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Inputs

CFICE Logic Model

Research Questions

Activities

Outputs

Outcomes

Impacts

Ideas
Participating
organizations

Existing partnerships

Personnel
Funding — Cash

o $2.5M - SSHRC

o $.8M - Non-
SSHRC
Funding —

In-kind
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* Question: How can CCE

be designed and

implemented to

maximize value for NP

CBOs?

Sub-Questions:

1. Scale and replication

2. CBO definition,
evaluation and use of
CCE

3. CBO control or
shared control

4. University
governance,
evaluation, feedback,
course design

5. Measuring impacts
for CBOs

6. Ethical issues
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* Management
» Governance
» Fundraising
+ Student training
» Knowledge
mobilization
+ Evaluation
Phase | (Years 1-4)
» Thematic Hubs
o Poverty Reduction
o Community Food
Security
o Community
Environmental
Sustainability
o Violence Against
Women
Phase Il (Years 5-7)
» Policy Working
Groups
o Community-based
organizations
o Universities and
colleges
o Governments and
foundations

< Narrative and financial reports

« Annual work plans and
budgets

* Minutes of SC meetings

» Additional non-SSHRC funds =

> raised

PhD, MA and BA students
trained
« Websites, blogs, videos,
newsletters, reports
« Articles, books
« Workshops, conferences
« Communities of practice
(CoPs)
« Manuals, guidelines
< Evaluation reports
Phase | (Years 1-4)
» Functioning, self-managing
and active Thematic Hubs
o Improved substantive
policies, programs

o Improved practices and
systems

o Case studies of
partnerships

o Lessons learned
Phase Il (Years 5-7)
» Functioning, self-managing
and active Policy Working
Groups
o Policy forums and dialogues
o Support instituting of new
policies, programs and
practices

o Documentation of
achievements, obstacles
and lessons

Strengthened public
policies and
programs in:
e Poverty
Reduction,
o Community Food
Security
o Community
Environmental
Sustainability
* Violence Against
Women
Strengthened
partnership and
innovation
capabilities of CBOs
More effective
partnership
performance by
universities and
colleges
More appropriate
and sustained
partnership
performance by
governments and
foundations
Critical mass of multi-
generational leaders
to design and
implement more
effective community
campus engagement

More successful,
innovative,
prosperous and
resilient
communities,




CFICE Organizational Structure

Public and Private SSHRC CFICE Steering Committee
Funders (Co-chairs)

Project Secretariat
(Principal Investigator)

Carleton University

Program Committee
All Hub Co-leads

-------------------------------- Hubs ------ommemfom
Community Food Community Environmental Poverty Violence Against Knowledge
Security Sustainability Reduction Women Mobilization
(Hub Co-leads) (Hub Co-leads) (Hub Co-leads) (Hub Co-leads) (Hub Co-leads/
KM Coordinator)
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Applications of Evaluation and Theory of

Change Approaches
Level 1:To the overall non-profit intervention,
organization or network within which the community-
campus partnership has been formed

« Level 2: To the community-campus partnership itself

* Interaction between L1 and L2: To the contribution of
the partnership to the goals of the non-profit
organization and other features of that relationship

Carleton
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PART II:
EVALUATION



What i1s Evaluation?

* “the process of determining the worth or significance
of an activity, policy or program”

 “as systematic and as objective as possible, of a
planned, ongoing or completed intervention”

& Carleton (OECD, 2000)
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What Types of Evaluations Can Be
Undertaken?

- Formative: Undertaken during an intervention, to improve
performance and learning

- Summative: Undertaken at the end of an intervention or phase,
to determine the extent to which outcomes were produced

 Participatory: Engages stakeholders in planning, implementing
and taking action on the evaluation

« Impact: Assesses the long-term results, positive and negative,

o Larleton intended and unintended, of an intervention

canadars capratuniversiy o Developmental: Collaborative process supporting innovation
and learning in emerging and complex interventions (Morra-
ﬁlﬁ Imas and Rist, 2009; Jackson, 2005; Quinn Patton, 2011)
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What Do Evaluations Evaluate?

« Relevance: The extent to which an intervention is relevant to
the needs of its primary stakeholders and its context

« Effectiveness: The extent to which an intervention attains its
objectives

 Efficiency: The ratio of outputs (immediate results) in relation
to inputs (costs), comparing alternative approaches

« Impact: The long-term changes produced by an intervention,

directly or indirectly, positive or negative, intended or
o Carleton  ynintended

UNIVERSITY

canada's capital University o Systainability: The extent to which the net benefits of an
intervention are likely to continue after the intervention is
completed, and their resilience to risk (Morra-Imas and Rist,
W s orcs, 2009)
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A Basic Tool: The Evaluation Matrix

Main Evaluation Issue: Relevance

Data Collection Source!

