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ABSTRACT 

Organizational performance improvement cannot be expected without continuous 

monitoring and evaluations. Nonprofit organizations (NPOs) funded through government 

grants and other funder contracts face high expectations for evaluation and reporting of 

data as they are held accountable to their funders. However, NPOs share common 

struggles in both measuring and building evaluation capacity, which refers to the ability 

for an organization to conduct an effective evaluation that meets accepted standards of 

the discipline (Milstein, Chapel, Wetterhall, & Cotton, 2002). Thus, the purpose of this 

research was to answer the following research question: How does an NPO use an ECB 

framework and its tool as a guide while building evaluation capacity? 

In order to gain a deep level of understanding of ECB, the researcher reviewed 

available literature on ECB frameworks and tools and conducted a case study within an 

NPO labeled “Foothills” (pseudonym) in the Northwest region of the United States to 

investigate how the organization used a selected ECB framework and its assessment tool 

towards engaging in ECB. The case study included a series of three focus groups with 

five key stakeholders of the organization during September through November of 2018 

using the organizational evaluation capacity self-assessment developed by Bourgeois and 

Cousins (2013). The researcher selected this framework based on her assessment at that 

time that the organization might lack evaluation knowledge and skills and that the 

comprehensive nature of their framework and associated self-assessment tool would help 

the organization improve its evaluation capacity. The stakeholders completed the self-
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assessment tool individually first, and then engaged in focus groups to discuss their 

experience with the assessment tool, reflect on their current ECB capacity, and make 

their future ECB plans for continuous organizational improvement. 

The focus groups revealed limited evaluation capacity among the stakeholders. 

Through all three focus groups, the participating stakeholders expressed concern about 

not understanding terminology and questions used in the assessment. Key areas that 

participating stakeholders struggled with were defining the evaluation unit, evaluation 

lead, and the various evaluation projects and processes that the organization had 

participated in, as indicated by an increase of ‘Don’t Know’ responses on the assessment 

and discussion within the focus groups. This supported the stakeholders’ determination 

that their foundational knowledge in evaluation was limited. This lack of knowledge in 

these terms and functions hindered the stakeholders’ ability to both answer some of the 

questions during the self-assessment and fully understand the role of evaluation within 

the organization. 

From this research, it seems that foundational knowledge of evaluation and 

performance improvement practices may be a prerequisite for organizations to complete 

this type of assessments and the ECB process. However, this leaves NPOs that have low 

levels of evaluation capacity with few resources and options to build their evaluation 

capacity. To better fit the lack of resources and knowledge for NPOs with low and 

developing capacities, it may be worth establishing ECB resources to grow their 

foundational knowledge, prior to engaging in more advanced ECB work with the help of 

a skilled evaluator. This could also save the overall costs for NPOs with low and 

developing capacities as they use other available tools to build foundational knowledge 
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before hiring a potentially expensive evaluation expert for the rest of the ECB and 

evaluation processes. 

If researchers and practitioners work to build these tools and resources to help 

improve NPOs’ evaluation capacity, organizations should then be able to participate more 

fully in using human performance improvement (HPI) principles to better monitor their 

overall impact, identify performance issues, and measure the effectiveness of 

implemented solutions. This will lead to NPOs that are able to operate more effectively 

and efficiently, create increased funding, and produce greater impacts within the 

communities they support. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Over the past three decades, nonprofit organizations (NPOs) have established 

themselves as a rapidly growing field as their funding continues to increase (McKeever, 

2015). This growth in the field has sparked an interest in assessing the impacts of the 

services provided by these organizations on their communities (Mitchell & Berlan, 2016). 

To report on the impacts of services provided, organizations would need to have 

evaluation capacity, which refers to the ability for an organization to conduct an effective 

evaluation (Milstein, Chapel, Wetterhall, & Cotton, 2002). NPOs, however, struggle to 

both engage in evaluation capacity building (ECB) activities and evaluate their programs 

due to a lack of organizational resources. These resources include time, money, and most 

notably the expertise to identify and apply appropriate ECB frameworks. A large 

selection of these evaluation frameworks and associated tools “require extensive 

interpretation by trained evaluators” (Cooper & Shumate, 2016, p. 41) and many NPOs 

do not have resources to hire such experts. Additionally, there are only a few ECB 

frameworks and tools to use leaving the NPO sector “lack[ing] validated, generalizable 

models and instruments” (Taylor-Ritzler, Suarez-Balcazar, Garcia-Iriarte, Henry, & 

Balcazar, 2013, p. 194). This brings great concern to the nonprofit field, and researchers 

have identified a need for reliable, validated resources NPOs can use for self-evaluation 

(Brown, 2012).
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Background 

NPOs carry an ethical responsibility to their communities to not only deliver 

promised services or goods but also account for the impact of their programs (Cooper & 

Shumate, 2016). NPOs as a whole “must discover and continually seek to improve [their] 

practices” (Herman & Renz, 2008, p. 411). 

NPOs funded through government grants and other funder contracts face high 

expectations for evaluation and reporting of data as they are held accountable to their 

funders (Carman & Fredericks, 2009; Cooper & Shumate, 2016). However, NPOs share 

common struggles in both measuring and building evaluation capacity. Internally, NPOs 

may not have appropriate resources, time, and money to complete rigorous evaluations 

(Carman & Fredericks, 2009). Without having the internal resources, nonprofits may look 

for evaluation support external to their organization, but many NPOs still do not have the 

time it takes for key stakeholders to participate in lengthy external evaluations, or the 

funds to allocate towards such endeavors (Mitchell & Berlan, 2016). In Carman and 

Fredericks’ (2009) survey of 189 nonprofits regarding their struggles with evaluation, 

68% of them reported a lack of time for evaluation, 46% of them reported a lack of 

trained staff, and half of them reported a lack of evaluation expertise. Even for the 

organizations who do engage in rigorous evaluation, their ability to evaluate effectively 

and efficiently is problematic as they are often drowned in data without expertise on how 

to use it (Cooper & Shumate, 2016) or do not consider using evaluation results as a 

priority (Taylor-Ritzler et al., 2013). 

According to Hoefer (2000), 43% of NPOs use the lowest level of evaluation only 

to meet funder requirements. This leaves a gap of NPOs who do not use evaluation to 
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monitor and improve their programs left to fall behind in a competitive NPO market 

contending over scare funds. Additionally, this leaves organizations unaware of the 

impact of their services or ability to maximize their outcomes in the community. NPOs 

must improve their evaluation capacity to not only meet growing funder requirements but 

also to participate in continuous performance improvement practices. 

Nonprofit Organizations’ Evaluation Capacity 

Evaluation capacity is the ability for an organization to conduct an effective 

evaluation that meets accepted standards of the discipline (Milstein et al., 2002). 

Organizations with high evaluation capacity perceive evaluation “as a process that is 

likely to improve programs and increase funding” (Garcia-Iriarte, Suarez-Balcazar, 

Taylor-Ritzler, & Luna, 2011, p. 169). Additionally, NPOs with high evaluation capacity 

are more likely to use evaluation practices in routine operations and to inform decision 

making (Carman, 2007). The level of an NPO’s evaluation capacity may also affect the 

service quality and client outcomes, making a high level of evaluation capacity essential 

to engage in performance improvement activities (Despard, 2017). While researchers 

agree that measuring and understanding evaluation capacity is important for NPOs, many 

of these organizations share similar struggles in doing so. 

Building Evaluation Capacity 

Evaluation capacity building (ECB) does not have an agreed-upon definition in 

the literature, but the following is one of the commonly referenced definitions: 

Evaluation capacity building is a context-dependent, intentional action 

system of guided processes and practices for bringing about and sustaining 

a state of affairs in which quality program evaluation and its appropriate 
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uses are ordinary and ongoing practices within and/or between one or more 

organizations/programs/sites. (Stockdill, Baizerman, & Compton, 2002. p. 

8) 

ECB efforts consist of increasing evaluation knowledge and thinking, integrating 

evaluation practices, and establishing positive motivations towards engaging in 

evaluation (Garcia-Iriarte et al., 2011). Building this capacity would benefit NPOs in 

changing the level of their evaluation use from an imposed use to a more mainstreamed, 

everyday use of evaluation results that promotes performance improvement practices 

within the organization (Minzner, Klerman, Markovitz, & Fink, 2014). 

Lacking Expertise on Evaluation Capacity Building 

The lack of both evaluation expertise and resources causes great concern in NPOs 

that wish to engage in ECB (Mitchell & Berlan, 2016). When assessing evaluation 

capacity, NPOs may have to assess multiple criteria of effectiveness which are often 

independent of one another (Herman & Renz, 2008) and using a “nuanced, 

multidimensional approach is more appropriate than a one-size-fits-all approach” (Eckerd 

& Moulton, 2011) as different organizations could benefit from different evaluation 

practices. Additionally, ECB initiatives can be easily lost by turnover in key staff or a 

loss of leadership support for the use of evaluation results (Bourgeois, Chouinard, & 

Cousins, 2008). Most namely, without leadership support, both funding for ECB 

initiatives and valuing of evaluation findings radically decrease often resulting in a loss 

of evaluation capacity within the organization. Moreover, NPOs wishing to engage in 

ECB can often be confused as to where to begin to facilitate ECB. This can result in the 
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attempts of implementing components of ECB without success and evaluation fatigue 

causing evaluation to lose its value within the organization (Bourgeois & Cousins, 2008). 

Using Frameworks and Tools for Facilitating Evaluation Capacity Development 

To compensate for their lack of internal evaluation expertise, NPOs may look for 

ECB resources to assist them. Michael Quinn Patton (2008) states that the “gold” 

standard in evaluation requires selecting the appropriate evaluation method(s) to answer 

particular questions and serve intended use. However, many NPOs lack the knowledge to 

assess the available ECB resources and match them to the needs of their organization 

(Herman & Renz, 2008). In addition, few frameworks and tools have been developed 

specifically for NPOs to support them in both measuring and understanding their 

evaluation capacity, and evaluation literature is undecided on which models and 

instruments are useful for under-resourced NPOs. NPOs can be lost in a clouded array of 

evaluation research with limited resources and knowledge to a) determine what 

frameworks and tools are most appropriate for their organization to use and b) implement 

the right framework and/or tool in their organization. There is a need to provide NPOs 

with resources that explain the ECB frameworks and tools available to them. 

Significance of the Problem 

NPOs need to use evaluation not just to meet funder requirements but also to 

engage in continuous performance improvement. To do so, they must build their 

evaluation capacity (Mitchell & Berlan, 2016). However, ECB literature is still limited 

and while emerging, the field is left with a gap of not having common measures and 

frameworks for building evaluation capacity (Wandersman, 2014). Of the ECB literature 

that does exist, examples of case studies for organizations that have completed successful 
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evaluation capacity building programs are available. However, in most cases, the ECB 

efforts are facilitated by external evaluators and are funded by organizations looking to 

further ECB research. These case studies, while giving an idea of how evaluation 

capacity building can be successful, do not provide a realistic model for NPOs as most 

NPOs do not have the same level of expertise and resources to replicate the outcomes. 

ECB in NPOs is not considered to be an easy process, and researchers such as 

Labin, Duffy, Meyers, Wandersman, and Lesesne (2012) call for a stronger focus on 

measuring evaluation capacity, knowing how to build it, and addressing the challenges it 

raises for NPOs. To answer to this call, the purposes of this research was the answer the 

question: How does an NPO use an ECB framework and its tool as a guide while building 

evaluation capacity? 

Research Question 

This research was conducted to understand the various frameworks and tools that 

are available for NPOs to use as a guide when building their evaluation capacity and to 

actually assist an NPO in using an ECB framework and its tool during their early ECB 

process. There is an assortment of literature that addresses evaluation capacity building; 

however, the literature remains undecided on which ECB frameworks and tools to 

recommend for NPOs to use. The researcher conducted a thorough analysis of the current 

literature on frameworks and tools available to assist NPOs in building their evaluation 

capacity and presents a summary in Chapter 2. Then, the researcher conducted a case 

study to understand how an NPO went through to perceive the value of an ECB 

framework and its tool, facilitated the use of that framework and its tool, and interpreted 

the results within its context. During the case study, the researcher aimed to answer the 
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following research question: How does an NPO use an ECB framework and its tool as a 

guide while building evaluation capacity? 

The researcher conducted the case study at an NPO in the Northwest region of the 

United States in the fall of 2018 to investigate their use of an evaluation capacity 

framework and its tool. A series of focus groups were conducted to identify determinative 

components that a) facilitate evaluation capacity building or b) are barriers to evaluation 

capacity building within the organization. The results of this analysis are presented in 

Chapter 4. The researcher’s interpretation of the focus group results, her observations 

during the case study, and her discussions for NPOs’ continuous performance 

improvement through ECB are presented in Chapter 5. 

Definition of Terms 

 Nonprofit organizations (NPOs) are organizations established to provide a public 

benefit (National Council of Nonprofits, n.d.). Several sectors of NPOs exist ranging 

from environmental, to medical, to assisting with marginalized populations. NPOs have a 

501(c)(3) status making them a non-business entity that uses any profit or additional 

money earned to put back into their services and members. 

Performance improvement (PI) is a transdisciplinary field of practice designed 

with systemic and systematic approaches to assessing processes (behaviors) and 

producing desirable outcomes (accomplishments) (Chyung, 2019). PI, also known as 

Human performance improvement (HPI), performance technology (PT), or human 

performance technology (HPT), examines the current state and desired state of 

performance (performance analysis), investigates the reasons for the gap between the two 

(cause analysis), and identifies potential interventions to reduce the gap (intervention 
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selection, design, and implementation). PI also involves evaluation of the effectiveness of 

implementation and outcomes, and change management throughout the process. 

Program evaluation is defined as “the systematic assessment of program results 

and, to the extent feasible, the systematic assessment of the extent to which the program 

caused those results” (Newcomer, Hatry, & Wholey, 2004, p. xxxiv). Program evaluation 

is a part of the larger PI model aimed at identifying the status of a program in relation to 

its goals. 

Evaluation capacity and evaluation capacity building (ECB) are often used 

interchangeably as evaluation capacity directly identifies areas for objectives to be built 

to increase capacity. Evaluation capacity is the ability for organizations to participate in 

evaluation practices. This includes having necessary resources, skill, and technical 

assistance to facilitate evaluation practices (Despard, 2017). 
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CHAPTER TWO: EVALUATION CAPACITY BUILDING FRAMEWORKS AND 

TOOLS 

During the past three decades, evaluation capacity has become a growing area of 

interest between evaluators and the nonprofit sector (Minzner et al., 2014). Starting in the 

1990s, researchers explored definitions and components of ECB, but it was not until a 

decade later that the topic of ECB gained more light. In 2000, the American Evaluation 

Association chose the topic of evaluation capacity building as its conference theme 

(American Evaluation Association, n.d.). From there, the growth of ECB in the literature 

has increased steadily with several editions of American Evaluation Association journals 

highlighting ECB research. As a result of this attention, several researchers have 

established frameworks displaying how ECB should be executed and what factors lead to 

its success or failure within an organization. These frameworks vary on their approaches 

and understanding of ECB; however, they all share the understanding that ECB is a 

process that is both systematic in its approach and systemic in its reach. Researchers 

agree that ECB is a complex phenomenon involving issues of individual learning, 

organizational change, sustained change, and program processes and outcomes (Labin et 

al., 2012). 

