHOM TO INTERVIEW

Hi, my name is Sarah-Kate Sharkey, and | am a gitadstudent at the University of
Oregon. | am running a research project for my Eésthesis studying how foundations
support empowerment evaluation for nonprofit gragté’'m contacting you because |

have identified your foundation/nonprofit through as a participant in

empowerment evaluation, particularly through your Initiative. Who

would be the best person to speak with about tluisgss?
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APPENDIX E
VERBAL CONSENT SCRIPT: SPEAKING WITH THE INDIVIDUAL MOST
INVOLVED IN EMPOWERMENT EVALUATION

Hello, my name is Sarah-Kate Sharkey, and | amadwugte student in the University of
Oregon Public Policy & Management Department. Iramming a research project for my
Master’s thesis studying how foundations suppomp@merment evaluation in nonprofit
grantees. I'm hoping to explore how foundationgently support this practice, how
foundations and nonprofits deal with the challenges what both parties perceive to be
the outcomes. I’'m contacting you because | hawvetified your
foundation/nonprofit/consulting firm through (web search
engine/foundation name) as an organization thaicgzates in empowerment evaluation.
| understand that you been personally involvedhenémpowerment evaluation process?
[Have the individual verify that he/she has beeamived in the process.]

Because of your involvement with empowerment evanal would like to invite you to
participate in this research study. | know that goeivery busy, but this study has the
potential to provide benefit to other organizatianterested in becoming involved in
empowerment evaluation. | cannot, however, guaesathiat you will receive any personal
benefit. Your participation would involve only oirgerview lasting approximately 30- to
45-minutes. If you decide to participate, | wilhgdule this interview with you for a time
that is convenient for you. During the interviewill ask you questions about your views
on empowerment evaluation, the process you we@vad in, how you dealt with
challenges, and what you felt were the benefite. ifkerview will be tape-recorded with
your permission. In order to maintain your confitiglity, | will identify your responses
only by your job title and the type of organization which you work (foundation,
nonprofit, or consulting firm). You may choose telp your job title confidential if you
wish. | will be identifying your organization onlyith a pseudonym or number, but will
not reveal its name. Once | have transcribed dervrew into written form, | will erase
the audiotape of our interview, and your respomgide identified only by a number
that is linked to your name and organization ipeadsheet accessible only by myself.
This spreadsheet will be destroyed when the rdfasteen completed. Your
participation would contribute to the growing baafyknowledge on empowerment
evaluation.

If you have any questions about this study, pléeskfree to contact myself, Sarah-Kate
Sharkey, PPPM Department, 1209 University of Oregagene, OR 97403, 541-345-
8813, email agiddings@uoregon.edor my academic advisor Renee Irvin at the same
address, 541-346-2155, email at rirvin@uoregon.#dwu have questions regarding
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your rights as a research subject, you may cottiadDffice of Human Subjects
Compliance, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 97488]) 346-2510. If you choose to
participate in this study, you will be provided e copy of this consent script for your
records via email or regular mail, depending oncliis more convenient for you.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. Your demn whether or not to participate will
not affect your relationship or job with (Foundation partner /
organization for which you work). If you decideqarticipate, you are free to withdraw
your consent and discontinue participation at amg twithout penalty. Would you like to
participate?

If yes: Thank you so much. When will be a good tiisreyou to do a 1/2-hour to 45-
minute interview? We could do it now or at anottiate.Schedule an interview. If now is
a good time, finish this script and move direatiytite interview instrumentVill it be all
right if I audiotape the interview@btain verbal consent for audiotaping the interview
May | identify your responses by your job titi@btain verbal consenShould | send you
a copy of this consent script via email or via lagwmail?

If no: Thank you so much for your time. Is thereter staff member who has been
involved in empowerment evaluation who you thinightibe willing to speak with me?
Also, is there a nonprofit with which you workedtlyou think might be willing to speak
with me?If yes to either question, obtain contact inforroati
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