T T T T T T T T T T T P P P PP PP P PR PP

Team
- Member :
- Responsible

Review
Interviews
Focus Groups

. i Sub- i

Questions Question Measure/Indicator

1. TWE* is the Initiative « Quality of contextual
 based on a sound © analysis

 rationale?  « Clear theory of change

T T T T T T T T LT L LT rr T Lt Tt L L rr LT T LT T S o Ay s (AP oS- YA SR (AR (A S S

- 2. TWE does Il have a - + Investment industry gaps

- Gl End - « Development finance :
comparative gaps vV i v i - i -
i advantage? : : : : :

* Organizational
Other

~ Key-Person
Assessments
Industry Scan
TOC Analysis

Document

TJ/KH

AN
AN
[

[
AN
AN
[

TI/IKH/AG

AN

* Uniqueness of |l products
and services

.......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

- 3. Whatis II's value . « Types of value offered by

. proposition? © range of Il services and v v - - v v
Car let()n © Products

T T e e e

W UNIVERSITY a) Is Il adding value to : . Solutions
Canada’s Capital University  : development? . « Innovations : : : : : :
: :  « Funding/ Resources Vv - v v
. « Partners 5 : : : :
| et A _:Reputation N S [N N S e :
b) Is Il adding value to the . Solutions : : : : : : 5 ;
: work of the Foundation? : e
* Funding/ Resources
: « Partners
* Reputation

T T T T T e T LT LTI TTITTIITIIT: T Frrvsnnensennes [PETTTTTTTTerTs LETTTITPIIPIIrE CTTPTT PR Fresrnenneannas [ETTTTTITTTrrTT: S §

* TWE: To What Extent
10

KH/TJ
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Mixed Methods: Data Collection and Analysis

Qualitative Methods Quantitative Methods
- Document, file and literature review  « Randomized clinical trials
«  Open-ended qualitative interviews - Closed-ended quantitative

with key persons (online) surveys
«  Focus groups/community meetings y

- Participant observation/ethnography ~ *  Cost-benefit analysis

«  Case studies « Econometric studies

- Organizational assessments/self- Social ret _ ment
assessments oclal return on Investmen

*  Network and stakeholder analysis

«  Policy influence analysis

ol «  Social media analysis

9.6.[%‘!6&99 «  Outcome mapping

Canada’s Capital University . Most Significant Change

«  Social analysis system (SAS) tools

«  Participatory rapid appraisal

«  Stakeholder task forces/working
groups

»  Appreciative inquiry

Gender-sensitive tools 11
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Balancing Accountability and Learning

* Negotiating shared outcomes among stakeholders
 Sharing new evaluation knowledge as a public good

« Embedding processes that are transparent, ethical and
culturally-informed

« Amplifying voice and choice by the least powerful

actors
« Empowering communities of practice to share findings
i : . : :
9&%‘!?29!3 and dialogue on joint action (Rodin and MacPherson,

Canada’s Capital University 2012)
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Elements of an Evaluation Plan

» Purposes of the evaluation
« Background and context for the study
« Key information requirements

« Deliverables expected (work plan and methodology,
draft and final reports)

« Schedule of activities and milestones

Table of contents of report
Carleton o
g vniversity o Roles and responsibilities (evaluators, sponsors,

Canada’s Capital University
stakeholders)

* Budget and payment schedule (Adapted from
Hawkins, in Morra-Imas and Rist, 2009)
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PART III
S Caukilon  THEORY OF CHANGE
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N
What is Theory of Change?

» A model that specifies (usually visually) the underlying
logic, assumptions, influences, causal linkages and
expected outcomes of an intervention (policy, program,
project)

« Through the collection and analysis of performance
data, this model can be tested against the actual process
experienced, and results attained, by the intervention

Carleton . “Blueprint of the building blocks needed to achieve the

UNIVERSITY

Canadars Capital University long-term goals of a social change initiative”

* Also known as “program theory” (Funnell and Rogers,
2011; Rogers, 2008, Weiss, 1998)

15



Interrogating the Theory of Change in
Evaluations: Key Questions

« Is the theory of change valid, appropriate, relevant and
accurate?

» Does change actually occur in the ways the
Intervention proponents expected?

 Are there other change dynamics or pathways at work?

& Carleton « Are the_re unforeseen actors and factors that promote or

constrain change?

ST o Are there obstacles that stymie—that render
Ineffective—the theory of change?

« How can those obstacles be minimized or eliminated
altogether?