To better understand the ECB frameworks and tools, the researcher of this thesis 

searched several databases to gather published peer-reviewed articles as well as 

Dissertations and Theses, conference proceedings, and websites. A total of eight 

databases were searched including, PsycINFO, Academic Search Premier, ProQuest 
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Central, Public Administration Abstracts, Primary Search, Sociological Abstracts, Social 

Work Abstracts, and Web of Science. Search terms included “Evaluation Capacity,” 

“Organizational Evaluation Capacity,” “Capacity to do evaluation,” “Capacity to use 

evaluation,” “Evaluation in nonprofits,” “Evaluation capacity in nonprofits,” “Measuring 

evaluation in nonprofits.” The primary journals referenced were the American Journal of 

Evaluation, Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation, Evaluation and Program 

Planning, New Directions for Evaluation, Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 

Nonprofit Policy Forum, and Public Administrative Review. Over 200 related articles 

were reviewed, and 70 found to be relevant to the topic. Relevant articles were selected 

based on their application to a nonprofit or social service setting, and usage of evaluation 

capacity focus. Out of the 200 reviewed articles, 98 were excluded because they focused 

on organizational capacity building rather than addressing evaluation capacity or 

evaluation capacity building. An additional seven articles were excluded due to being 

research proposals, and not including any new information to the field. Another 13 

articles were excluded as they showcased ECB within for-profit organizations with 

additional supports and resources that did not match the research question. Twelve 

articles were also excluded that utilized evaluation capacity tools or frameworks designed 

specifically for different types of organizations and were validated as not being 

appropriate for generalized use. 

Given both the newness and the variance in the field of ECB, the researcher did 

not find that the process of ECB was supported by a single widely-accepted framework or 

commonly agreed upon tools. This results in a challenge for NPOs when determining 
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how to implement ECB practices in their organization. The most commonly referenced 

frameworks in the literature are discussed in the following sections. 

King and Volkov’s (2005) Framework 

Purpose and Goals of the Framework 

As one of the first groups of researchers to establish a framework for ECB in 

NPOs, King and Volkov (2005) looked to create a resource that would assist 

organizations to strengthen and sustain effective program evaluation practices. Their 

framework includes four objectives of ECB: 1) to increase an organization’s capacity to 

design, implement, and manage evaluation projects, 2) to access, build, and use 

evaluative knowledge and skills; 3) to cultivate a spirit of continuous organizational 

learning, improvement, and accountability; and 4) to create awareness and support for 

evaluation as a performance improvement strategy (King & Volkov, 2005). As a result of 

achieving these objectives, organizations with higher evaluation capacity benefit by 

having more insight to the success of their programs and utilizing program information to 

continuously improve the organization. 

Steps Included in the Framework 

To establish an ECB process within an organization, King and Volkov (2005) 

developed a framework that includes three major categories: organizational context, ECB 

structures, and evaluation resources, as seen in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 King and Volkov’s (2005) elements of a grounded framework for 

evaluation capacity building. © 2005 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. 

Reprinted with permission of the University of Minnesota’s Center for Urban and 

Regional Affairs (CURA). 

The first category of King and Volkov’s (2005) framework is to understand 

organizational context. Organizational context acts as a catalyst that will either promote 

the start of ECB or halt it and is comprised of two primary categories, external and 

internal contexts. External contexts come from funder requirements and accountability 

NPOs may have. External contexts can also include external support for changes such as 

shifts in research or funder priorities. Internal contexts relate to the leadership support for 

ECB including engagement, interest, and demand for evaluation information, and 

commitment to using evaluation results. As this step of understanding organizational 
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context may determine the viability of ECB in an organization, King and Volkov (2005) 

recommend organizations use a preliminary assessment measuring their readiness for 

learning and change. If the assessment indicates the organization is open to learning, then 

establishing ECB through process use may be viable. However, King (2007) notes if any 

of these contexts are not in support of ECB, then the chance of its success is greatly 

reduced. 

Additionally, this first category includes identifying evaluation champions to 

promote the use of evaluative thinking within the organization. The role of these 

champions is to monitor the ECB process and have some understanding of evaluation and 

the organization. In addition to the evaluation champions, the organization also need a 

knowledgeable evaluator to facilitate the ECB process and guide capacity building 

activities. King and Volkov (2005) specify that the role of this evaluator is not as an 

expert or teacher, but rather as a facilitator to promote evaluative inquiry within the 

organization. This person works as a liaison between the champions and the organization 

to establish ECB activities, negotiate with key stakeholders, and manage the overall 

project. 

The second category of the framework is ECB structures. These structures include 

establishing an ECB plan, having or developing the infrastructure to support evaluation, 

and promoting purposeful socialization into the organization’s evaluation process. This 

category is tied to both the planning and execution of the ECB process within an 

organization. At the heart of this category is to establish fruitful ground for process use of 

evaluation, a concept adapted from Patton (1997). Process use is the purposeful 

application of an evaluation process to teach evaluative inquiry and is recommended to 
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NPOs as this strategy can occur more organically with fewer resources than a formal 

ECB initiative (King & Volkov, 2005). To support process use, King and Volkov (2005) 

recommend establishing peer learning structures in the ECB plan. 

The last category of this framework is resources. King and Volkov (2005) note 

that this category is often where NPOs struggle because without easy access to evaluation 

resources, ECB will likely suffer. These resources include formal training, just in time 

evaluation coaching, internal evaluation experts of external consultants, relevant 

evaluation research including evaluation best practices, and evaluation reference 

materials such as books, journals, and online resources. 

Along with their framework, Volkov and King (2007) introduced an ECB 

checklist (see APPENDIX A) to assist the organization to identify needs in resources, 

processes, and planning to create a tailored strategy for evaluation. This tool was 

designed to be a resource to give organizations a tangible list of ‘to-dos’ to assess their 

progress towards high evaluation capacity and the remaining components to address. 

During the process of comparing various ECB frameworks and selecting one to be 

used by an NPO in her case study, the researcher of this thesis also analyzed strengths 

and weaknesses of individual ECB frameworks when they were applied during other 

organizations’ ECB efforts. 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Framework from Case Studies 

Volkov (2008) used this framework in his case study of a nonprofit codenamed as 

‘The Foundation.’ At the start of the case study, The Foundation’s organizational goals 

included increasing their evaluation capacity and becoming a learning organization, to 

allow them to better use evaluation towards performance improvement practices. 
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Through the case study observation, however, The Foundation noted that a lack of 

support from leadership to make evaluation a priority resulted in a loss of the 

organization’s existing evaluation capacity. In a similar case study by Huffman, Lawrenz, 

Thomas, and Clarkson (2006), science, technology, engineering, and mathematics 

(STEM) educators also struggled to successfully apply the framework due to employee 

turnover, lack of buy-in from key stakeholders, and limited resources. Additionally, 

individual teachers found it difficult to narrow down capacity building activities as the 

researchers noted the open-ended nature of the immersion approach to ECB could be 

daunting for participants. 

From this, Volkov (2008) established a series of eight driving forces that 

contributed to sustainable ECB, including leadership commitment to ECB, clear value 

and use of evaluation, evaluation integrated in culture, evaluation and ECB strategy, staff 

training in evaluation, resources for evaluation and ECB, functional monitoring system, 

and internal evaluation staff. These forces act as a guide for organizations looking to 

engage in ECB to understand how to better position the initiative for success. 

Preskill and Boyle’s (2008a) Framework 

Purpose and Goals of the Framework 

During the same boom in evaluation capacity attention, Preskill and Boyle 

(2008a) worked to establish a more detailed framework of ECB that would include ECB 

strategies as seen in their multidisciplinary model of evaluation capacity building 

pictured in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Preskill and Boyle’s (2008a) multidisciplinary model of evaluation 

capacity building. Reprinted with permission © 2008, SAGE Publications. 

While King and Volkov’s (2005) framework established a strong foundation for 

the components to be included in an ECB framework, Preskill and Boyle (2008a) 

established a more detailed and comprehensive model for organizations to use when 

forming ECB initiatives. Their goal was that with a more detailed and guiding 

framework, more organizations would be able to successfully facilitate planned ECB. 

Steps Included in the Framework 

Preskill and Boyle (2008a) considered ECB to be a union of several internal and 

external organizational factors that, when facilitated correctly, could result in sustained 

ECB within the organization and a diffusion of evaluation knowledge within the field.  
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The left side of their multidisciplinary model of ECB represents the components 

included in the ECB process within the organization, taking into account all the factors 

displayed within the circles. This includes identifying the strategies to use during ECB 

and establishing the design, implementation, and evaluation of the ECB process. To 

avoid the potential for confusion while selecting an appropriate ECB strategy, Preskill 

and Boyle (2008a) emphasized the use of organization planning to select appropriate 

ECB strategies based on the organization’s and individual interests, resources, and 

availability. Preskill and Boyle (2008a) recommend using the Readiness for 

Organizational Learning (ROLE) assessment (Preskill & Torres, 2000) to assist in 

determining the readiness of the organization and which strategies may be most effective. 

As the organization determines the ECB strategies, they must also understand the 

motivations, assumptions, and expectations of the ECB process within the organization 

and individual employees. Similar to King and Volkov’s (2005) framework, Preskill and 

Boyle (2008a) noted that motivation to participate in ECB is triggered by both internal 

and external factors. They explained that specific internal and external reasons why 

organizations may decide to build their evaluation capacity include their desire to 

participate in government policy-making and planning, their need to adapt to the changes 

within the organization, and their desire to improve evaluation knowledge and skills and 

engage in performance improvement. 

In addition to motivational factors guiding the organization towards ECB, 

individual organizations also bring in their own set of assumptions about evaluation and 

the ECB process. For example, if the organization assumes that evaluation will make 

programs more effective, then it is more likely that leadership will support ECB. Other 
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assumptions include that organization members have the ability to learn how to use 

evaluation and that the organization will support intentionally promoting learning within 

the organization. These assumptions often relate to the expectations the organization has 

for engaging in ECB such as allowing for an increase of funding, engaging in evaluation 

more frequently, using evaluative findings in decision making, and increasing the 

adaptability within the organization. 

Preskill and Boyle (2008a) emphasize that all components within the left circle 

“Evaluation Knowledge, Skills, and Attitudes” in Figure 2 as a part of an ongoing 

assessment of the viability of ECB within the organization. Successfully planning, 

implementing, and evaluating the ECB process should result in a transfer of learning 

which leads the organization into the right circle “Sustainable Evaluation Practice” of the 

model. The right circle includes the several components that contribute to sustaining the 

gains in evaluation capacity achieved through the ECB process. By assisting 

organizations to build their evaluation capacity, organizations may see a diffusion of 

evaluation knowledge both within the organization and the field as collaboration occurs 

between organizations and establishes a “social epidemic” of evaluation. 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Framework from Case Studies  

García-Iriarte et al. (2011) applied Preskill and Boyle’s (2008a) framework to 

community-based organizations serving adults with intellectual and developmental 

disabilities in Chicago, Illinois. Through the course of their case study, the researchers 

focused on building the capacity of a staff member within the organization. Together the 

researchers and the staff established a collaborative immersion of approaches. Through 

their work of increasing the capacity of a single individual within the organization, the 
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researchers identified the diffusion of evaluative knowledge within the organization to 

other staff members and the promotion of evaluation as a mainstreamed practice. This 

indicated that the framework could be successfully applied with an organization to 

produce ECB results. 

Years later, Hilton and Libretto (2017) sought to apply Preskill and Boyle’s 

(2008a) framework to a military setting in Fort Hood, Texas, noting its program’s 

differences from the NPO setting the model was established for. The researchers chose 

this model as it was the most comprehensive to date; however, they noted it was too 

conceptual and did not include specific steps for how ECB components should be 

completed. Additionally, while Preskill and Boyle (2008b) offered a set of ECB 

objectives, their framework did not include any measurement instruments to assist 

organizations in understanding ECB progress, making this framework difficult to 

implement for organizations with limited evaluation and ECB expertise.
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Labin, Duffy, Meyers, Wandersman, and Lesesne’s (2012) Integrative ECB Model  

Purpose and Goals of the Framework 

In their 2012 synthesis of ECB literature, Labin et al. worked to combine the 

strengths of previous frameworks in their Integrative ECB Model (Figure 3). While 

previous frameworks mirrored each other, including several of the same components, 

Labin et al. (2012) looked to answer some of the problems identified with previous 

models by presenting their model in a linear logic model format, including more 

clarification on the process for organizations to follow. 

 
Figure 3. Labin et al.’s (2012) integrative evaluation capacity building model. 

Reprinted with permission © 2012, SAGE Publications. 
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Steps Included in the Framework 

Labin et al.’s (2012) Integrative ECB model is a three-step system for ECB. The 

first step relates closely to Preskill and Boyle’s (2008a) multidisciplinary ECB model 

including the identification of the ECB needs such as motivation to engage in ECB, 

assumptions and expectations, and goals and objectives for ECB. The second step of the 

model includes the activities related to the ECB strategies and implementation. This 

section differs from Preskill and Boyle’s (2008a) framework as Labin et al. include more 

detail about components to consider when selecting strategies and designing an ECB 

plan. The last step of this model relates to the outcomes or indicators of evaluation 

capacity growth. Labin et al. (2012) added to Preskill and Boyle’s work with ECB 

objectives by promoting the need to include three levels of ECB practices: individual, 

organizational, and program outcomes. 

While Labin et al.’s Integrative ECB model was able to synthesize the existing 

frameworks and provide a more linear ECB process, the ECB field still lacked a 

comprehensive framework that included applying evaluation use within the organization 

and any measurement instruments to determine ECB progress. 

Cousins, Goh, Elliott, and Bourgeois’ (2014) Framework 

Purpose and Goals of the Framework 

Frameworks prior to Cousins et al. (2014) focused on an organization’s capacity 

to do evaluation; however, Cousins et al. (2014) noted the need to expand the existing 

models to include the capacity of the organization to use evaluation. 

Cousins et al. (2014) considered the capacity to use evaluation to be an essential 

element establishing the value of evaluation within an organization. By establishing both 
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the capacity to do evaluations and use their results, Cousins et al. (2014) believed that 

evaluation practices would increase within the organizations as stakeholders support the 

value gained from these practices. 

Steps Included in the Framework 

Cousins et al.’s (2014) framework includes three primary components as pictured 

in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4 Cousins et al.’s (2014) conceptual framework depicting organizational 

capacity to do and use evaluation. Reprinted with Permission, Copyright © 2014, John 

Wiley and Sons.  

The first component, antecedent conditions affecting evaluation capacity, refers to 

the factors that contribute to the initiation and sustainability of ECB. These factors mirror 

the previous findings of King and Volkov (2005) and Preskill and Boyle (2008a). 

The second component of this framework is the evaluation capacity and processes 

within the organization. Cousins et al. (2014) specifically consider the level of evaluation 
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capacity to equal the amount of evaluative inquiry occurring within the organization. 

Evaluative inquiry, defined as “the nature of and extent to which evaluation is actually 

occurring within the organization” (Cousins et al., 2014, p. 16), and its mediating factors 

help build the organization’s capacity to use evaluation. 

The last component of this framework is the evaluation consequences. Similar to 

Preskill and Boyle’s (2008a) model, Cousins et al. (2014) consider organizational 

learning capacity to be congruent to evaluation capacity. Thus, they conclude that highly 

developed learning organizations benefit from well-developed capacity to use evaluation 

(Cousins et al., 2014). If an organization successfully increases their evaluation capacity 

and views evaluation as beneficial, it is more likely to continue in their evaluation 

practices, consistent with Cousins, Goh, and Clark’s (2005) hypothesis that data use leads 

to data valuing. 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Framework from Case Studies 

Cousins, Goh, Elliott, Aubry, and Gilbert (2013) applied this framework in 

Canada with NPOs and government agencies, using an online version of the 

Organizational Learning Survey developed by Goh and Richards (1997). Their results 

indicated that while NPO and government agencies had differences in contextual 

circumstances and capacity to use evaluation, there was no significant difference between 

the two sectors on the capacity to do evaluation; however, when compared to government 

agencies, NPOs struggled to apply evaluation findings and still needed more ECB 

resources to successfully overcome their ECB barriers. 

While the concept of evaluation use is added to the ECB framework, this model 

follows a more conceptual approach to ECB, similar to Preskill and Boyle’s (2008a), 
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which may present difficulties in NPOs with limited expertise being able to successfully 

implement its components. 

Taylor-Ritzler, Suarez-Balcazar, Garcia-Iriarte, Henry, and Balcazar’s (2013) 

Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument 

Purpose and Goal of Instrument  

Taylor-Ritzler et al. (2013) identified the need to have a robust measure that could 

be used to assess an organization’s readiness to engage in ECB and the degree to which 

ECB is developed and sustained over time, a key element missing from all previous 

frameworks. The result was the Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument (ECAI). 

While this instrument was not established or endorsed with an ECB framework, it was 

designed to be a functional tool that complimented key components of ECB research. 

Components of the Instrument 

Taylor-Ritzler et al. (2013) developed the ECAI from a blend of twelve other 

instruments, taking components from scales of organizational learning, culture, 

evaluation use, change, and organizational capacity. Their ECAI (see APPENDIX B) 

includes a mixture of individual factors, organizational factors, and outcomes. 

Specifically, the individual factors measure the individual’s awareness of evaluation, 

motivation to engage in evaluation, and competence. Organizational factors include 

leadership, learning climate, and resources for evaluation. Lastly, the outcomes include 

mainstreaming evaluation use and extent of use of evaluation findings. Questions 

included were incorporated from elements of the ROLE (Preskill & Torres, 2000), 

Volkov and King’s (2007) checklist for building evaluation capacity, and Cousins et al.’s 
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(2005) evaluation and organizational capacity components. The outcomes support the 

emphasis on evaluation use supported by Cousins et al. (2014). 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Instrument 

The ECAI was designed to meet multiple needs in the ECB process as it can be 

used to assess an organization’s readiness to participate in ECB and be re-administered 

through the ECB process to measure the progress of their ECB initiative. For evaluators 

with skilled knowledge in the ECB process, this tool could be matched with a framework 

to guide an organization through ECB. However, NPOs without skilled evaluators would 

likely struggle to apply these results without having an associated framework or 

established process. 

Bourgeois and Cousins’ (2008) Framework 

Purpose of the Framework 

For a skilled evaluator, robust frameworks and an instrument now existed to assist 

in ECB; however, Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) still sought to close the gap of 

organizations with low evaluation knowledge to apply a framework with an associated 

tool and achieve similar results. Understanding the limitations of previous ECB research, 

Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) developed a clear framework that organizations could use 

as a more simplified guide towards their ECB process, and an associated instrument that 

allowed them to diagnose evaluation capacity weaknesses and assess the progress of their 

ECB plan in addressing them. 

 Similar to previous frameworks, Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) identified two 

ways that ECB seems to occur in organizations: 1) active participation of ECB using 

collaboration with trained evaluators or 2) passive participation by fostering 
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organizational learning and communities of practice. Either approach to ECB, if done 

successfully, would yield an increase in both organizational learning and evaluation use. 

Steps Included in the Framework 

Following a similar model by Labin et al. (2012), Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) 

used a linear logic model format to present their understanding of ECB, as seen in Figure 

5. 

 
Figure 5. Bourgeois’ (2008) conceptual model of evaluation capacity building. © 

Copyright 2008 by Isabella Bourgeois. Used with permission. 

Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) include several of the same organizational factors 

addressed by King and Volkov (2005) and Preskill and Boyle (2008a) with two additions, 

incentives and interactions with other organizations. These factors set the stage for the 

implementation of ECB, which follows a four-stage path ranging from traditional 

evaluation to sustainability evaluation practices. Through their process of building 

evaluation capacity, organizations see an impact in six dimensions with varying 

evaluation competencies and ultimately result in the organizational consequences of 

evaluation use and influence, and organizational learning. 

Steps one, two and four had been previously well addressed in the literature, but 

the third step was a new contribution resulting from Bourgeois and Cousins’ (2008) 

work. Together, they established dimensions for evaluation capacity and sorted them 
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between capacity to do evaluation and capacity to use evaluation, as shown in Figure 6. 

These dimensions later translated into a measurable tool organizations should use to both 

diagnose their ECB needs and assess their ECB progress. 

 
Figure 6. Bourgeois and Cousins’ (2008) two types of evaluation capacity. © 

Copyright 2008 by Canadian Evaluation Society. Used with permission. 
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Organizational Evaluation Capacity Self-Assessment 

As a key contribution to the ECB literature, Bourgeois and Cousins (2013) also 

established a tool to measure evaluation capacity allowing organizations to both diagnose 

areas for improvement and monitor changes over time. In their tool, evaluation capacity 

is measured through six dimensions and ranked in four levels: exemplary, intermediate, 

developing, and low, as reflected in Figure 7. Bourgeois and Cousins (2013) 

recommended organizations use this tool to profile their organization at the beginning of 

initiating ECB, during the process, and afterward to assess its success. The full self-

assessment is available in APPENDIX C. 

 
Figure 7. Bourgeois and Cousins’ (2008) four levels of organizational evaluation 

capacity. © Copyright 2011 by Canadian Evaluation Society. Used with permission. 
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Strengths and Weaknesses of the Instrument 

Bourgeois, Whynot, and Thériault (2015) tested this tool through several case 

studies within different organizational contexts. Each case study was administered the 

organizational evaluation capacity self-assessment and participated in interviews with the 

researchers. In each of the case studies, researchers noted an increase of evaluation 

capacity and institutionalization. Additionally, the organizations reported that evaluation 

was used more often, resulting in higher quality evaluation and greater utilization of 

evaluation results. 

Bourgeois, Simmons, and Buetti (2018) conducted another study of their 

framework and tool years later in 10 Ontario public health units. The goal of this study 

was to further identify ECB strategies based on the context and needs of the organization. 

Researchers established a standardized reporting template and completed semi-structured 

interviews over the phone. Their results indicated that engaged staff members, support of 

leadership, and organizational tools and structure were some of the main facilitators of 

ECB. Additionally, their research led to the conclusion that using a multicomponent 

approach, using several strategies at once, led to better ECB outcomes. 

Summary of ECB Frameworks and Tools 

While each framework offers essential insight into the process for ECB within 

organizations, the ECB field is still new and undecided on which framework to support 

and which associated instrument to use with ECB efforts. APPENDIX D summarizes the 

individual components of ECB highlighted in the relative frameworks, any associated 

tools, and the strengths and weaknesses. 
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While no standard measurements exist in the literature currently, several 

promising case studies indicate ECB success and a few emerging tools that can assist 

under-resourced NPOs to understand, measure, and build their evaluation capacity. 

Specifically, Taylor-Ritzler et al.’s (2013) ECAI and Bourgeois and Cousins’ (2013) 

organizational evaluation capacity self-assessment instrument appear to be the most 

robust measurement tools, combining key components of well-documented ECB models 

and frameworks. 

The ECAI appears to be a good tool to measure both an organization’s readiness 

to engage in ECB and the outcomes of their ECB initiative. However, without an 

associated framework, it does lack the essential ‘how’ component to guide NPOs with 

limited evaluation expertise through the ECB process. Given the relative strengths and 

weaknesses of these models and tools, it appears that when an organization is using a 

more knowledgeable and skilled evaluator who can assess appropriate ECB strategies 

based on organizational analysis, the ECAI may be a good fit to be a simple measurement 

tool to assess the progress of ECB in the organization. 

For most organizations, however, the organizational evaluation capacity self-

assessment established by Bourgeois and Cousins (2013) may be a better fit as it provides 

more insight into the process of diagnosing weak evaluation components within specific 

areas of the organization and establishing plans to build the capacity accordingly. This 

tool also acts as a measurement to assess the progress of the ECB process as a whole both 

encouraging the use of evaluation within the organization and giving organizations an 

understanding of the success or barriers to the ECB process. 
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CHAPTER THREE: A CASE STUDY ON AN NPO’S USE OF AN ECB 

FRAMEWORK AND ITS TOOL 

Research Question 

The research question is: How does an NPO use an ECB framework and its tool 

as a guide while building evaluation capacity? To answer the question, the researcher 

conducted a case study in a real organization. 

Research Design: A Case Study 

The target population for this research is under-resourced NPOs with limited 

evaluation capacity. Given the level of detail needed to understand the experience an 

organization goes through when both learning to measure their evaluation capacity and 

planning to build it, the researcher chose to conduct a case study at one under-resourced 

NPO, selected as a convenience sample. 

Participating Organization and Stakeholders 

The organization featured in this case study volunteered to participate in this 

research with the condition of remaining confidential. To maintain the confidentiality of 

the organization, the organization in this case study is given the pseudonym of 

“Foothills.” Foothills is a mid-sized NPO in the Northwest region of the United States 

that provides various programs and support to the community. It has existed for several 

decades and has sought to build the ability for the managers and leadership to engage in 

performance improvement practices but has had limited success in doing so on their own. 

Similar to most nonprofits, Foothills receives funding from government grants, contracts, 
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and private donations. They are accountable to these funding parties but have 

experienced difficulty as funder demands have increased and evaluation practices within 

the organization have not. Evaluation resources and knowledge in the organization are 

low; for example, they only recently launched an electronic database that can be used to 

gather data and hired an employee with evaluation experience within the past year. This 

has slightly increased their evaluation capacity, but the organization is still seeking to 

expand evaluation and performance improvement efforts beyond one employee and to 

spread capacity for evaluation into the organization’s culture. Their interest in 

participating in this research was three-fold; to better evaluate the impact of their 

programs, to engage in performance improvement practices to enhance the impact of 

their programs, and to engage in research that could inform other NPOs of lessons 

learned from their ECB experience. 

Within the organization, a total of six employees were invited to participate. They 

were selected based on their roles’ need to use evaluation skills. Also, they would likely 

benefit from participating in the research because having the ability to better engage in 

evaluation and performance improvement practices was deemed a critical component of 

their role. Each invited employee is considered a key stakeholder, directly involved in the 

design, development, implementation, and maintenance of the programs provided in the 

NPO. Out of the six employees, five agreed to participate. The participating employees 

include the overall program’s director, two sub-program directors, one program manager, 

and an operations lead, who was acting as interim program manager at the time of this 

research. Out of the five participants, four are female and one male. Three participants 
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have a master’s level education, one has a bachelor’s degree and one has a high school 

diploma. 

Approval for the Study 

Participation was approved by the overall program director of Foothills to be a 

part of normal working responsibilities and available for compensation under their 

existing compensation plan (see in APPENDIX E Site Authorization Letter). The 

researcher also obtained approval from Boise State University’s (BSU) Institutional 

Review Board for conducting this case study for her thesis. 

Participants received an initial recruitment invitation from the researcher via 

email with an informed consent form attached. All five participants voluntarily signed the 

informed consent form and agreed to participate in the research. When they met with the 

researcher for the first focus group, they submitted a hard copy of the informed consent 

form with their signature to the researcher. Copies of the recruitment email and the 

informed consent form are available in APPENDIX F and APPENDIX G. 

Data Collection Procedure 

The researcher conducted a series of three focus groups in the fall of 2018. Focus 

groups were selected over interview or survey options as the participants’ roles were 

interconnected and the researcher desired to assess the organizations’ collective 

evaluation capacity, not just individual participants’ separate opinions. The researcher 

believed a focus group environment would allow those with differing levels of evaluation 

knowledge to share their understanding and interpretation to the group so that the group 

could better understand the use of an ECB tool. Recruitment for the focus group 

participants began in late September in 2018 with focus groups scheduled through 
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October and November of the same year. Each focus group was between 45-90 minutes. 

Focus groups were held two weeks apart from one another to allow for time for 

transcription and analysis of data collected. Focus group data and results from the 

administered self-assessment were analyzed between October, 2018 and January, 2019. 

Focus group topics are presented in Table 1. Focus group scripts are available in 

APPENDIX H. 

Table 1. Focus Group Topics 

Focus Group 1 Focus Group 2 Focus Group 3 

1. Introduce participants 

to research purpose and 

organizational 

evaluation capacity 

self-assessment. 

2. Complete the 

assessment 

individually. 

3. Discuss their 

experience with the 

self-assessment. 

1. Review group results of 

the assessment, 

including the overall 

score, dimensional 

scores, and sub 

dimensional scores. 

2. Discuss assessment 

interpretation. 

3. Select and prioritize 

ECB strategies. 

1. Review overall ECB 

process and experience. 

2. Identify facilitators, 

barriers, and 

recommendations for 

ECB process. 

 

First Focus Group with Organizational Evaluation Capacity Self-Assessment 

The researcher’s familiarity with Foothills prior to this research enabled her to 

recognize a lack of evaluation-related knowledge in that organization. Considering 

Foothills’ current level of evaluation capacity and lack of resources, and the researcher’s 

lack of in-depth and applied ECB experience, the researcher determined that the 

organizational evaluation capacity framework (Bourgeois & Cousins, 2008) and 

associated self-assessment tool developed by Bourgeois and Cousins (2013) best fit the 

needs of this organization and research. The researcher assessed that this comprehensive 

tool would allow the participating NPO to gain a clearer understanding of the ECB 

process, diagnose areas of evaluation weaknesses, and select appropriate strategies from 
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the experience without the guided use of a skilled evaluator, while the shorter ECAI did 

not offer the same in-depth ECB guidance. Thus, the researcher chose Bourgeois and 

Cousins’ tool (2013) over others such as the ECAI. In accordance with Bourgeois and 

Cousins’ (2008) framework, the researcher acted as both an observer of the ECB process 

within the organization and facilitator of the organizational evaluation capacity self-

assessment (Bourgeois & Cousins, 2013). 

The organizational evaluation capacity self-assessment includes a total of 62 

questions across six dimensions: human resources, organizational resources, planning and 

conducting evaluations, evaluation literacy, organizational decision-making, and learning 

benefits. A four-point Likert scale (Strongly disagree, Somewhat disagree, Somewhat 

agree, and Strongly agree) is used to rate the extent to which the participant agreed with 

each statement. For this research, the researcher added other response options, Not 

applicable and Don’t know. The Not applicable option allowed participants and the 

researcher to rule out questions that truly did not pertain to the scope or context of the 

organization, while the Don’t know option allowed the participants and researcher to 

understand where evaluation knowledge was entirely missing. During the focus group, 

the participants completed each section, separated by dimension, of the assessment (see 

APPENDIX C) individually first in relation to their department. And then, they engaged 

in group discussions to elaborate on their understanding on individual items and identify 

a selection that represented the whole of the department. The participants’ names or any 

identifiable information were not collected on the individual responses to keep the 

anonymity of individual respondents. 
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To score the data, Strongly disagree, Somewhat disagree, Somewhat agree, and 

Strongly agree selections were coded with 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively to calculate average 

scores. Don’t know and Not applicable selections were excluded when calculating the 

average scores. While these options were excluded from the scoring, the responses were 

still reviewed in the second focus group to better understand areas that were confusing or 

where the participants lacked foundational evaluation knowledge. Then, average scores 

on individual dimensions and subdimensions as well as the total average score were 

calculated, from the five individual participants’ assessments and the group facilitated 

assessment. The total score, dimension scores, and subdimension scores were then 

compared to an established metric to determine their ranking. Available rankings 

included low capacity with an average score between 0.00 and 1.75, developing capacity 

with an average score between 1.76 and 2.50, intermediate capacity with an average score 

between 2.51 and 3.25, and established capacity with an average score between 3.26 and 

4.00. 