16



Theory of Change for a Student Reading
Program

Visits by teachers to students’ homes

v

Sharing of views by parent and teacher

Pl

\

Carleton
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Canada’s Capital University

Teachers’ understanding
of the home culture

Parents’ knowledge of
school's expectations for
students

Y

Teachers’ sympathy with
children and their view of
the world

Y

Parental support and
encouragement with
child’s homework and
school assignments

N\

Parental support for
better attendance at
school

Identification of special
problems that retard
student’s achievement
(health, emotional, other)

Y

Parents’ knowledge of
school’s expectations
for students

\

Teaching in terms
comfortable and
understandable to

\

Conscientiousness of
work by students

N

Student attendance

\

Student’s receipt of
special help

students
Student morale \ \ /

Y

o Improvement of
S
FOOD SECURE CANADA \“&""d C0474f¢ condition (health,
A Z .
g 2 emotlonal)
E 2
% c‘? Source: Woiss 1972, 50 Achievement in reading
A 17




An Example of a Theory of Change for a Global
N

Program on Impact Investing

Housing Lives of poor and vulnerable improved ’
Health Care | Thg polor ’
and vulneraple can
Clean Water - — | [ - ~_capture real benefits : : | :
Sanitation Availability of affordable Income generating activities ‘ Physical environment improved
Energy products and services improved expanded
| Wage-levels permit real income gains for the poor —l
Profitability, of businesses ensure surplus for
| [ allocation to.impacts
Private business Small and medium Micro enterprises Social enterprises Local impact investment
corporations engaged enterprises engaged engaged engaged funds engaged
I [ [ [ [
[
Number and size of for-profit impact investments increased
Global economic conditions encourage investing
Regulatory, fiscal and reputational incentives
- | - | — - | - encourage investing L - | |
Pension funds — public Foundations, Private equity Family offices Non-profit social / Government Retail investors

— private — engaged endowments engaged| |funds engaged
[ | |

green funds engaged| |agencies engaged
| |

engaged

engaged
|

I
| For-profit impact investment efficiently placed by full ecosystem |

Cost-sharing by
partners is sustained

Intermediaries’ business
models sustain expansion

Coalition-building
drives ‘policy change

Policy reforms
institu][ed

Competing [
systems co-exist > |

Industry infrastructure Intermediaries
developed scaled
[ [
I
Catalyzing activities undertaken

’ Collective action
platform? created

Grants for Grants for Grants for scaling| | PRIs for scaling | |Grants for research| | Communications Brokerage and
collective action | |industry standards intermediaries intermediaries and advocacy outreach networking
platforms approved approved approved executed approved carried out carried out 18



Theory of Change Worksheet

Strategies e Assumptions e

Desired results

Influential Problem or issue
factors (outputs, outcomes,

e and impact)e

Carleton Community needs/assets e

W UNIVERSITY
Canada’s Capital University

Source: Kellogg Foundation 2004
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B I
Checklist of CFICE Research Questions

* Overall: How can community-campus engagement
(CCE) be designed and implemented to maximize
value for NP CBOs?

¢ Sub-Questions:
-Scale and replication
-CBO definition, evaluation and use of CCE
-CBO control or shared control of the process
Carleton P

W UNIVERSITY -University governance, evaluation, feedback, course
Canada’s Capital Universit -
,, , design

-Measuring impacts for CBOs
-Ethical issues

20



N
Interrogating the Theory of Change at Two Levels

« Level 1: For the organization/network as a whole

« Level 2: For the community-campus engagement (within, across
cases)

 Interaction between L1 and L2: Contributions, relationship

Key Questions

« Was there an explicit/implicit ToC?

« Was the ToC valid, appropriate, relevant, accurate?

« How did the partners judge success — what were their indicators?
Carleton ° Didchange occur in the ways proponents/partners expected?

W UNIVERSITY Were there other change dynamics/pathways?

« Were there unforeseen actors and factors?

«  Were there obstacles that rendered the ToC ineffective?

«  How could those obstacles have been minimized or eliminated
altogether?

« What other lessons, insights or issues arose from this partnership? 51

Canada’s Capital University




Conclusion

Theory of change is a concept and a tool that enables the
researcher / evaluator to assess the performance of an
Intervention in terms of its:

— relevance

— effectiveness

— efficiency

— Impacts and
93}{'!(29}} — sustainability .

consame commatonver=i-— Theory of change is used in the evaluation process for
both learning and accountability: it is also a tool for co-
M creating new knowledge that can inform and strengthen
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Resources

 Better Evaluation Website www.betterevaluation.org

« Canadian Evaluation Society  www.evaluationcanada.ca

Carleton
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