Second Focus Group to Discuss Assessment Results and Plan Strategies 

During the second focus group, the participants reviewed the results from the 

organizational capacity self-assessment. The participants reviewed their overall score, 

and individual dimensions and subdimensions that were lower than their average score. 

Through each score, the participants as a group discussed their perception of the score, 

the organizational context leading to that score, and their perceived accuracy of the score. 

For the lower scoring subdimensions, the group also reviewed the organizational 

assumptions provided by the assessment results and discussed the perceived accuracy of 

the assumptions provided. Specifically, participants were asked questions such as:  
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 “Do you agree with the assumptions the assessment determined about the 

evaluation capacity within the organization?” 

 “What differences or similarities do you see within the organization and the 

assumptions listed?” 

The participants then reviewed strategies recommended by the assessment results 

and discussed which strategies would be feasible within the organization. Specific 

questions included:  

 “Is this strategy something that you feel would be within the organization’s 

resources to execute?” 

 “Do you think this strategy would be effective within the organization? Why 

or why not?” 

After all dimensions and subdimensions were reviewed, the participants looked at 

the list of strategies and prioritized which areas and strategies would be most important 

for them to implement to gain evaluation capacity. 

Third Focus Group to Discuss an ECB Plan 

The last focus group was designed for the participants to debrief the process of 

completing the assessment and associated decisions that resulted from the results. 

Specific questions asked were:  

 “Was the instrument easy to interpret what was being requested and the 

terminology used was understandable?” 

 “What areas in either completing the instrument or interpreting the results 

were barriers? What areas were positive?” 
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 “Did completing the tool and reviewing the results provide information that 

could be readily used to establish a plan to build evaluation capacity?” 

The participants reviewed areas of concern when taking the assessment as well as 

components that were not clear in the assessment and results. The participants also 

discussed areas where they felt the process was helpful towards them understanding their 

evaluation capacity and how to build it. 

Focus group data were analyzed based on the procedure recommended by 

LeCompte and Schensul (1999) including item level, pattern level, and structure level 

analysis, as shown in Figure 8. 

 
Figure 8. Item level, pattern level, and structure level analysis. 

Discussions in the focus groups were recorded and transcribed. Transcriptions 

were then reviewed several times for item-level analysis. This included assigning codes 

to phrases within the data. Codes were then analyzed to identify similarities in pattern 

level analysis. Identified patterns, or domains, were then followed by structure level 

analysis of systematically analyzing similarities and differences between the transcript 

Structure

Item Item Item

Pattern
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data and sorted into the following structures or themes: ‘barriers to process,’ ‘barriers in 

tool,’ ‘facilitators to process,’ and ‘facilitators to tool.’ Pattern and structure levels of 

analysis were completed by copying item-level data from the transcripts and entering 

them into a Microsoft Excel workbook with individual tabs associated with domains. 

Data was then organized within each spreadsheet to determine potential relationships 

between them. 

All data was saved in the researcher’s Google Drive folder provided by BSU with 

no external access to other parties. Any paper copies including identifiable information 

from the research were properly destroyed, after being scanned securely and uploaded to 

the Google Drive folder. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

To understand the process of how an NPO utilizes available tools to build their 

evaluation capacity, the data analysis was two-fold including the analysis of the 

assessment results and the analysis of the focus group discussion. As such, this chapter 

has two parts; Part 1: Assessment Results and Discussion, and Part 2: Review of ECB 

Process within the NPO. 

Part 1: Assessment Results and Discussion 

Assessment results were entered into the organizational evaluation capacity self-

assessment instrument provided by Bourgeois (Bourgeois, personal communication, 

September 11, 2018). A link to the online survey form and a detailed report available in 

APPENDIX I. The average results of the organizational evaluation capacity self-

assessment for Foothills was 2.73, identifying the organization as intermediate capacity 

(see Table 2). The group of participants initially felt this was accurate as they were newer 

in developing their evaluation capacity but had made significant improvements in data 

reporting and were beginning to engage in performance improvement over the past six 

months. 

Their rankings for each of the six dimensions were close to their average score as 

well, except for dimension four, evaluation literacy, which scored as developing capacity 

as seen in Figure 9. The total 62 questions separated into dimensions and subdimensions 

and their average scores are summarized in APPENDIX J. 
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Table 2. Overall Evaluation Capacity Results 

Capacity Level 

(Average Score Range) 

Low  

(1.00-1.75) 

Developing  

(1.76-2.50) 

Intermediate 

(2.51-3.25) 

Established 

(3.26-4.00) 

Foothill’s Overall 

Evaluation Capacity Level 
- - 2.73 - 

D
im

en
si

o
n

s 

1. Human 

Resources 
- - 2.80 - 

2. Organizational 

Resources 
- - 2.67 - 

3. Planning and 

Conducting 

Evaluations 

- - 2.75 - 

4. Evaluation 

Literacy 
- 2.46 - - 

5. Organizational 

Decision-

Making 

- - 2.87 - 

6. Learning 

Benefits 
- - 2.83 - 

 

 
Figure 9. Most dimensions being ‘intermediate’ with one ‘developing’ capacity. 

Dimension 1: Human Resources 

For the human resources dimension, the organization scored intermediate capacity 

with each of the subdimensions scoring within that range except for leadership being 
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developing capacity, as seen in Table 3. According to the assessment results (APPENDIX 

J), the assumptions behind this score were: 

- Unit headed by individual who is new to the area of evaluation and/or has 

limited evaluation experience. 

- Leader is not generally involved in senior management discussions and 

therefore assigns work based only on operational requirements. 

- Leader coordinates team activities but is not involved in guiding team 

members in their work. 

Table 3. Human Resources Dimension Results 

 1.1 

Staffing 

1.2 

Technical 

Skills 

1.3 

Communication 

Skills 

1.4 

Professional 

Development 

1.5 

Leadership 

Average 

score for 

each 

subdimension 

2.83 3.06 3.06 2.63 2.42 

Average 

score for 

dimension 

2.80 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 

 

During the second focus group discussion, the participants determined that while 

these assumptions were mostly accurate, they expressed difficulty in answering the 

questions for this dimension. The group did not feel that the organization had a 

designated evaluation unit and thus answered the questions from the scope of each of 

them leading their management teams. One program director stated, “I’m still fuzzy on a 

lot of the questions like, who is the evaluator, what are the programs we are talking 

about. Is that organizationally, is that our definition of programs, is that me thinking just 

about [my program]?” Even with this confusion on definitions, the group did agree with 

the assumptions listed above due to the fact that several of the managers are new to 
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management positions, know little about evaluation, and are separated from senior 

management. One program director commented, “I think if you are in developing, if you 

have new managers that would make sense.” Based on the accuracy of the assumptions, 

the group accepted these results in spite of their confusion when answering the questions. 

From these assumptions, the group reviewed the list of recommended strategies 

from the assessment results which included: 

- Assess the evaluation team leaders’ comfort level and knowledge of 

evaluation and management practices and offer professional development 

opportunities as needed. 

- Support the development of formal ties between the evaluation team leader 

and senior managers. 

While the group agreed that these strategies both fit their deficiencies, the group 

believed that the more pressing issue was the lack of an identified evaluation unit and 

lead. The group determined that the initial strategy for this dimension should be to 

formally define this unit and the evaluation lead in order to assess competency. 

Dimension 2: Organizational Resources 

The organizational resources dimension received a score of intermediate capacity 

with the lowest subdimension being performance measurement data, as seen in Table 4. 

Assumptions for this score included: 

- Performance measurement is done on a program-by-program basis. 

- Ad hoc implementation of performance measures with uneven quality. 

- Performance data is difficult to integrate into results-based management 

(including evaluation studies). 
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Table 4. Organizational Resources Dimension Results 

 2.1 Budget 2.2 Performance 

measurement data 

2.3 Infrastructure and 

tools 

Average 

score for 

each 

subdimension 

2.79 2.50 2.72 

Average 

score for 

dimension 

2.67 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 

 

The group largely agreed with these assumptions, stating that they had just begun 

to use any sort of organized data within the past six months. The program’s director 

stated, “It’s just not been a real strength of the company in performance management so 

it’s developing.” Another program manager agreed stating, “I think we are definitely in 

the process of recognizing that this is something important and doing it.” The group 

discussed, however, that over the past six months of having access to data, their 

performance measurement categories were altered each month and did not always include 

a consistent understanding of the interpretation behind the metrics. At the point of the 

second focus group, the group did not feel that their performance measurement data was 

fully reliable, and while improving, the group still voiced a need for more understanding 

of the data and its relationship to results-based management. 

The strategies recommended for this dimension included: 

- Work with program managers on results chains and ongoing performance data 

collection, to ensure the availability and quality of data to be included in 

future evaluations. 

- Invest in an organization-wide performance data collection system. 



45 

 

- Conduct evaluability assessments to confirm the availability and quality of 

administrative and performance data before planning an evaluation and 

identify any gaps/issues to be resolved before the evaluation starts. 

As the group reviewed the strategies, they did not express confidence in any of 

the strategies, stating that they were not at a point that they could implement these 

strategies without laying more foundation first. The group remarked that they had just 

launched their program-wide client database just a few months ago which allowed them 

to have more transparent access to data and evaluate their programs, but managers were 

not familiar with results chains or what data to measure in their programs that would 

better inform their strategic decisions. From their current practice, the individual 

managers did not review much of their own performance measurement data but rather 

were supplied areas of opportunities by the quality assurance (QA) department. One 

program director stated: 

Some of us have really struggled with [performance measurement], 

not really having a strong linkage to the team and the day to day. And 

looking to really measuring and developing and all of that. I feel like 

that’s an area that all of us feel really strongly that we want to focus 

but we just need the resource of time to be able to do that. 

This leaves a gap between program managers and their programs in understanding 

and developing the performance expectations for their teams and measuring performance 

against it. To address this, the group determined that in order to effectively execute 

performance management in their programs, they needed more time to tune into the 

programs and individual employees and easier access to data and evaluation results. 
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Dimension 3: Planning and Conducting Evaluations 

The third dimension received a score of intermediate capacity with the lowest 

subdimensions being organizational linkages and external support, as seen in Table 5. 

Assumptions for organizational linkages include: 

- Evaluation steering or advisory committees are sometimes used to guide 

projects. 

- Senior managers are made aware of evaluation findings only through formal 

requirements. 

- Evaluation is removed from key organizational areas such as policy 

development, strategic planning, and performance measurement. 

Assumptions for external support include: 

- Evaluators have access to basic external supports, such as a professional 

association or published quality standards but do not often make use of them. 

- Evaluators do not generally liaise with external organizations or experts. 

Table 5. Planning and Conducting Evaluations Dimension Results 

 3.1 

Planning 

3.2 

Internal 

and 

external 

evaluators 

3.3 

Information 

and support 

3.4 

Organizational 

linkages 

3.5 

External 

support 

Average 

score for 

each 

subdimension 

3.00 3.00 2.81 2.46 2.46 

Average 

score for 

dimension 

2.75 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 

 

The group strongly agreed with the assumptions provided for organizational 

linkages, as the team felt that they were not only physically removed from the 
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organizations headquarters, but also not often involved in the components mentioned. 

One program manager stated, 

There is a big disconnect from people like the executive leadership 

team and… staff. There is just kind of this disconnect, but I think from 

an organization we are much more aware than we were 6 months ago 

when I first started working here. 

Group members reported feeling a disconnect between the choices being made by 

organizational leaders in regards to policies and planning, and sometimes even reporting 

requirements that made it difficult for them to keep up with funder requirements, let 

alone performance improvement measures. In addition to feeling siloed within their 

organization, members of the focus group also reported low use of external supports for 

their evaluation efforts. One program director mentioned that the only external support 

that was known to the group was the overall program outcomes that were analyzed by a 

local university. Other program managers mentioned more efforts in the past few months 

to establish new partnerships within the community, but these partnerships did not often 

include any assistance or collaboration in relation to their evaluation efforts. 

The strategies recommended for organizational linkages include: 

- Set up steering or advisory committees made up of program representatives, 

external evaluators and other experts at the outset of each evaluation. 

- Establish a formal path for evaluation to reach senior management. 

- Coordinate efforts with other organizational groups to avoid duplication. 

Strategies for external support include: 
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- Develop a network of external support in academia and other similar 

organizations that can be drawn upon to resolve evaluation problems or to 

access information about evaluation. 

After reviewing the strategies provided, the group again struggled to feel ready to 

implement any of the recommendations. Given that the organization had limited 

partnerships externally and no formalized evaluation unit, the idea of a steering 

committee seemed too distant. The group did, however, agree that a formal path for 

evaluation results to be dispersed in a timely manner was crucial in increasing the use of 

evaluation within the organization. One program manager commented: 

It seems like we’ve got a lot of layers for information to be transferred 

between, so it starts here, then [the programs director] takes it to the 

executive leadership team, then it goes to the directors meeting, then 

it goes to the board, so it seems like there’s a process for our 

evaluation findings to be shared out more often than that, and not just 

through formal processes, but I am sure that we could get better. 

Additionally, the group noted the need to decrease duplication of efforts as these 

often undermined the value of the evaluation results as there were often discrepancies 

between the different groups results. One program director mentioned:  

I think that the problem is that there is kind of a lack of centralized 

data. So, people pull data from different sources all of the time, 

externally, and so some of that is conflicting [and] there is no 

centralized way like ‘this is where we get this data from and that data 

from’. 
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The group also prioritized the need to increase their evaluation-based partnerships 

with academia, funders, and other organizations to increase their knowledge and resolve 

evaluation problems. 

Dimension 4: Evaluation Literacy 

The fourth dimension, evaluation literacy was the lowest scoring dimension, 

scoring as developing capacity, as seen in Table 6. While one subdimension, stakeholder 

involvement, scored at intermediate capacity, the second subdimension, results-

management orientation, was the lowest scoring subdimension at 2.24. 

Assumptions for this subdimension include: 

- Organizational outcomes and expected results are not articulated clearly for all 

organizational members; most are not aware of results-based management 

principles and practices. 

- Some programs are engaged in developing results chains such as logic models 

or theories of change. 

Table 6. Evaluation Literacy Dimension Results 

 4.1 Stakeholder involvement 4.2 Results-management 

orientation 

Average 

score for 

each 

subdimension 

2.68 2.24 

Average 

score for 

dimension 

2.46 (Developing capacity: 1.76-2.50) 

 

Throughout the discussion in the second focus group, the group mentioned their 

unfamiliarity with results-based management, including logic models, theories of change 

and results chains. It was not a surprise to them that this dimension scored the lowest. 
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The program's director mentioned in the focus group that with such fresh managers, it 

made sense that they were so unfamiliar with these components. The organization had 

initiated some results-based management activities for program managers to complete 

just weeks prior to the focus group, which program managers mentioned their struggles, 

and frustrations, with completing. One program director mentioned his experience with 

the shift in the past few months “I think in the growing phase that we are on, I think that 

we are all focusing on results-based management.” 

Strategies for this dimension include: 

- Develop logic models or results chains for programs or groups of programs in 

conjunctions with key stakeholders. 

- Ask senior management to provide time and resources to program managers 

for results-based management presentations and discussions. 

Out of these strategies, the group agreed that results-based presentations and 

discussions were likely to be the most impactful, given the group’s limited knowledge of 

logic models and results chains. Having group presentations would allow the group to 

both research and learn components of results-based management and share them 

between each other. However, the concerns with this strategy were the time commitment 

and that the group was not confident that senior management would be able to facilitate 

time for these learning experiences. One program director stated, “it’s always good to do 

that stuff, but how do you carve out the time. It’s a vicious circle. How do you carve the 

time because if you can do that well then obviously everything else is better.”
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Dimension 5: Organizational Decision Making 

The fifth dimension scored intermediate capacity with each subdimension also 

falling in that range, as seen in Table 7. The group agreed with these results and decided 

not to discuss potential strategies for these areas. 

Table 7. Organizational Decision-Making Dimension Results 

 5.1 Management processes 5.2 Decision support 

Average 

score for 

each 

component 

3.00 2.74 

Average 

score for 

dimension 

2.87 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 

 

Dimension 6: Learning Benefits 

The sixth dimension also scored intermediate capacity with each subdimension 

within that range, as seen in Table 8. The group agreed with these results and decided not 

to discuss potential strategies for these areas. 

Table 8. Learning Benefits Dimension Results 

 6.1 Instrumental and conceptual 

use 

6.2 Process use 

Average 

score for 

each 

component 

2.86 2.79 

Average 

score for 

dimension 

2.83 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 



52 

 

Prioritizing Strategies 

Out of the five subdimensions that scored below the intermediate capacity 

threshold, the group then assessed priorities of potential strategies as seen in Table 9, 

with 1 being the highest priority and 5 being the lowest priority. 

Table 9. Prioritized Strategies 

Priority Subdimension (Score) Strategies 

1 2.2 Performance 

measurement data (2.50) 

Establish a foundational understanding of 

evaluation practices and performance 

measurement 

2 4.2 Results-management 

orientation (2.24) 

Establish an understanding of foundational 

results-management principals 

3 1.5 Leadership (2.42) Identify formal evaluation unit and evaluation 

lead 

4 3.4 Organizational 

linkages (2.46) 

Establish formal path for evaluation results to 

reach all levels of managers/ directors 

5 3.5 External support 

(2.46) 

Establish evaluation-based partnerships with 

universities and similar NPOs 

 

Based on the group’s lack of foundational evaluation and performance 

improvement knowledge, the group determined that the top two priorities for their ECB 

initiative needed to be building their competencies in these areas. They found that these 

skills were foundational to their understanding of the other components mentioned in the 

assessment results and critical to ensuring that evaluation results were utilized and valued 

within the organization. One group member noted that without these foundational 

elements, any sort of evaluation efforts were likely to fail if the team could not 

understand its purpose and how to use the results. At the conclusion of the second focus 

group, the group felt that their acceptance of their score of ‘intermediate capacity’ may 

have been premature and as the discussions around the various questions were facilitated, 

the group agreed that they were more likely under ‘developing capacity’ as they lacked 

foundational evaluation knowledge and skills. The group agreed that priorities 1-3 each 
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were foundational knowledge that the organization would need to engage in evaluation 

practices at all, and priorities 4-5 were strategies that would assist the organization in 

building their capacity but could not be engaged in until foundational knowledge was 

present. 

However, when asked about the feasibility of applying these strategies, the group 

had concerns about the time they could allocate towards ECB efforts. One program 

manager mentioned, 

Part of being able to evaluate that effectively, whenever it was me or 

whoever it is, we don’t have time... At least me personally I don’t have 

a lot of time to feel super confident, like 100% confident that I have a 

good hold on a lot of things. 

Part 2: Review of ECB Process Within the NPO 

During the three focus groups, group members highlighted several facilitators and 

barriers they were experiencing in relation to the ECB process. 

Facilitators of the ECB Process 

Group members unanimously agreed that the organization had several key areas 

to strengthen in order to build their evaluation capacity and would not have had an idea of 

where to start before completing this assessment. The largest facilitator the group 

identified was that the process was guided, initiated discussion on crucial topics, and 

provided them with in-depth results that could be immediately applied. Additionally, the 

group agreed that the process of using the assessment guided and supported their goal of 

determining ways to increase their evaluation capacity. Given their lack of confidence in 

their overall understanding of evaluation knowledge, the group did feel that undergoing 
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an assessment to ‘diagnose’ their evaluation concerns and highlight areas of opportunities 

was helpful. The overall design of the results document included both assumptions 

behind the organization’s score for each dimension and subdimension and strategies that 

could be used to increase the organizations capacity in that area. The assumptions 

specifically assisted the group in discussing and validating their assessment response, 

especially given the group’s initial lack of understanding of assessment questions. The 

group also appreciated the recommended strategies acting as a clear guide towards their 

efforts to increase their evaluation capacity. Having both the assessment and the results 

available as they were was helpful to the researcher as well to facilitate the process, 

discussion, and results with the group in a systematic process. 

As the group reviewed the results, they noted that while they were leery of the 

instrument, they supported the findings overall. One program director stated, “I think 

there were a few things on there that were interesting to look at and say huh, we should 

do something with that.” Several components that the organization scored low on were 

components that members of the group agreed they were not aware of or were not strong 

in but would directly benefit their programs. This opened the door to several capacity 

building conversations that highlighted the need to grow capacities in these areas, and 

their foundation of evaluation understanding. Additionally, the strategies listed support 

the components the group felt they needed to improve upon, to which the group agreed 

that successfully executing these strategies would be directly beneficial to their roles and 

program. While the group appreciated the systematic nature of the tool and the associated 

process, the team still felt many challenges existed in both understanding and applying 

ECB principles. 
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Barriers in the ECB Process 

Overall, while the group felt the process was well-guided, each member expressed 

concern for the definitions and lack of understanding within the group of the content of 

the assessment questions and results. Key barriers the group mentioned were feeling the 

assessment was too technical, was unclear in its definitions and scope, and was overly 

complicated in relation to the groups understanding of evaluation. The group thought the 

assessment itself was “too academic” for their level of evaluation knowledge. One 

program director stated he felt the assessment was “too focused in a world of analytical 

folks” and that with their evaluation expertise being lower, the assessment would need to 

be adjusted to those “who aren’t in that world all the time.” Another program director 

attributed understanding the assessment in their context as “trying to decipher it like a 

scrabble game.” 

Through all three focus groups, participants expressed concern about not 

understanding questions and definitions mentioned. One program director stated, “the 

way things were worded, it kind of felt like reading a thesaurus,” while the operations 

lead stated her confusion with the scope of the questions as her role encompasses several 

programs, “My biggest challenge was who I was supposed to be referring to.” Even with 

the researcher as a facilitator to assist the group members in defining the terminology and 

scope of the questions, the group members still struggled with understanding the basis of 

several of the questions and how to determine an appropriate response. Key areas that 

group members struggled with were defining the evaluation unit, evaluation lead, and the 

various evaluation projects and processes that the organization had participated in, as 

indicated by an increase of Don’t Know responses on the assessment and discussion 
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within the focus groups. Other questions with higher numbers of Don’t know responses 

included questions regarding specific evaluation terminology such as ‘results chains’ 

‘logic model’ and ‘cross-cutting/ supporting information.’ This supported the group’s 

determination that foundational knowledge in evaluation was limited. This lack of 

knowledge of these terms and functions hindered the group’s ability to both answer the 

question and fully understand the role of evaluation within the organization. 

One group member mentioned that they didn’t feel that their organization fit into 

the structure that the assessment was assuming would exist in an organization, suggesting 

that the tool was not customized for smaller or under-resourced organizations to use. Key 

components included ‘evaluation lead’ and ‘evaluation unit’ which were not present in 

Foothills and caused confusion amongst group members during the assessment. Members 

mentioned concerns about the assessment specifically in regards to the definitions for 

organizational evaluation units and leads, understanding that many NPOs also did not 

have these formally defined roles. Additionally one program manager mentioned 

concerns with the scope of the questions being too general: 

I think it’s especially difficult too where it’s like throwing in 

evaluation of everything all at once because I think that’s really hard 

to generalize. I think we have strengths and in one area and 

weaknesses in another or strengths in one program where it’s a 

weakness in another one and vice versa. And that’s really hard to 

give a score to. 

This led the group to be concerned about the validity of the assessment to measure 

low or developing capacity for organizations when organizations that truly fall in those 
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areas would likely not understand or be able to complete the assessment accurately due to 

a lack of fundamental knowledge of the questions. As one program director stated: 

I think it could be really helpful if we had a better understanding of 

evaluation and evaluation practices… and all those things because 

it’s still a foggy concept to be able to draw conclusions about when 

you don’t understand the fundamentals. 

At the conclusion of the final focus group, the group determined that the 

assessment was able to highlight key areas of concern within the organization and 

effective ways for the group to mediate these areas; however, given the wording and 

erudite nature of the assessment, the group struggled to value its accuracy in successfully 

gauging their level of evaluation understanding. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this research was to answer the question, how does an NPO use an 

ECB framework and its tool as a guide while building evaluation capacity? In order to 

gauge a deep level of understanding of an organization’s experience with the process, the 

researcher reviewed available literature on ECB frameworks and tools and facilitated a 

case study within an NPO as its key stakeholders used a selected tool towards engaging 

in ECB. Initially in the research, it appeared that the field and practice of ECB was still 

developing. The results of this case study indicate the importance of having evaluation-

specific knowledge to initiate the evaluation capacity building process and support the 

need for additional ECB tools and resources to better support NPOs looking to engage in 

ECB and performance improvement practices. 

Overview of ECB Process 

Through researching various frameworks and tools, it appears that the literature 

offers good education on the concept of ECB but is less detailed in the steps for executing 

ECB tools and strategies. In researching the different tools for ECB in NPOs, the 

researcher selected the organizational evaluation capacity self-assessment developed by 

Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) to use in the case study, as it was the most in depth, 

detailed, and guided approach. Given the case study organization’s low evaluation 

knowledge, having a more systematic approach seemed to be the best option to guide 

their ECB process. While the framework and tool presented by Bourgeois and Cousins 

(2008, 2013) was the most robust in the literature to date, there is still a concern that this 
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tool is too difficult to use with under-resourced NPOs without a skilled evaluator to guide 

them through the process and ‘decode’ some of the terminologies they may be unfamiliar 

with. This presents a problem as one of the main concerns for NPOs because of their 

limited resources and availability to skilled evaluators while engaging in ECB. 

Additionally, during the case study, it became obvious that the facilitator of the 

assessment and ECB process would need to be familiar with the instrument, its intent, 

ECB strategies, and the organization’s current evaluation practices and structures. This 

finding furthers the concern that ECB can often be a lengthy and expensive process and 

remains limited in its success for under-resourced NPOs. 

In addition, it seems that the foundational knowledge of evaluation may be a 

prerequisite for organizations to completing ECB assessments. This leaves organizations 

that have low levels of evaluation capacity with fewer resources and options to build their 

evaluation capacity. To better fit the lack of resources and knowledge for NPOs with low 

and developing evaluation capacities, it may be worth providing them with ECB 

resources to help grow their foundational knowledge, prior to engaging in the more 

advanced ECB work with the help of a skilled evaluator. This could eventually save the 

overall cost for NPOs with low and developing evaluation capacities as they use available 

tools to build foundational knowledge before hiring a potentially expensive evaluation 

expert for the rest of the ECB process. 

Recommendations for the Use of the ECB Tool 

While the systematic nature made facilitating the process of ECB within an 

organization easier, problems arose when the organization had limited foundational 

knowledge of ECB to begin with. Since the tool is based strongly off evaluation 
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terminology and systems within an organization, it can be difficult for organizations with 

low or developing capacity to successfully complete the assessment and apply the 

strategies. While Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) recommend having a knowledgeable 

evaluator guiding the process, it still made it difficult for the participating stakeholders to 

engage fully when they did not understand the components. Another option for 

organizations may be to have a trained evaluator who understands the assessment 

components use the assessment as an interview tool (rather than having stakeholders use 

it as a self-assessment tool) and gather the information directly from organizational 

members when needed. This may help alleviate the confusion between assessment 

terminology and allow the evaluator to provide the strategies and priorities to the 

organization. The concern with this route, however, is that without participating fully in 

the process, organization leaders may have less buy-in to the results or importance of the 

strategies in building their evaluation capacity. Additionally, several defined roles stated 

in the instrument (evaluation lead, evaluation unit, etc.) may not be fully defined within 

an NPO, which would cause even a knowledgeable evaluator to struggle to successfully 

complete the associated questions. These definitions also apply the assumption that a 

successful organization must have these defined roles, which can put pressure on under-

resourced NPOs to establish new job positions that may be otherwise facilitated through 

delegation of tasks to capable employees. 

If an organization engages in an ECB assessment and has some of the same 

struggles that Foothills had, it could result in the stakeholders feeling discouraged and 

slowing or potentially derailing the their motivation to engage in ECB altogether. Thus, it 

is important for the tool to be relevant and applicable to the organization’s needs. In order 



61 

 

to make the tool more generalizable to different organizations and support organizations 

with low and developing capacities, it is recommended that the organization, with the 

help of a knowledgeable evaluator, assign clear definitions to the roles and definitions 

within the assessment before beginning. This should allow the organizational 

stakeholders to ensure that they answer within the same scope for the questions, alleviate 

confusion, and reach relevant results. Additionally, it may be beneficial to host evaluation 

information sessions on foundational evaluation knowledge prior to an organization 

taking the assessment to ensure the organizational stakeholders understand the content 

and can answer accurately. 

From the perspective of the tool, for future researchers, it may be worth looking 

into adding definitions to the various evaluation elements to ensure organizations are 

answering the questions consistently. Organizations and practitioners who use the tool 

may benefit from having the language adjusted to be less academic and including more 

commonly understood language. This would both help the tool be more practitioner 

oriented and increase the utility of this resource for the desired population of 

organizations with limited evaluation capacity and knowledge. Another option for this 

problem could also be to establish a manual or detailed guide that interprets definitions 

and enhances the organization’s understanding of the questions presented. Additionally, 

in some cases, organizations may benefit from using a customized version of the tools 

that contain guidelines tailored to their organizational understanding and context. This 

could allow NPOs to be more guided and have a clearer understanding of the instrument 

and give a centralized resource for facilitators to use when guiding the ECB process using 

this tool. 
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In reviewing Foothills’ experience in completing the organizational evaluation 

capacity self-assessment, the researcher determined that while the stakeholders struggled 

with the definitions of the assessment, this assessment still offered more directional 

guidance than the ECAI assessment that was also considered. While the ECAI had more 

easily understood language and seemed to be more generalizable to different 

organizations, it was still missing the guidance of assisting under-resourced organizations 

in selecting appropriate ECB strategies. Without this component, it would be difficult for 

NPOs to build their capacity having only a list of their deficiencies and no potential 

solutions. However, given that the practice of completing the organizational evaluation 

capacity self-assessment established by Bourgeois and Cousins (2013) resulted in the 

need for a trained evaluator to interpret the assessment for the organization, it is possible 

that an organization could complete the ECAI and use a trained evaluator to review their 

results and suggest potential strategies to build. This could also be a less involved and 

require less resources than the level of depth needed for the facilitating evaluator of the 

organizational evaluation capacity self-assessment. This could be a potential solution for 

low and developing evaluation capacity organizations to identify their foundational 

evaluation deficiencies, work to improve them, and then engage in the organizational 

evaluation capacity self-assessment when their capacity was higher. 

Recommendations for the ECB Process 

From the current literature, it appears that much of the framework and discussion 

in regards to ECB is still largely conceptual and being applied primarily by skilled 

evaluators and researchers. This still leaves an area for concern for NPOs who have both 

the need and desire to increase their evaluation capacity. As shown in this case study, 
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foundational evaluation knowledge may be a requirement to engage in some of the 

existing ECB frameworks, so in order to establish a starting place for low or developing 

evaluation capacity, more work needs to be built into these models to facilitate building 

foundational knowledge and skills. In Preskill and Boyle’s (2008b) model, they mention 

several different strategies that can be used to facilitate ECB within an organization, 

which may also be helpful to establish foundational knowledge. Some examples of these 

strategies include formal evaluation training, engaging in evaluation-centered 

communities of practice, and applying appreciative inquiry within the organization to 

reinforce the value of evaluation practices. Existing ECB models may also benefit from 

establishing a set standard of foundational elements or strategies that will be most useful 

for organizations who wish to engage in ECB but are seemingly “too far behind” to do 

so. Additionally, under-resourced NPOs may benefit from establishing partnerships with 

universities or other organizations with higher evaluation capacity to share experiences 

and grow. 

Application to Human Performance Technology 

Human performance technology (HPT), also known as human performance 

improvement (HPI), is focused on establishing a systematic and systemic approach to 

identifying performance issues, vetting feasible and productive solutions, implementing 

identified solutions, and evaluating the process and outcomes, while managing constant 

changes (International Society for Performance Improvement, 2018). In communities, 

NPOs exist to help provide a solution to identified societal problems, but without having 

essential evaluation skills, these NPOs are unable to accurately report their effectiveness 

towards resolving the societal problems. In order to support NPOs practice HPT 
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principles and measure their progress in closing society problems, their ability to engage 

in evaluation practices is crucial. In doing so, these organizations can also apply these 

skills internally to identify performance issues that detract from their purpose and select 

effective solutions to resolve them in a manner that is aligned with their purpose and 

feasible within their limited resources. By growing evaluation capacity of nonprofits, the 

field will create organizations that are more effective, more efficient, and practice better 

use of supplied funds towards meeting their organization goals. To do so, more resources 

and tools need to be established within the field to give these organizations easy access to 

build their evaluation capacity and increase their ability to also engage in HPT practices. 

Conclusion 

Through the experience of this case study, it appears that the literature and 

supporting tools for ECB lack generalizability and utility for under-resourced NPOs 

looking to engage in ECB without the assistance of a skilled evaluator. The experience of 

The Foothills leads the researcher to believe that more direction, foundational evaluation 

knowledge support, and personalized tools may be required before NPOs with low or 

developing evaluation capacities can meaningfully engage in ECB to meet the growing 

demands of funders and apply performance improvement practices within their 

organization. Without these supports, NPOs will likely need to hire a trained evaluator to 

guide their ECB process or risk falling behind in a competitively funded market and high 

evaluation expectations. To assist these organizations, practitioners can look to adjust 

these tools to better fit the knowledge level and contexts of these organizations and 

develop additional ECB resources for NPOs to use to build their foundational evaluation 

knowledge. 
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Limitations 

Given that this research was based on a single case study, the study results are not 

to be generalized. However, the application of this ECB process in even just one setting 

still leads to some insights that would be interesting to explore in other organizations with 

different capacity levels. Additionally, there was the limitation of having a low level of 

evaluation knowledge within the case study organization that inhibited the participating 

stakeholders from fully understanding the ECB process and application. While this was a 

meaningful conclusion, it does blur the lines of what was ineffective—the tool or the 

process. 

Another limitation was the lack of interpersonal anonymity for the respondents 

during the study. All participants were in a room together discussing topics that were 

largely their areas of influence and could have potentially be biased by their peer 

interactions and desire to appear successful in their roles. In future research, it is 

recommended that focus groups and interviews are used to triangulate both individual 

and group knowledge. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Given the small case study type of research used in this thesis, it would be 

beneficial for the field to have more experiences of organizations of varying types and to 

use different tools for researchers to reference. Additionally, the organizational 

evaluation capacity self-assessment instrument appears to have only been researched by 

the tool developers and this researcher, which limits the understanding of the specific tool 

in various contexts and with different organizations and facilitators. Having more 

information about the impact of the organizations’ and facilitators’ capacities in relation 
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to completing this tool during the ECB process would be beneficial in understanding the 

full utility of the tool. 

Much of the current research with ECB processes and tools have been completed 

by ECB experts or researchers and not by individual organizations. It could be valuable 

to explore the ECB process in a more organic state with organizations who are exploring 

ECB on their own. This could also give more insight into the true needs of these 

organizations and how models, frameworks, and tools can be better developed to support 

the needs of these organizations without having to acquire the use of a trained evaluator 

for the whole ECB process. 

As this is still largely a budding field, there are several avenues of research to 

explore in understanding the levels of evaluation capacity for various organizations, 

successes of different strategies, and stories of success and non-success cases. 
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Volkov and Kings (2007) Checklist for Building Organizational Evaluation Capacity 

The purpose of this checklist is to provide a set of guidelines for organizational 

evaluation capacity building (ECB), i.e., for incorporating evaluation routinely into the 

life of an organization. The checklist, which was developed from case study data and an 

extensive literature review, can be a resource for a wide range of stakeholders in 

organizations seeking to increase their long-term capacity to conduct and use program 

evaluations in everyday activities. 

 

Organizational Context: Be aware of the internal and external organizational context, 

power hierarchies, administrative culture, and decision-making processes. 

 

1. Cultivate a positive, ECB-friendly internal organizational context. 

 Make sure that key leaders of the organization support and share responsibility for 

ECB. 

 Locate existing and enlist new evaluation champion(s) in the organization. 

 Determine and work to increase the organization’s interest in and demand for 

evaluation information. 

 Determine if and to what extent the internal environment is supportive of change. 

 Provide opportunities for sufficient input in decision making, ensuring that people in 

the organization are able to use data to make decisions. 

 Organize opportunities for socializing around evaluation activities during the workday 

(for example, working on a survey collaboratively or discussing evaluation findings at 

brown bag lunches). 

 

2. Understand and take advantage of the external environment and its influence on 

the organization. 

 Identify external mandates/accountability requirements and expectations, and integrate 

them into the ECB efforts. 

 Determine if and to what extent the external environment is supportive of change (for 

example, accreditation agencies encourage innovation, professional communities 

promote evaluation activities, external stakeholders provide support for evaluation). 

 

ECB Structures: Purposefully create structures—mechanisms within the organization— 

that enable the development of evaluation capacity. 

 

3. Develop and implement a purposeful long-term ECB plan for the organization. 

 Establish a capable ECB oversight group (composed of members of the staff, board of 

directors, and community) to initiate, evaluate, and advance evaluation processes 

continually in the organization. 

 Generate an appropriate conception of evaluation for organizational policies and 

procedures. 

 Create a strategy for conducting and using evaluations in the organization that applies 

existing evaluation frameworks, guidelines, and professional standards. 

 Integrate evaluation processes purposefully into organizational policies and 

procedures. 
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 Make sure that a detailed written ECB plan exists, is distributed throughout the 

organization, and is used to assess progress. 

 Evaluate the capacity building activities routinely to insure that capacity is increasing 

and the evaluation function is growing. 

 

4. Build and reinforce infrastructure to support specific components of the evaluation 

process and communication systems. 

 Create organizational structures that will facilitate evaluation activities (for example, 

framing evaluation questions; generating needed studies; conducting needs assessments; 

designing evaluations; and collecting, analyzing, and interpreting data). 

 Assign responsibility for facilitating the ongoing development and evaluation of 

evaluation processes. 

 Build individuals’ readiness and skills to implement evaluation activities. 

 Develop and use an internal reporting/monitoring/tracking system. 

 Develop an effective communication and reporting capability to explain evaluation 

processes and disseminate findings, both positive and negative, to stakeholder groups. 

5. Introduce and maintain purposeful socialization into the organization’s evaluation 

process. 

 Establish clear expectations for people’s evaluation roles and provide sufficient time 

during the work day for evaluation activities. 

 Offer tangible incentives for participation in the evaluation process. 

 Provide or make available formal training, professional development, and coaching in 

evaluation. 

 Promote and facilitate people’s learning evaluation by involving them in meaningful 

ways in evaluation planning and implementation (“learning by doing”). 

 Model a willingness to be evaluated by insuring that evaluations and the ECB process 

itself are routinely and visibly evaluated. 

 

6. Build and expand peer learning structures. 

 Emphasize and implement purposeful trust building (both interpersonal and 

organizational) and interdependent roles in the evaluation process. 

 Incorporate a feedback mechanism in the decision-making process and an effective 

communication system so that people will learn from evaluation activities. 

 Create ongoing learning activities through which people interact around evaluation 

processes and results. 

 Provide ample opportunities for both individual and group reflection (for example, 

databased discussions of successes, challenges, and failures in the organization). 

 

Resources: Make evaluation resources available and use them. 

7. Provide and continuously expand access to evaluation resources. 

 Use evaluation personnel effectively (for example, have internal professionals model 

high quality practice, teach evaluation processes by engaging staff in evaluation 

activities, have external consultants present findings to staff). 
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 Provide easy access to relevant research bases that contain “best practice” content for 

evaluation in general and for evaluation in specific program content and to examples of 

high quality evaluation descriptions and reports. 

 Ensure the availability of sufficient information on how to access existing evaluation 

resources (for example, websites, professional organizations, evaluation consultants). 

8. Secure sources of support for program evaluation in the organization. 

 Assure long-term fiscal support from the board or administration—explicit, dedicated 

funding for program evaluation activities. 

 Provide basic resources (copying, equipment for data collection and analysis, 

computers and software, etc.). 

 Allow adequate time and opportunities to collaborate on evaluation activities, 

including, when possible, being physically together in an environment free from 

interruptions. 

 If needed, develop revenue-generating strategies to support program evaluation (for 

example, selling copies of data collection instruments or serving as evaluation consultants 

to other organizations for pay). 
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Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument (ECAI) 

Reprinted with permission Copyright © 2013, © SAGE Publications 

 

Section I: About You (Individual Factors) Awareness: Thoughts About Evaluation 

(1-4 scale, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat agree, and 

4 = strongly agree) 

 

I think that an evaluation . . . 

1. Will help me understand my program. 

2. Will inform the decisions I make about my program. 

3. Will justify funding for my program. 

4. Will help to convince managers that changes are needed in my program. 

5. Will inform changes in our documentation systems. 

6. Is absolutely necessary to improve my program. 

7. Should involve program participants in the evaluation process. 

8. Will influence policy relevant to my program. 

9. Will help improve services to people from diverse ethnic backgrounds who also 

have disabilities 

10. Is unnecessary because we already know what is best for our participants. 

11. Is too complex for staff to do. 

 

Motivation: Motivation to Engage in Evaluation 

I am motivated to . . . 

1. Learn about evaluation. 

2. Start evaluating my program. 

3. Support other staff to evaluate their program. 

4. Encourage others to buy into evaluating our program. 

 

Competence: Evaluation Knowledge and Skills 

I know how to . . . 

1. Develop an evaluation plan. 

2. Clearly state measurable goals and objectives for my program. 

3. Identify strategies to collect information from participants. 

4. Define outcome indicators of my program. 

5. Decide what questions to answer in an evaluation. 

6. Decide from whom to collect the information. 

7. Collect evaluation information. 

8. Analyze evaluation information. 

9. Develop recommendations based on evaluation results. 

10. Examine the impact of my program on people from diverse ethnic/racial 

backgrounds and/or people with disabilities. 

11. Write an evaluation report. 

12. Conduct an evaluation of my program on my own. 

13. Conduct an evaluation of my program with support from others. 

14. Present evaluation findings orally. 
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Section II: About your Organization (Organizational Factors) 

(1-4 scale, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat agree, and 

4 = strongly agree) 

 

Leadership 

1. Program managers provide effective leadership. 

2. Staff understands how everyone’s duties fit together as part of the overall 

mission of the program. 

3. Program managers communicate program goals and objectives clearly. 

4. Program managers have a clear plan for accomplishing program goals. 

5. Program managers have realistic expectations of what staff can accomplish 

given the resources they have available. 

 

Learning Climate 

The program where I work fosters an environment in which . . . 

1. Evaluation information is shared in open forums. 

2. Staff is supported to introduce new approaches in the course of their work. 

3. It is easy for staff to meet regularly to discuss issues. 

4. Staff is provided opportunities to assess how well they are doing, what they can 

do better, and what is working. 

5. Staff can encourage managers and peers to make use of evaluation findings. 

6. Staff respects each other’s perspectives and opinions. 

7. Staff errors lead to teachable moments rather than criticisms. 

8. Staff participates in making long-term plans for their program. 

9. Staff concerns are ignored in most decisions regarding strategic planning and 

evaluation. 

 

Resources for Evaluation 

In my program . . . 

1. Resources are allocated to provide accommodations for people from diverse 

ethnic backgrounds 

and for people with disabilities to collect evaluation information (e.g., 

interpreters, 

translated documents). 

2. Staff has time to conduct evaluation activities (e.g., identifying or developing a 

survey, collecting 

information from participants). 

3. Staff has access to technology to compile information into computerized 

records. 

4. Staff has access to adequate technology to produce summary reports of 

information collected 

from participants (e.g., computerized database). 

5. Resources are allocated for staff training (e.g., money, time, bringing in 

consultants). 

6. Technical assistance is available to staff to address questions related to 

evaluation. 



79 

 

7. Funders provide resources (e.g., training, money, etc.) to conduct evaluation. 

8. Funders provide leadership for conducting evaluation. 

9. Agency leadership engages in ongoing dialogue with funders regarding 

evaluation. 

 

Section III: About your Work (Evaluation Capacity Outcomes) 

(1-4 scale, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat agree, and 

4 = strongly agree) 

 

Mainstreaming: Evaluation as part of your Job 

1. My program gathers information from diverse stakeholders to gauge how well 

the program is doing. 

2. My program has adequate records of past evaluation efforts and what happened 

as a result. 

3. I have access to the information I need to make decisions regarding my work. 

4. I am able to integrate evaluation activities into my daily work practices. 

5. The evaluation activities I engage in are consistent with funders’ expectations. 

 

Use of Evaluation Findings 

Please indicate the extent to which your program currently uses evaluation results for the 

following purposes (1 ¼ not at all, 2 ¼ to some extent, 3 ¼ to a considerable extent, and 

4 ¼ to a very great extent) 

 

1. To report to a funder. 

2. To improve services or programs. 

3. To get additional funding. 

4. To design ongoing monitoring processes. 

5. To assess implementation of a program. 

6. To assess quality of a program. 

7. To improve outreach. 

8. To make informed decisions. 

9. To train staff. 

10. To develop best practices. 

11. To eliminate unneeded services or programs. 
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Bourgeois and Cousins’ (2008) Organizational Evaluation Capacity Self-Assessment  

Table 10. Organizational Evaluation Capacity Self-Assessment 

Item Response scale 

Dimension 1. Human Resources  

1.1 Human Resources – Staffing  
1. Employee retention initiatives and/or policies (e.g. clear career path, internal recognition) have been 

implemented to facilitate promotion and employee retention 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

2. The evaluation unit or function has an appropriate balance of junior, senior, and support positions to 

complete evaluation projects efficiently 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

1.2 Human Resources – Technical Skills  

3. Senior management and program managers recognize evaluation reports as rigorous and well researched SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

4. Sound data collection and analysis methods are used to produce evaluation findings SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

5. Evaluators follow sound project management practices to keep evaluations on schedule SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

1.3 Human Resources – Communication Skills  

6. Evaluation staff maintain good working relationships with program managers for ongoing trust SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

7. Processes exist to ensure that evaluation staff are impartial, unbiased and avoid any conflicts of interest SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

8. Evaluation reports are clear and precise (e.g., jargon-free and accessible) SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

1.4 Human Resources – Professional Development  

9. Evaluation skill sets are assessed regularly to identify gaps and corresponding training (e.g. individual 

learning plans) 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

10. Training budget and allocated training time is adequate to meet the needs identified by staff members SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

11. New evaluators (staff members who are new to evaluation) are encouraged to develop their evaluation 

skills through formal or informal apprentice/mentor arrangement 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

1.5 Human Resources – Leadership  
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12. Evaluation unit lead/manager has a strong background in evaluation and management SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

13. Evaluation unit lead/manager reconciles senior management expectations with evaluation capacity SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

14. Evaluation champion(s) are clearly identified throughout the organization (e.g. in evaluation and 

program areas) 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

15. Evaluation unit lead/manager provides support to evaluators faced with political/organizational 

interference during an evaluation 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 
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Item Response scale 

Dimension 2. Organizational Resources  

2.1 Organizational Resources – Budget  

16. Allocation of evaluation unit budget is transparent and reflects organizational concerns and priorities  SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

17. New program financing includes the cost of the corresponding evaluation SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

18. The evaluation budget is controlled and managed by the evaluation unit SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

19. Adequate, stable resources are available to complete evaluation projects SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

2.2 Organizational Resources – Performance Measurement Data  

20. Performance measurement data reflect program outcomes and results-oriented management SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

21. Ongoing performance measurement data are available, accessible and complete at the corporate and 

program levels 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

2.3 Organizational Resources – Infrastructure and Tools  

22. Policies and procedures have been established to guide evaluation activities SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

23. Evaluators have the necessary tools to complete their work (e.g. software, hardware) SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

24. A quality assurance and improvement program is in place and covers all aspects of the evaluation 

activity within the organization 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 
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Item Response scale 

Dimension 3. Planning and Conducing Evaluations  

3.1 Conducting Evaluations - Planning  

25. Organization develops and implements a planning process to identify evaluation priorities for upcoming 

years 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

26. Organizational evaluation plan sets out clear, reasonable project completion targets and timelines in 

relation to resources and organizational priorities 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

3.2 Conducting Evaluation – Internal and External Evaluators  

27. Evaluation unit has the capacity to conduct evaluations in-house SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

28. Use of consultants complements organization's evaluation capacity (e.g. specific skills, expert 

knowledge) 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

3.3 Conducting Evaluations – Information and Support  

29. Evaluators actively gather information on new policy and strategic development trends SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

30. Evaluation resources are used towards the development of cross-cutting/supporting information (e.g., 

evaluability assessment, feasibility studies, special studies, program theory development, etc.) 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

31. Evaluators maintain regular formal/informal contact with program managers SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

3.4 Conducting Evaluations – Organizational Linkages  

32. Evaluation unit lead/manager communicates directly with senior managers on issues related to 

evaluation 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

33. Evaluation steering or advisory committees are regularly used to guide evaluations SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

34. Evaluation, research and policy units coordinate efforts to minimize duplication and leverage research SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

3.5 Conducting Evaluations – External Support  

35. Evaluators actively network to expand their contacts with other evaluators and academia SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

36. Evaluators actively use external supports (e.g. professional associations, published quality standards, 

etc.) to remain current on developments in the field 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 
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Item Response scale 

Dimension 4. Evaluation Literacy   

4.1 Evaluation Literacy – Stakeholder Involvement  

37. Program managers and/or staff understand the purposes of evaluation and how it is used SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

38. Program managers and/or staff understand and apply the principles of results-based management SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

39. Program managers and/or staff have the opportunity to provide input into the development of evaluation 

frameworks by identifying issues of concern or interest 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

40. Program managers and/or staff members are involved in facilitating data collection activities SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

41. Program managers and/or staff have the opportunity to conduct a factual verification of draft evaluation 

reports 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

42. Program managers accept and act on evaluation recommendations SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

4.2 Evaluation Literacy – Results-Management Orientation  

43. All programs/organizational units have a logic model, program theory or results chain SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

44. Staff and managers have opportunities to discuss and share ideas related to organizational goals and how 

best to attain them 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

45. Senior managers provide time and resources for results-based management SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

46. Senior executives provide time and resources for performance measurement and evaluation activities SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

47. Evaluators are consulted on/involved in the development of performance measurement frameworks and 

systems 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 
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Item Response scale 

Dimension 5. Organizational Decision Making  

5.1 Organizational Decision-Making – Management Processes  

48. Program managers and/or staff routinely consult evaluators on matters related to evaluation and 

performance measurement 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

49. Evaluators are involved in broader management processes within the organization (e.g., budgetary 

reallocations, funding applications, program development) 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

5.2 Organizational Decision-Making – Decision Support  

50. Demand for evaluation services originates from all levels of the organization (i.e., from program-level 

staff up to senior executives) 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

51. Evaluation findings and recommendations are routinely sought out and considered in budget allocation 

exercises and other organizational decisions 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

52. Demand for evaluation services extends beyond mandatory requirements (e.g., funding requirements) SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 



 

 

 

8
7
 

 

Item Response scale 

Dimension 6. Learning Benefits  

6.1 Learning Benefits – Instrumental and Conceptual Use  

53. Managers generally agree with evaluation recommendations SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

54. Evaluation recommendations are implemented in a timely manner SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

55. Evaluation is used to meet external accountability requirements SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

56. Evaluation is used to learn about program functioning SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

57. Evaluation is used to make decisions about budgetary allocations SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

58. Evaluation reports are disseminated outside of the organization SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

6.2 Learning Benefits – Process Use  

59. Program managers and/or staff report an increased understanding of a program following an evaluation SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

60. Program managers and/or staff recognize the value of systematic inquiry to identify solutions to 

organizational problems 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

61. Program management and/or staff report expanded and/or expedited use of evaluation findings due to 

their involvement in the evaluation process 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 

62. Formal or informal processes to share lessons learned during evaluations are in place and involve the 

entire organization (e.g., seminars, brown-bag lunch sessions, brochures, etc.) 

SD D A SA N/A Don’t 

Know 
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Summary of ECB Frameworks and Tools 

Table 11. Summary of ECB Frameworks and Tools 

ECB 

Component/ 

Framework 

and/or tool 

Before engaging 

in ECB 

Establishing 

ECB Objectives 

and Plan 

 

Selecting ECB 

Strategies 

Evaluator 

Approach and 

Use of 

Evaluation 

Champions 

Measure 

Progress/ 

Sustainability 

and any 

Associated Tools 

Strengths and 

Weaknesses 

King and Volkov’s 

(2005) 

Framework 

Include assessing 

a mix of internal 

and external 

factors of 

organizational 

context. 

Recommends 

using a 

preliminary 

assessment, 

formal or 

informal, on the 

viability of ECB 

in the 

organization. 

King (2005) 

considers this step 

to be important as 

ECB is highly 

context sensitive 

and the 

organizational 

context must be a 

fertile ground for 

Has set of 4 goals: 

1 – increase 

capacity to design, 

implement, and 

manage 

evaluation 

2 – use evaluation 

knowledge and 

skills 

3 – cultivate 

organizational 

learning 

4 – establish 

support for 

evaluation and PI 

 

Organizational 

ECB plan is 

established by an 

internally 

established ECB 

advisory group 

based on their 

assessment of 

Recommends 

process use of 

evaluation. Any 

specific strategies 

are a result of the 

ECB advisory 

group of 

evaluation 

champions 

Evaluator 

Approach: 

Facilitate ECB 

process and guide 

activities, but only 

to establish 

evaluative inquiry 

within the 

organization. 

Evaluator does 

not act as a 

teacher. 

 

Require use of 

evaluation 

champions to 

form as ECB 

advisory group to 

guide ECB 

process. 

Champions lead 

evaluative inquiry 

and identify ECB 

King and 

Volkov’s (2006) 

ECB Checklist 

established to 

assist ECB 

advisory groups to 

identify needed 

resources, 

processes, and 

planning to create 

a tailored strategy 

for evaluation in 

the organization. 

 

Also established 

the ECB wheel 

and driving forces 

that influence 

both the adoption 

and sustainability 

of ECB within an 

organization. 

Strengths: 
Checklist 

establishes a 

starting point for 

ECB advisory 

groups to work 

from to 

understand what 

components they 

may need to build 

their evaluation 

capacity. 

 

Weaknesses: 
Does not include 

enough guidance 

on identifying 

appropriate ECB 

strategies for the 

organization or 

measuring ECB 

progress. 
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learning for ECB 

to be successful. 

Recommends 

measuring 

organizational 

readiness for 

learning but does 

not recommend 

any specific tools. 

organizational 

need. 

steps and 

progress. 

Preskill and 

Boyle’s (2008a) 

Framework 

Include assessing 

a mix of internal 

and external 

factors 

 

High priority on 

assessing 

readiness. 

Recommends 

ROLE, or similar 

measure of 

organizational 

learning capacity. 

 

Established a 

comprehensive 

list of ECB 

outcomes in areas 

of knowledge, 

skill, and affect.  

Also established 

multidisciplinary 

model that 

included several 

components to 

assess when 

establishing an 

ECB plan that tie 

in organizational 

readiness, 

motivations, 

assumptions, and 

resources into 

selecting 

appropriate ECB 

strategies. 

Established a 

standardized list 

of ten ECB 

strategies 

organizations may 

engage in during 

the ECB process. 

Includes use of an 

ECB facilitator, 

who has sufficient 

evaluation 

knowledge and 

knowledge of the 

organization to 

influence how 

participants may 

learn. 

States importance 

of evaluating ECB 

initiative, but does 

not give a 

measure or tool 

specifically to do 

so. 

Strengths: This 

model is more 

robust than prior 

models and 

includes a 

systemic and 

systematic view 

of the ECB 

process within an 

organization. The 

model 

incorporates 

components 

established 

throughout 

research in a 

comprehensive 

resource that 

allowed case 

study participants 

to establish ECB 

successfully. 

 

Weakness: The 

model is more 
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conceptual as it 

does not offer any 

sort of 

measurement to 

assess the 

progress of an 

ECB initiative 

within an 

organization. 

Labin et al.’s 

(2012) Integrative 

ECB Model 

Include 

assessment of 

motivational 

factors, both 

internal and 

external, that are 

driving the 

organization to 

participate in 

ECB. Mirrors 

Preskill and 

Boyle’s need for 

readiness 

assessment but 

recommend using 

a needs 

assessment 

approach.  

Emphasizes 

establishing a plan 

to guide ECB and 

to use for meta-

evaluation during 

the ECB process. 

Does not include 

an established list 

of objectives but 

includes the need 

to understand 

individual and 

organizational 

level desired 

outcomes. 

Recommend 

building outcomes 

that support 

research on 

components that 

increase sustained 

ECB efforts. 

Recommends 

using needs 

assessment to 

tailor selected 

strategies to the 

organization's 

resources, 

interests, and 

availability.  

Does not include a 

determination on 

the role of 

evaluator or 

champions. 

No established 

measurements. 

Recommends 

establishing ECB 

objectives based 

on sustainability 

of ECB research.  

Strengths: While 

simplified, this 

model establishes 

an easy to 

understand 

synthesis of ECB 

research that can 

be applied by 

knowledge 

evaluators.  

 

Weaknesses: The 

simplified nature 

of this model is 

not conducive as a 

guide to unskilled 

evaluators or 

organizations with 

low evaluation 

knowledge. It also 

does not include a 

measurement for 

ECB progress.  



 

 

9
2
 

Taylor-Ritzler et 

al.’s (2013) 

Evaluation 

Capacity 

Assessment 

Instrument 

Developed as an 

enhanced version 

of the ROLE 

instrument to 

measure 

evaluation 

capacity building 

in NPOs 

Does not include 

direction on 

establishing an 

ECB plan, but 

does incorporate 

objectives as 

established by 

Preskill and Boyle 

(2008b) to be 

measured. 

Does not include 

direction on 

selecting ECB 

strategies. 

Does not include 

direction on the 

role of the 

evaluator or 

champions. 

Established the 

ECAI to measure 

progress of ECB 

initiatives in 

NPOs and 

establish 

organizational 

outcomes related 

to ECB.  

Strengths: 

Includes 

components of 

other frameworks 

that establish a 

robust tool to 

measure ECB 

progress and 

sustainability over 

time.  

 

Weaknesses: The 

tool does not 

include any 

metrics to base a 

judgment off of 

for the 

dimensions. It can 

still be used to 

establish progress 

of ECB initiatives 

but not 

necessarily to 

diagnosis areas to 

focus on in ECB.  

Cousins et al.’s 

(2014) 

Framework 

Includes less 

emphasis on 

establishing 

readiness for 

ECB, and more on 

understanding 

organization 

context, and 

sources of 

Includes 

increasing both 

the capacity to do 

and use evaluation 

within the 

organization. 

Does not specify 

on establishing a 

plan or outcomes 

Priority on 

establishing 

evaluative inquiry 

and less on 

individual 

strategies. 

Does not include a 

determination on 

the role of 

evaluator or 

champions. 

Consider 

organizational 

learning capacity 

to be an outcome 

of ECB and 

recommend using 

the Organizational 

Learning Survey. 

Strengths: 

Emphasizes 

establishing a root 

of evaluative 

inquiry within an 

organization, 

rather than a full-

fledged ECB plan 

which could be 
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evaluation 

knowledge within 

the organization.  

within the 

organization.  

(Goh & Richards, 

1997) 

more realistic for 

under-resourced 

organizations.  

 

Weaknesses: The 

framework is 

more of a general 

understanding of 

components of 

ECB but does not 

give any 

actionable 

components for 

organizations to 

apply.  

Bourgeois and 

Cousins’ (2008) 

Framework 

Promote 

understanding 

organizational 

factors leading to 

desire to build 

capacity.  

Discussed 

different types of 

ECB: Direct ECB 

implies an 

intentional effort 

to build 

evaluation 

capacity. While 

Indirect ECB, 

happens more 

organically and 

can be a result of 

organizations with 

a strong learning 

culture and 

general proximity 

to evaluation use. 

Establish an 

understanding of 

Splits evaluation 

capacity into 

individual 

components 

within the 

organization 

based on their 

effect to either do 

evaluation or use 

evaluation. 

Gives specific 

guidance based on 

the area that the 

ECB is needed to 

support NPOs to 

choose a strategy 

to apply.  

Designed to be 

used by either an 

external or 

internal evaluator.  

ECB process can 

be participatory – 

collaborative 

actions of trained 

evaluators 

working with 

program, as this 

has been shown to 

increase capacity. 

Evaluator can also 

act as a facilitator 

by fostering 

organizational 

learning and 

Established the 

organizational 

evaluation 

capacity self-

assessment, 
designed 

specifically for 

use with under-

resourced NPOs 

to guide them 

through ECB 

initiatives.  

Purpose of tool is 

to establish the 

baseline 

diagnostic of 

evaluation 

capacity within 

Strengths: This 

framework and 

associated tool are 

designed to be a 

robust tool that 

can be used 

without the need 

for a skilled 

evaluator and in 

community 

organizations. The 

tool itself acts as 

both a diagnostic 

tool and 

measurement tool 

to guide 

establishing an 

ECB process and 
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current level of 

evaluation 

capacity within 

the organization. 

 

 

communities of 

practice. 

the organization, 

and be used to 

support the 

development of 

tailored ECB 

approaches within 

the organization. 

Use can extend to 

measuring ECB 

progress and 

sustainability over 

time.  

measuring its 

progress. 

 

 

Weaknesses: The 

tool so far has 

been validated for 

use in the contexts 

of several 

departments of the 

Canadian 

government but 

has not been 

utilized 

specifically within 

the context of a 

community based 

nonprofit.  
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Site Authorization Letter 
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Recruitment Email 
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Informed Consent 

 



101 

 

 

 

 

 

 



102 

 

 

 

 

 



103 

 

APPENDIX H



104 

 

Focus Group Script 

First Focus Group Script 

Investigator will collect consent forms. 

 

Welcome and thank you for participating in this focus group. The goal of this 

research is to understand the experience of using this assessment as a tool to establish an 

ECB plan within an organization. This research could inform other similar organizations 

on how this tool can be used within their contexts to build their internal evaluation 

capacity as well. 

The purpose of this focus group is to get your feedback on the organization’s 

current ability to evaluate our programs. To do this, we will work together to complete 

the Organizational Capacity Self-Assessment tool developed by Bourgeois and Cousins 

(2008). 

From the results of this assessment, we will identify areas of evaluation within the 

organization that could use improvement. A subsequent focus group will be facilitated to 

review the results of the assessment and establish strategies to build the organization’s 

evaluation capacity. 

A concluding focus group will take place to debrief to process and discuss 

barriers and facilitators to establishing an evaluation capacity building plan. 

Each focus groups will last between sixty and ninety minutes each and will be 

recorded to make sure that it is reflected accurately. 

We’d like to remind you that to protect the privacy of focus group members, all 

transcripts will be coded with pseudonyms and we ask that you not discuss what is 
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discussed in the focus group with anyone else. Do you have any questions for us before 

we begin? 

*As a group, complete the organizational capacity self-assessment tool. 

Investigator will facilitate discussion on the questions presented in the assessment to 

reach consensus prior to recording a response in the tool.* 
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Second Focus Group Script 

As a reminder, the goal of this research is to understand the experience of using 

this assessment as a tool to establish an ECB plan within an organization. 

We would like to remind you that to protect the privacy of focus group members, 

all transcripts will be coded with pseudonyms and we ask that you not discuss what is 

discussed in the focus group with anyone else. 

Today's focus groups will last between sixty and ninety minutes each and will be 

recorded to make sure that it is reflected accurately. 

We would like to remind you that to protect the privacy of focus group members, 

all transcripts will be coded with pseudonyms and we ask that you not discuss what is 

discussed in the focus group with anyone else. 

Do you have any questions for us before we begin? 

Today we will review the results of the organizational capacity self-assessment 

that we completed during the last focus group. As we review this assessment, we will 

identify the areas of strengths and weaknesses within the organization in relation to 

evaluation capacity. 

Some examples of questions asked are: 

 Do you agree with the score assigned based on your assessment responses? 

 Do you agree with the assumptions the assessment determined about the 

evaluation capacity within the organization? 

 What differences or similarities do you see within the organization and the 

assumptions listed? 
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 Is this strategy something that you feel would be within the organizations 

resources to execute? 

 Do you think this strategy would be effective within the organization? Why or 

why not? 

 Do you think this strategy would be effective in increasing the organizations 

evaluation capacity? 
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Third Focus Group Script 

As a reminder, the goal of this research is to understand the experience of using 

this assessment as a tool to establish an ECB plan within an organization.  

Today's focus groups will last between sixty and ninety minutes each and will be 

recorded to make sure that it is reflected accurately.  

We would like to remind you that to protect the privacy of focus group members, 

all transcripts will be coded with pseudonyms and we ask that you not discuss what is 

discussed in the focus group with anyone else. 

Do you have any questions for us before we begin? 

During this focus group we will debrief the experience of completing the 

Organizational Capacity Self-Assessment and using it to guide an ECB plan. 

Some examples of questions asked: 

 Was the instrument easy to interpret what was being requested and the 

terminology used was understandable? 

 Were the results provided by the instrument easy to interpret with terminology 

that was understandable? 

 What areas in either completing the instrument or interpreting the results were 

barriers? 

 What areas were positive? 

 Did completing the tool and reviewing the results provide information that could 

be readily used to establish a plan to build evaluation capacity? 

 Was the process of identifying strategies easy to complete? 

 Did the whole process seem to provide useful results to the organization? 
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 Does the organization intend to follow through on the strategies and plan 

identified to build their evaluation capacity? 

 What about the experience might the organization have changed? 
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Organizational Evaluation Capacity Self-Assessment Results  

Provided from Bourgeois, I. Organizational Evaluation Capacity Self-Assessment found 

at: 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScCfLhEBBC_jtoSUmVV_31zslU8Y5rByx

U1nmtcEJvYv0BzUA/viewform 
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 1.1 
Staffing 

1.2 
Technical 
Skills 

1.3 
Communicat
ion Skills 

1.4 
Professional 
Development 

1.5 
Leadership 

Average score 
for each 
subdimension 

2.83 3.06 3.06 2.63 2.42 

Average score 
for dimension 

2.80 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 
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 2.1 Budget 2.2 Performance 
measurement data 

2.3 Infrastructure 
and tools 

Average 
score for 
each 
subdimension 

2.79 2.50 2.72 

Average 
score for 
dimension 

2.67 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 

 



115 

 

 

 

 

 3.1 
Planning 

3.2 Internal 
and 
external 
evaluators 

3.3 
Information 
and support 

3.4 
Organization
al linkages 

3.5 
External 
support 

Average score 
for each 
subdimension 

3.00 3.00 2.81 2.46 2.46 

Average score 
for dimension 

2.75 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 
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 4.1 Stakeholder involvement 4.2 Results-management 
orientation 

Average 
score for 
each 
subdimension 

2.68 2.24 

Average 
score for 
dimension 

2.46 (Developing capacity: 1.76-2.50) 
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 5.1 Management processes 5.2 Decision support 

Average 
score for 
each 
component 

3.00 2.74 

Average 
score for 
dimension 

2.87 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 

 

 6.1 Instrumental and conceptual 
use 

6.2 Process use 

Average 
score for 
each 
component 

2.86 2.79 

Average 
score for 
dimension 

2.83 (Intermediate capacity: 2.51-3.25) 
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Summary of Organizational Evaluation Capacity Self-Assessment Results 

Table 12. Summary of Organizational Evaluation Capacity Self-Assessment Results 

Item 
Average 

Score 

Percent 

1 2 3 4 

NA or 

Don’t 

Know 

Dimension 1. Human Resources 2.8 7% 11% 76% 5% 1% 

1.1 Human Resources – Staffing 2.83 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 

1. Employee retention initiatives and/or policies (e.g. clear career path, internal 

recognition) have been implemented to facilitate promotion and employee retention 
2.83 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 

2. The evaluation unit or function has an appropriate balance of junior, senior, and support 

positions to complete evaluation projects efficiently 
2.83 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 

1.2 Human Resources – Technical Skills 3.06 0% 6% 83% 11% 0% 

3. Senior management and program managers recognize evaluation reports as rigorous and 

well researched 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

4. Sound data collection and analysis methods are used to produce evaluation findings 3 0% 17% 67% 17% 0% 

5. Evaluators follow sound project management practices to keep evaluations on schedule 3.17 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 

1.3 Human Resources – Communication Skills 3.06 0% 0% 94% 6% 0% 

6. Evaluation staff maintain good working relationships with program managers for 

ongoing trust 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

7. Processes exist to ensure that evaluation staff are impartial, unbiased and avoid any 

conflicts of interest 
3.17 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 

8. Evaluation reports are clear and precise (e.g., jargon-free and accessible) 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

1.4 Human Resources – Professional Development 2.63 0% 28% 56% 0% 17% 
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9. Evaluation skill sets are assessed regularly to identify gaps and corresponding training 

(e.g. individual learning plans) 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

10. Training budget and allocated training time is adequate to meet the needs identified by 

staff members 
2.9 0% 17% 80% 0% 17% 

11. New evaluators (staff members who are new to evaluation) are encouraged to develop 

their evaluation skills through formal or informal apprentice/mentor arrangement 
2 0% 67% 0% 0% 33% 

1.5 Human Resources – Leadership 2.42 25% 33% 42% 0% 0% 

12. Evaluation unit lead/manager has a strong background in evaluation and management 3.17 0% 83% 17% 0% 0% 

13. Evaluation unit lead/manager reconciles senior management expectations with 

evaluation capacity 
2.83 0% 17% 83% 0% 0% 

14. Evaluation champion(s) are clearly identified throughout the organization (e.g. in 

evaluation and program areas) 
1.5 67% 17% 17% 0% 0% 

15. Evaluation unit lead/manager provides support to evaluators faced with 

political/organizational interference during an evaluation 
2.17 33% 17% 50% 0% 0% 

Dimension 2. Organizational Resources 2.67 4% 19% 69% 2% 7% 

2.1 Organizational Resources – Budget 2.79 0% 13% 67% 4% 17% 

16. Allocation of evaluation unit budget is transparent and reflects organizational concerns 

and priorities  
3.17 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 

17. New program financing includes the cost of the corresponding evaluation 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

18. The evaluation budget is controlled and managed by the evaluation unit 3 0% 0% 83% 0% 17% 

19. Adequate, stable resources are available to complete evaluation projects 2 0% 50% 0% 0% 50% 

2.2 Organizational Resources – Performance Measurement Data 2.5 17% 17% 67% 0% 0% 

20. Performance measurement data reflect program outcomes and results-oriented 

management 
2 33% 33% 33% 0% 0% 

21. Ongoing performance measurement data are available, accessible and complete at the 

corporate and program levels 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
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2.3 Organizational Resources – Infrastructure and Tools 2.72 0% 22% 78% 0% 0% 

22. Policies and procedures have been established to guide evaluation activities 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

23. Evaluators have the necessary tools to complete their work (e.g. software, hardware) 2.17 0% 83% 17% 0% 0% 

24. A quality assurance and improvement program is in place and covers all aspects of the 

evaluation activity within the organization 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

Dimension 3. Planning and Conducting Evaluations 2.75 4% 24% 56% 8% 7% 

3.1 Conducting Evaluations - Planning 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

25. Organization develops and implements a planning process to identify evaluation 

priorities for upcoming years 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

26. Organizational evaluation plan sets out clear, reasonable project completion targets and 

timelines in relation to resources and organizational priorities 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

3.2 Conducting Evaluation – Internal and External Evaluators 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

27. Evaluation unit has the capacity to conduct evaluations in-house 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

28. Use of consultants complements organization's evaluation capacity (e.g. specific skills, 

expert knowledge) 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

3.3 Conducting Evaluations – Information and Support 2.81 11% 17% 22% 28% 22% 

29. Evaluators actively gather information on new policy and strategic development trends 3 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 

30. Evaluation resources are used towards the development of cross-cutting/supporting 

information (e.g., evaluability assessment, feasibility studies, special studies, program 

theory development, etc.) 

1.6 33% 50% 0% 0% 33% 

31. Evaluators maintain regular formal/informal contact with program managers 3.83 0% 0% 17% 83% 0% 

3.4 Conducting Evaluations – Organizational Linkages 2.46 0% 56% 33% 6% 6% 

32. Evaluation unit lead/manager communicates directly with senior managers on issues 

related to evaluation 
3.17 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 

33. Evaluation steering or advisory committees are regularly used to guide evaluations 2 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
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34. Evaluation, research and policy units coordinate efforts to minimize duplication and 

leverage research 
2.2 0% 67% 17% 0% 17% 

3.5 Conducting Evaluations – External Support 2.46 8% 42% 50% 0% 0% 

35. Evaluators actively network to expand their contacts with other evaluators and 

academia 
2.25 0% 83% 17% 0% 0% 

36. Evaluators actively use external supports (e.g. professional associations, published 

quality standards, etc.) to remain current on developments in the field 
2.67 17% 0% 83% 0% 0% 

Dimension 4. Evaluation Literacy 2.46 6% 38% 48% 0% 8% 

4.1 Evaluation Literacy – Stakeholder Involvement 2.68 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 

37. Program managers and/or staff understand the purposes of evaluation and how it is 

used 
2 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

38. Program managers and/or staff understand and apply the principles of results-based 

management 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

39. Program managers and/or staff have the opportunity to provide input into the 

development of evaluation frameworks by identifying issues of concern or interest 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

40. Program managers and/or staff members are involved in facilitating data collection 

activities 
2.83 0% 17% 83% 0% 0% 

41. Program managers and/or staff have the opportunity to conduct a factual verification of 

draft evaluation reports 
2.83 0% 67% 33% 0% 0% 

42. Program managers accept and act on evaluation recommendations 2.42 0% 67% 33% 0% 0% 

4.2 Evaluation Literacy – Results-Management Orientation 2.24 13% 43% 27% 0% 17% 

43. All programs/organizational units have a logic model, program theory or results chain 1.2 67% 17% 0% 0% 17% 

44. Staff and managers have opportunities to discuss and share ideas related to 

organizational goals and how best to attain them 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

45. Senior managers provide time and resources for results-based management 2 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
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46. Senior executives provide time and resources for performance measurement and 

evaluation activities 
2 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

47. Evaluators are consulted on/involved in the development of performance measurement 

frameworks and systems 
3 0% 0% 33% 0% 66% 

Dimension 5. Organizational Decision Making 2.87 0% 17% 80% 0% 3% 

5.1 Organizational Decision-Making – Management Processes 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

48. Program managers and/or staff routinely consult evaluators on matters related to 

evaluation and performance measurement 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

49. Evaluators are involved in broader management processes within the organization (e.g., 

budgetary reallocations, funding applications, program development) 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

5.2 Organizational Decision-Making – Decision Support 2.74 0% 28% 67% 0% 6% 

50. Demand for evaluation services originates from all levels of the organization (i.e., from 

program-level staff up to senior executives) 
2.42 0% 67% 33% 0% 0% 

51. Evaluation findings and recommendations are routinely sought out and considered in 

budget allocation exercises and other organizational decisions 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

52. Demand for evaluation services extends beyond mandatory requirements (e.g., funding 

requirements) 
2.8 0% 17% 67% 0% 17% 

Dimension 6. Learning Benefits 2.83 0% 18% 80% 2% 0% 

6.1 Learning Benefits – Instrumental and Conceptual Use 2.86 0% 17% 81% 3% 0% 

53. Managers generally agree with evaluation recommendations 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

54. Evaluation recommendations are implemented in a timely manner 2 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

55. Evaluation is used to meet external accountability requirements 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

56. Evaluation is used to learn about program functioning 3.17 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 

57. Evaluation is used to make decisions about budgetary allocations 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

58. Evaluation reports are disseminated outside of the organization 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

6.2 Learning Benefits – Process Use 2.79 0% 19% 81% 0% 0% 



 

 

 

1
2
8
 

59. Program managers and/or staff report an increased understanding of a program 

following an evaluation 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

60. Program managers and/or staff recognize the value of systematic inquiry to identify 

solutions to organizational problems 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

61. Program management and/or staff report expanded and/or expedited use of evaluation 

findings due to their involvement in the evaluation process 
3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

62. Formal or informal processes to share lessons learned during evaluations are in place 

and involve the entire organization (e.g., seminars, brown-bag lunch sessions, brochures, 

etc.) 

2.17 0% 83% 17% 0% 0% 

 


